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Many changes have been taking place in Oregon's agriculture. 

Average size of farms has increased.'  The trend is toward fewer 

but larger,   highly mechanized farms,   leading to changed demand 

for farm machinery and consequently changes in farm machinery 

firms to meet the changing demands of farmers.    In general,   the 

research question of interest was:    "What are the most effective and 

efficient ways farm machinery firms might adjust to the changing 

demands of farmers for used farm machinery and related products 

and services. 

The specific purposes of this study were to  1) evaluate farmers' 

and dealers'  attitudes and preferences relative to guarantees on used 

equipment,   farm service centers and information services,   2) to 



evaluate inconsistencies between farmers and dealer attitudes and 

preferences,   and 3) to evaluate which of selected farm,   farmer, 

dealer,   and dealership characteristics may or may not be related to 

respective attitudes and preferences of farmers and dealers. 

Farm machinery dealers in Oregon,   Washington and Western 

Idaho were sent questionnaires.     Questionnaires were also sent to a 

sample of all Oregon farmers.     The relationships of interest were 

tested for significance via a computerized contingency analysis. 

The farmers' attitudes and preferences suggest' strongly that 

gross sales of used equipment could be increased if machinery dealers 

would provide guarantees more acceptable to farmers.    Apparently, 

smaller farmers in particular might be induced to purchase more used 

equipment if guarantees were more acceptable to them.   Farmers in 

general indicated a preference for used equipment guarantees that 

cover all breakdowns for a longer period,   with larger farmers pre- 

ferring guarantees covering only major breakdowns. 

Farmers were divided as to whether used equipment guarantees 

should cover all or half the labor costs of repairing breakdowns, but 

felt more strongly that guarantees should cover all parts costs. They 

were also divided as to whether the guarantee period should be 30, 60 

or 90 days. Dealers, however, strongly preferred guarantees cover- 

ing 30 days and 1/2 the labor and parts costs. Farmers preferred to 

have more acceptable guarantees rather than lower prices,   which 



suggests a willingness to pay some price for the added services. 

Farmers indicated farm service centers would be more conven- 

ient for them.    Smaller farmers were more inclined than larger farm- 

ers to prefer doing business with a farm service center.     The study 

indicates about 2/5 of a service centers' customers would be within 25 

miles and 4/5 within 5 0 miles. 

Farmers much preferred to have service centers house compet- 

ing  suppliers of products and services,   and decidedly felt the service 

center should be located outside the city limits of towns.     Farmers 

were divided as to whether the service center should be operated as a 

farmers' cooperative,   as independent business or as a combination of 

both. 

Three fourths or more of the farmers preferred that farm ser- 

vice centers carry the following products,   listed in order of priority, 

highest priority first:    Farm machinery; fertilizer; chemicals; hard- 

ware and power tools; tires,   batteries and accessories; and feed,   fol- 

lowed closely by a preference for a blacksmith and machine shop,   and 

irrigation supplies. 

Farmers indicated a substantial preference for machinery re- 

lated information/educational services,   with primary preference for 

material relating to machinery and equipment maintenance,   minor en- 

gine repairs,   equipment leasing and engine tune-ups.     The informa- 

tion/educational services appealed particularly to larger farmers, 

farmers planning larger machinery expenditures and younger farmers. 



Farm Machinery Merchandising:   Farmer and Dealer 
Preferences Concerning Used Equipment 

Guarantees,   Farm Service Centers 
and Information Services 

by 

Ashok Kumar Singh 

A THESIS 

submitted to 

Oregon State University 

in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements for the 

degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

June 1971 



APPROVED: 

*- " 
Assistant Professor of Agricultural Economics 

in charge of major 

 QT  *r <r ^t-e ^-i 1  

Head of Department of Agricultural Economics 

Dean of Graduate School 

Date thesis is presented    j JJL'Q^ M "j , /f/O  

Typed by Opal Grossnicklaus for Ashok Kumar Singh 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I am deeply indebted to my major professor,   Dr.   Clinton B. 

Reeder for initiating and suggesting this project,   for his patience, 

guidance and advice,  and for his critical reading and correction of 

the drafts.    Appreciation is expressed to the following individuals for 

their valuable contributions toward the completion of this study; 

Dr.   William G.   Brown,   Dr.   James G.   Youde,   and Dr.  R.  S. 

Johnston for valuable suggestions and advice in the prepa- 

ration of the dissertation. 

Dr.   Doyle A.  Eiler and Mr.   Ishwar P.   Mufarka for assistance 

which they so generously provided. 

The Vice-President of the Northwest Hardware and Implement 

Association for his cooperation in securing data from 

farm machinery dealers. 

The Department of Agricultural Economics for financial assis- 

tance in carrying out the research. 

Eileen Howard and Laura Hawley for typing the rough drafts. 

Finally,   I want to express my deep appreciation to my wife, 

Kalindi Singh,   for constant encouragement,   thoughtfulness,   and the 

unique "Indian Sacrifice" throughout my graduate study. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

General Approach 2 
Study Objectives 3 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 5 

III. PROCEDURES 14 

Design of Questionnaire 14 
Sampling Procedures 15 
Procedures for Data Analysis 17 

IV. GUARANTEES--USED EQUIPMENT 21 

Farmers Would Buy More Used Equipment if It 
Carried an Acceptable Guarantee 25 

Dealers 25 
Type of Training 25 
Age 26 

Farmers 27 
Annual Farm Sales 2 7 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 28 
Dealers Should Guarantee Used Equipment Even   Though 

They May Not Have Full Knowledge of Its Condition 29 
Dealers 29 

Annual Gross Sales 29 
Geographic Area 30 

Farmers 3 2 
Age 3 2 
Geographic Area 33 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 34 
Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Used Equipment 3 5 
Dealers 35 

Level of Education 3 5 
Age 3 6 

Farmers 3 7 
Type of Training 3 7 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 38 
Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Used Equipment 3 8 
Dealers 38 

Age 3 8 
Geographic Area 39 



Farmers 41 
Type of Training 41 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 42 
Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee on 

Used Equipment 43 
Dealers 43 

Age 43 
Farmers 44 

Type of Training 44 
Geographic Area 45 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 45 
Used Equipment Guarantees Should Cover All Breakdowns 

for a Short Period,   and Only Major Breakdowns for a 
Longer Period 46 

Dealers 46 
Level of Education 46 
Geographic Area 47 

Farmers 48 
Annual Farm Sales 48 
Age 49 
Type of Training 50 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 51 
Guarantees on Used Equipment Should Generally Cover 

Only Major Breakdowns 52 
Farmers 5 2 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 5 2 
Age 53 
Level of Education 54 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 55 
Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee on 

Major Breakdowns 55 
Dealers 55 

Level of Education 55 
Farmers 56 

Age 56 
Geographic Area 5 7 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 58 
Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee on 

on Major Breakdowns 59 
Dealers 59 

Annual Gross Sales 59 
Level of Education 60 
Type of Training 61 
Geographic Area 62 



Farmers 63 
Farm Type 63 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 64 
Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee on 

Major Breakdowns 65 
Dealers 65 

Geographic Area 65 
Farmers 66 

Age 66 
Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 67 

Farmers Would Prefer to Have No Guarantee on Used 
Equipment and Buy It at a Somewhat Lower Price 68 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 68 
Used Farm Equipment is Generally a Good Buy 69 

Farmers 69 
Age 69 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 70 

V.     FARM SERVICE CENTERS 71 

Farmers' and Dealers' Product and Service 
Preferences for a Farm Service Center 73 

Having Products and Services All at One Location 
(Farm Service Center) Would be More Convenient 
for the Farmers 75 

Dealers 75 
Type of Training 75 

Farmers 76 
Planned Machinery Expenditur es 76 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 7 7 
Farmers Would Prefer to Conduct Their Business at a 

Farm Service Center Rather Than at Several 
Locations Around Town 78 

Dealers 78 
Type   of  Training 78 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 79 
The Greatest Distance Farmers Would Likely Drive to 

Patronize a Farm Service Center 80 
Dealers 80 

Annual Gross Sales 80 
Farmers 81 

Farm Type 81 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 83 
Geographic Area 84 



Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 85 
Should a Farm Service Center House Competing or 

Single Suppliers of Products and Services? 85 
Dealers 85 

Annual Gross Sales 85 
Farmers 8 6 

Farm Type 86 
Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 8 7 

Should the Farm Service Center be Located Outside the 
City Limits of Town? 88 

Dealers 88 
Type of Training 88 

Farmers 89 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 89 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 90 
Should a Farm Service Center be Run as a Farmers' 

Cooperative,   or as Independent Businesses,   or a 
Combination ? 91 

Dealers 91 
Annual Gross Sales 91 
Type of Training 9 2 

Farmers 9 2 
Farm Type 9 2 
Annual Farm Sales 93 
Planned Machinery Expenditure 94 
Level of Education 96 
Type of Training 9 ^ 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 98 

VI.   INFORMATION SERVICES 100 

Information Service Preferences 101 
Should Informational Services be Conducted by an 

Instructor or be Provided in Booklet Form? 10 3 
Farmers 10 3 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 103 
Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 104 

What Maximum Price Will Farmers Pay to Attend Each 
of the Informational Courses Conducted by an 
Instructor? 104 

Farmers 
Farm Type 104 
Annual Farm Sales 10 7 
Planned Machinery Expenditure 108 
Age 109 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 110 



The Maximum Price Farmers Would Pay for Each 
Informational Course Available in Booklet Form 111 

Farmers 111 
Farm Type 111 
Annual Farm Sales 112 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 114 

VII.    SUPPLEMENTAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 115a 

VIII.    SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 116 

The Chi-Square Results 116 
Used Equipment Guarantees 116 

Farmers' Willingness to Buy More Used 
Equipment Under Acceptable Guarantees 116 

Dealers 116 
Age 116 

Farmers 121 
Annual Farm Sales 121 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 121 
Dealers Should Guarantee Used Equipment Without 

Full Knowledge of Its Condition 121 
Dealers 121 

Annual Gross Sales 121 
Geographic Area 122 

Farmers 122 
Age 122 
Geographic Area 123 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 123 
Dealers 123 

Level o£ Education 123 
Age 124 

Farmers 124 
Type of Training 124 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 124 
Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Used Equipment 125 
Dealers 125 

Age 125 
Geographic Area 125 

Farmers 125 
Type of Training 125 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 126 
Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Used Equipment 126 
Dealers 126 

Age 126 



Farmers 
Types of Training 
Geographic Area 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 
Guarantees Should Cover All Breakdowns for a 

Short Period and Only Major Breakdowns for 
a Longer Period 

Dealers 
Level of Education 
Geographic Area 

Farmers 
Annual Farm Sales 
Age 
Type of Training 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 
Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 
Age 
Level of Education 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 
Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Major Breakdowns 
Dealers 

Level of Education 
Farmers 

Age 
Geographic Area 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 
Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Major Breakdowns 
Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 
Level of Education 
Type of Training 
Geographical Area 

Farmers 
Type of Farm 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 
Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 

on Major Breakdowns 
Dealers 

Geographic Area 
Farmers 

Age 
Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

127 
127 
127 
127 

128 
128 
128 
128 
129 
L?9 
129 
130 
130 
130 
130 
131 
131 
132 

132 
13 2 
132 
133 
133 
133 
133 

134 
134 
134 
134 
134 
135 
135 
135 
136 

136 
136 
136 
136 
136 
137 



Farmers Would Prefer to Have No Guarantee on 
Used Equipment and Buy It at a Somewhat 
Lower Price 137 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 137 
Used Equipment is Generally a Good Buy 138 

Farmers 13B 
Age 138 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 138 
Farm Service Centers 139 

The Convenience of the Farm Service Centers 
to Farmers 139 

Dealers 139 
Type of Training 139 

Farmers 139 
Planned Machinery Expenditure 139 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 139 
Farmers1  Preference to Do Business at a Farm 

Service Center Rather Than at Several Locations 
Around Town 140 

Dealers 140 
Type of Training 140 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 140 
The Greatest Distance Farmers Would Likely 

Drive to Patronize a Farm Service Center 141 
Dealers 141 

Annual Gross Sales 14.1 
Farmers 141 

Farm Types 141 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 142 
Geographic Area 142 

Farmer-Dealer Copiparison 143 
Should Farm Service Centers House Competing 

or Single Suppliers? 143 
Dealers 143 

Annual Gross Sales 143 
Farmers 143 

Farm Types 143 
Farmer-Dealer Comparisons 144 

Should Farm Service Centers Be Located Outside 
the City Limits of Towns ? 144 

Dealers 144 
Type of Training 144 

Farmers 145 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 145 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 145 



Should Farm Service Centers Be Run as 
Cooperatives,   Independent Businesses,   or 
a Combination of Both? 145 

Dealers 145 
Annual Gro.as Sales 145 
Type of Training 146 

Farmers 146 
Farm Types 146 
Annual Farm Sales 146 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 147 
Type of Training 147 
Level of Education 147 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 148 
Information Services 148 

Should Information Services be Provided in 
Booklet Form,   By an Instructor,   or Both? 149 

Farmers 149 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 149 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 149 
The Maximum Price Farmers Would Pay to Attend 

Each of the Courses Conducted By an Instructor        150 
Farmers 150 

Farm Types 150 
Annual Farm Sales 15 0 
Planned Machinery Expenditures 15 0 
Age 151 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 151 
The Maximum Price Farmers Would Pay for Each 

of the Informational Courses Available in Booklet 
Form 15 r 

Farmers 151 
Farm Types 151 
Annual Farm Sales 152 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 152 
The Regression Results 152 

Dealers 152 
Farmers 152e 

Conclusions 152j 
Guarantees on Used Equipment 152j 
Farm Service Centers 153 
Information Services 154 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 15 6 

APPENDIX I 15 9 

APPENDIX II 163 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Dealers' training vs.   "Farmers would buy more used 
equipment if it carried an acceptable guarantee." 26 

2. Dealers' age vs,   "Farmers would buy more used equip- 
ment if it carried an acceptable guarantee. " 2 7 

3. Annual farm sales vs.   "You would buy more used equip- 
ment if it carried an acceptable guarantee. " 28 

4. Farmer-dealer response comparison:    farmers would 
buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable 
guarantee. 28. 

5. Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Dealers should guar- 
antee used equipment even though they may not have 
full knowledge of its condition. " '     . 30 

6. Dealers' geographic area vs.   "Dealers should guarantee 
used equipment even though they may not have full knowl- 
edge of its condition. " 31 

7. Farmers' age vs.   "Dealers should guarantee used equip- 
ment even though they may not have full knowledge of its 
condition. " 33 

8. Farmers' geographic area vs. "Dealers should guarantee 
used equipment even though they may not have full knowl- 
edge of its condition. " 34 

9. Farmer-dealer response comparison: dealers should 
guarantee used equipment without full knowledge of its 
condition. 35 

10. Dealers' level of education vs,   "The time period which 
would constitute a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment. 36 

11. Dealers:   age vs.   "The time period which would consti- 
tute a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 36 



Table Page 

12. Farmers' training vs.   "The time period which would 
constitute a fair minimum guarantee on used equip- 
ment. " 3 7 

13. Farmer-dealer response comparison;   the time period 
covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equip- 
ment. 38 

14. Dealers' age vs.   "Labor costs covered by a fair 
minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 39 

15. Dealers' geographic area vs.   "Labor cost covered by 
a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 40 

16. Farmers' training vs.   "Labor costs covered by a fair 
minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 41 

17. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   labor costs 
covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equip- 
ment. 42 

18. Dealers' age vs.  "Parts costs covered by a fair minimum 
guarantee on used equipment. " 43 

19. Farmers' training vs.   "Parts cost covered by a fair 
minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 44 

20. Farmers' geographic area vs.   "Parts costs covered by 
a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 45 

21. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   parts costs 
covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equip- 
ment. 46 

22. Dealers' level of education vs.   "Used equipment guar- 
antee should cover all breakdowns for a short period, 
and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 47 

23. Dealers' geographic area vs.   "Used equipment guaran- 
tees should cover all breakdowns for a short period, 
and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 48 



Table Page 

24. Annual farm sales vs.   "Used equipment guarantees 
should cover all breakdowns for a short period and 
only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 49 

25. Farmers' age vs.   "Used equipment guarantees should 
cover all breakdowns for a short period,   and only 
major breakdowns for a longer period. 50 

26. Farmers' training vs.   "Used equipment guarantees 
should cover all breakdowns for a short period and 
only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 51 

27. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   used equipment 
guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short 
period and only major breakdowns for a longer period.       5.L 

28. Farmers' planned machinery expenditures vs.  "Guaran- 
tees on used equipment should generally cover only 
major breakdowns. " 52 

29- Farmers' age vs.  "Guarantees on used equipment 
should generally cover only major breakdowns. " 53 

30. Farmers' level of education vs. "Guarantees on used 
equipment should generally cover only major break- 
downs." 54 

31. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   guarantees on 
used equipment should generally cover only major 
breakdowns. 55 

32. Dealers' level of education vs.   "The time period cov- 
ered by a fair minimum guarantee for major break- 
downs. " 56 

33. Farmers' age vs.   "The time period covered by a fair 
minimum guarantee for major breakdowns." 5 7 

34. Farmers' geographic area vs.   "The time period cov- 
ered by a fair minimum guarantee on major break- 
downs." 58 



Table Page 

35. Farmer-dealer response comparison: the time period 
covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major break- 
downs. 59 

36. Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Labor costs covered 
by a fair minimum guarantee for major breakdowns." 60- 

37. Dealers' level of education vs.   "Labor costs covered 
by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns 
only." 61 

38. Dealers' training vs.   "Labor costs covered by a fair 
minimum guarantee on major breakdowns." 62 

39. Dealers' geographic area vs.   "Labor costs covered by 
a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns. " 63 

40. Farm types vs.   "Labor costs covered by a fair Tninimum 
guarantee on major breakdowns. " 64 

41. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   labor costs cov- 
ered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns.   65 

42. Dealers' geographic area vs.  "Parts cost covered by a 
fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns." 66 

43. Farmers' age vs.   "Parts cqsts covered by a fair mini- 
mum guarantee on major breakdowns. " 6 7 

44. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   parts costs cov- 
ered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns.   68 

45. Farmer-dealer response comparison:    farmers would 
prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment and buy 
it at a somewhat lower price. 68 

46. Farmers' age vs.   "Used farm equipment is generally 
a good buy. " 69 

47. Farmer-dealer response comparison:    used farm equip- 
ment is generally a good buy. 70 



Table Page 

48. Products and services farmers and dealers felt should 
be housed in a farm shopping center. 74 

49. Dealers' training vs."Having products and services all 
at one location would be more convenient for farmers."      76 

50. Farmers' planned machinery expenditures vs.   "Having 
many products and services all at one location would 
be more convenient." 77 

51. Farmer-dealer response comparison: "Having products 
and services all at one location would be more conveni- 
ent for farmers." 78 

52. Dealers' training vs.   "Farmers would prefer to conduct 
their business at a farm service center rather than at 
several locations around town." 79 

53. Farmer-dealer response comparison:   farmers would 
prefer to conduct their business at a farm service center 
rather than at several locations around town. 80 

54. Dealers' annual gross sales vs. "What is the greatest 
distance farmers would likely drive to patronize farm 
service centers?" 81 

55. Farm types vs. "The greatest distance farmers would 
likely drive to patronize a farm service center." 82 

56. Farmers'planned machinery expenditure vs. "The  great- 
est distance farmers would likely drive to patronize a 
farm shopping center. 83 

57. Geographic   area of farmers    vs.   "The   greatest 
distance farmers would likely drive to patronize a 
farm service center." 84 

58. Farmer-dealer response comparison;   the greatest 
distance farmers would drive to patronize a farm 
service center. 85 

59. Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Should a farm shopping 
center house competing or single suppliers of products 
and services?" 86 



Table Page 

60. Farm type vs.   ''Should a farm shopping center house 
competing or single suppliers of products and servic- 
es?" 87 

61. Farmer-dealer response comparison:    should a farm 
supply center house competing or  single suppliers of 
each product or service? 88 

62. Dealers' training vs.   locating the service center outside 
the city limits of towns. 89 

63. Farmers' planned machinery expenditure vs.   locating 
farm service centers outside the city limits of towns. 90 

64. Farmer-dealer response comparison:    service centers 
should be located outside the city, limits of towns. 90 

65. Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Should the farm service 
center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independ- 
ent businesses,   or a combination?" 91 

66. Dealers' training vs.   "Should the farm service center 
be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independent 
business or combination?" 92 

67. Farm type vs.   "Should the center be run as a farmers' 
cooperative or as independent businesses,   or a combina- 
tion?" 93 

68-. Annual farm sales vs.   "Should the center be run as a 
farmers' cooperative or as independent businesses,   or 
a combination?" 94 

69. Farmers' planned machinery expenditure vs.   "Should 
the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as 
independent busineses,   or a combination?" 95 

70. Farmers' level of education vs.   "Should farm service 
centers be run as a farmers' cooperative or as inde- 
pendent businesses,   or a combination?" 96 



Table Page 

71. Farmers' training vs.  "Should the farm shopping center 
be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independent busi- 
nesses or a combination?" 98 

72. Farmer-dealer response comparison; should farm 
service centers be run as a farmer cooperative, as 
independent businesses or as a combination of both? 99 

73. Dealers' and farmers' preferences for various infor- 
mational services. 102 

74. Farmers' planned machinery expenditures vs.   "Should 
informational services be conducted by an instructor 
or be provided in booklet form?" 103 

75. Farmer-dealer response comparison: "Should informa- 
tional services be conducted by an instructor or be pro- 
vided in booklet form?" 104 

76. Farm types vs. "The maximum price farmers would pay 
to attend each informational course taught by an instruc- 
tor." 105 

77. Annual farm sales vs.   "The maximum price farmers 
would pay to attend each informational course. " 108 

78. Farmers' planned machinery expenditure vs.   the 
maximum price farmers would pay to attend each 
information course. 109 

79. Farmers' age vs.   the maximum price farmers would 
pay to attend each of the informational courses. 110 

80. Farmer-dealer comparison;   maximum price farmers 
would pay to attend each informational course. Ill 

81. Farm type vs.  the maximum price farm.ers would pay 
for informational booklets. 112 

82. Annual farm sales vs.   the maximum price farmers 
would pay for educational booklets. 114 



Table Page 

83. Farmer-dealer comparison:    the maximum price 
farmers would pay for educational booklets. 115 

83A.       Relationship between selected dealer characteristics 
and dealer preferences concerning used equipment 
guarantees. 115j 

83B.       Relationships between selected farmer charac- 
teristics and farmer preferences concerning 
used equipment guarantees. 115k 

83C.       Relationships between selected dealer character- 
istics and dealers' response as to farmers' 
preferences concerning farm service centers 
and machinery related information services. 115 1 

83D.       Relationships between selected farmer character- 
istics and farmers' preference concerning farm 
service centers and machinery related informa- 
tion services. 115m 

84. Used equipment guarantees:   relationships tested 
and their significance. 117 

85. Information services:    relationships tested and 
their significance. 119 

86. Farm service centers:    relationships tested and 
their significance. 120 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure Page 

1. Prices farmers would pay to attend informational 
courses taught by a competent instructor,   by type 
of farm. 106 

2. Prices farmers would pay for informational book- 
lets,   by type of farm. 113 



FARM MACHINERY MERCHANDISING:    FARMER AND 
DEALER PREFERENCES CONCERNING USED 
EQUIPMENT GUARANTEES,   FARM SERVICE 

CENTERS AND INFORMATION SERVICES 

I.    INTRODUCTION 

Farming is becoming increasingly commercialized.    The trend 

is toward fewer but larger,   highly mechanized farms.     In the present 

setting farms are becoming larger as the necessary adjustments are 

made between land,   labor and farm machinery.    Many technologies 

contribute to the high level of farm productivity.    None is more im- 

portant than that of the machines that multiply the effectiveness of 

human labor (20,  p.   14). 

The farm machinery and equipment industry is one of the older 

farm supply industries.    Farm machinery firms have many of the 

same problems that the automobile firms have,   but unlike automobile 

industries,   they do not have as large a mass market,   and they are 

dealing with shrinking,   rather than an expanding number of customers. 

They are also burdened with a greater variety of supporting machines 

and with a large overlay of used equipment for which there is a rela- 

tively limited market. 

The farmers with which farm machinery firms are dealing have 

little resemblance to those of earlier years.    Farmers are skilled 

businessmen today and are willing to pay for more and bigger 



machinery and additional services that will cover more land with less 

manpower.    Declining numbers of farms and increasing size and man- 

agement sophistication may lead to changed demand for farm machin- 

ery and consequently require changes in farm machinery firms to 

meet the changing demands of farmers. 

During this period of transition in the farm machinery industry, 

farm operators and farm machinery dealers are raising questions 

as to specific adjustments appropriate in their situation.     The appro- 

priate adjustments to be made and the recognition of the need to ad- 

just is a matter of real concern to the farmers and farm machinery 

dealers as well as to the general economy. 

General Approach 

Much market research consists of consumer surveys such as 

studies of buyers' motives,   attitudes,   preferences,   and purchasing 

habits.     Such research,   when competently conducted,   can shed much 

light on the character of demand and be particularly useful in the 

competitive struggle,   bringing about the sharpening of marketing tar- 

gets,   improvement of distribution methods and sales promotion tech- 

niques,   and better adaptation of products to consumer wants. 

Two major tasks of demand analysis are to find out exactly what 

kind of product the consumer wants,   and who the consumer is,   that is 

a definition of the appropriate market segments.    In this study,   in 
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the case of guarantees on used equipment the nature of the desired 

products (guarantees) are identified,   as well as the appropriate market 

segments for the various types of guarantees.    In the case of farm 

service centers also both the market segments and the desired product 

characteristics are identified (one of the major research objectives 

in fact,   in all three major areas of concern was to find out the atti- 

tudes of various categories of farmers for various  "product attri- 

butes").    In the case of farm service centers,   however,   demand itself 

may be treated in terms of the distance farmers would travel to patron- 

ize a farm service center,   that is,  the price farmers would pay to 

patronize such centers,   in terms of an outlay of travel costs.    In the 

case of information services the approach was to identify the demand 

for specified information services of interest,   the appropriate market 

segments and the price-quantity relationships for various information 

services among the specified categories of farmers. 

The main task of this study has been to set the stage for more 

precise demand analysis by identifying desired product attributes, 

that is,   to identify the desired product,   to identify relevant market 

segments and to measure general attitudes and preferences of farmers 

as consumer of farm machinery,   and dealers as suppliers of farm 

machinery,   rather than an explicit analysis of only price-quantity 

relations,   which in large part cannot be accomplished until the nature 

of the desired product and the appropriate market segments are 

identified. 



The approach taken in this research was basically exploratory, 

to generate insight into the machinery market situation, and possibly 

to generate hypotheses which may be tested in further research. 

Study Objectives 

The declining number of farms has increased the inventory of 

used equipment and machinery at the farm machinery dealerships. 

These increased inventory of used machinery has created a capital 

and sales problem for many dealers.     Because sales of used equip- 

ment are generally slow,   more information is necessary concerning 

how used equipment might be made more attractive to prospective 

customers. 

There is talk of developing  "Farm Service Centers, " where 

farmers could obtain more conveniently from various companies at 

one location all their farm supplies and other products and services. 

Although the concept of the service center is appealing little is known 

concerning farmers' reaction to such a proposal,   and the extent of 

the real farm market for such centers. 

With the rapid change in farm machinery technology,   the chang- 

ing nature of the farmer and the ever increasing need to keep abreast 

of developments,   increasing interest is shown by various individuals 

for reliable information services.    One suggestion is for machinery 

dealers to provide certain kinds of information services at a fee. 



Little is known however,   about the form in which such information 

should be made available,   the extent of demand for such services 

and prices farmers would be willing to pay. 

In general,   the research question of interest is:    "What are the 

most effective and efficient ways farm machinery firms might adjust 

to the changing demands of farmers for used farm machinery and 

related products and services?" 

More specifically,   the objectives of this study are to contribute 

to improved machinery service for farmers and to contribute to im- 

proved profitability of farm machinery dealerships,   by: 

1) evaluating farmers' and dealers' attitudes and preferences 

relative to guarantees on used equipment, farm service centers and 

information services. 

2) evaluating inconsistencies between farmer and dealer atti- 

tudes and preferences,   and 

3) evaluating which of selected farm,   farmer,   dealer,   and 

dealership characteristics may or may not be related to respective 

attitudes and preferences of farmers and dealers. 



II.     LITERATURE REVIEW 

Little public information is available regarding demand for 

machinery and related services.    However,   there are some studies 

and material written which are related to this study. 

Several factors apparently affect the market for farm machin- 

ery--the fluctuating level of farm income,   the decrease in the total 

number of farms,   the increase in the number of larger farms,   farm- 

ers' age,   education level and training and changes in production tech- 

nology.    Operators of larger farms are likely to buy most of the new 

tractors and tractor-powered or self-propelled machinery and imple- 

ments (20,. p.   14).    Smaller farms,   including many part-time farms 

provide a market for some new equipment especially in small sizes. 

More importantly,   these farms provide an outlet for used machinery. 

Kellogg (13) states the future of agriculture is bright in terms 

of the demands upon it for its product.    Agriculture is in the midst 

of great change and bears increasing responsibility as an industry or 

collection of industries in helping to supply world food and fibre needs. 

Daly (5) has projected that by 1980,   if recent trends continue,   farm 

numbers could be down to around two million compared with 3. 4 milli- 

on estimated for  1965.    About half of these farms may account for 

perhaps 95 percent of total cash receipts,   90 percent of total produc- 

tion assets,   and 75 to 80 percent of total labor inputs.     The remaining 
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farms -would consist of small farms,   including part-time and part- 

retirement farms,  many of which would be largely rural residences. 

Heady (10) projects that if recent rates of change prevailed in 

the future the number of farms in the U.  S.  would decline from the 

present 3. 2 million to approximately 1.5 million by 1980.    About half 

of these would be commercial farms and the other half part-time or 

subsistance farming units. 

Engle (7) indicates it is true that the number of farms has de- 

creased from 5. 4 million in 1950 to 3. 5 million in 1964,   3. 3 million 

at year end 1966.    However,   during the same period farms with 

$10, 000 or more income increased from 480, 000 to 890, 000,   an 

increase of 85 percent in the key group of farmer customers. 

Phillips (16) indicates that since the war the economies of 

scale obtainable through the use of larger and more expensive power 

equipment have had the effect of increasing the most economical size 

of the farm unit,   of contributing to a reduction in the number of 

farms,   and of literally forcing a drastic increase in the degree of 

farm mechanization.    Between 1941 and 1956,   in Canada,   for ex- 

ample,   total farm acreage remained almost constant at 173 million 

acres; yet about one out of seven farms went out of existence as 

separate entities,   and average acres per farm increased from 237 

to 302.    In the same years,   the ownership of machinery and equip- 

ment on farms increased some three and one-half times.    Figures 
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for the United States show that the trends there have been in the 

same direction and even more pronounced. 

Phillips ( 16) states that parallel changes have taken place in 

the distributive structure for farm machinery. Substantial reduc- 

tions have occurred in the number of dealers, some as a result of 

mergers between manufacturing firms, but most as a result of the 

decreasing number of farms and the impracticability of marketing 

expensive machinery such as tractors and combines through weak 

or unreliable dealers. 

Phillips also indicates between 1940 and 1958,   dealerships in 

the United States decreased from 27, 500 to 18, 000,   the average net . 

worth of dealers in the U.  S.   has increased from about $25, 000 in 

1940 to $96, 000 in 1958.    It seems certain that this trend will con- 

tinue,  making entry into the field more difficult,   and ultimately 

eliminating the still considerable number of "curbstone" dealers, 

whose ambition,   ability or financial strength have not kept pace with 

the requirements of the market. 

In this connection Phillips suggests the effects of the possible 

spread of integration in farm operations merit speculation.    If inte- 

gration were to spread widely throughout agriculture,   it would at 

the very least have the effect of hastening the disappearance of margi- 

nal farmers,   and probably of quickening the interest of farmers and 

processors in the use of new,   more efficient methods and machinery. 
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In both cases,   the effect would be in favor of the larger dealer,  be- 

cause of the added pressure created on the used machinery market 

and of the increased awareness required of dealers of the problems 

of the farmers and the machines best suited to meet them. 

Abrahamsen (1) argues that it generally is agreed that the ex- 

tensive use of machinery has resulted in larger farms and perhaps 

even more important,  in larger fields on these farms.    As farms 

increase in size,  more,   rather than less,   machinery is required. 

Strickler (20) indicates the core of the market for new machin- 

ery consists of less than a million commercial farms with annual 

sales of $10, 000 or more.    In 1965,   these farms made up about 40 

percent of commercial farms and 28 percent of all farms.    Operators 

of these larger farms buy most of the new tractors and tractor- 

powered or self-propelled machinery and implements made by farm 

equipment manufacturers.    Smaller farms,   including many part-time 

farms provide arnarket for some new equipment especially in small 

sizes.    More importantly,   these farms provide an outlet for used 

machinery. 

Since the number of small farmers is shrinking rapidly,   there 

is some concern about the future market for used machinery.    A 

study (8) on used equipment as reported in the Cost of Doing Business 

study of the National Farm and Power Equipment Dealers Association 

(1967-1968) showed high profit dealers were doing well with used 
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farm machinery and equipment but smaller dealers were not.    An- 

other study (9) of 33 Virginia firms showed an average gross margin 

on new equipment of 20. 6 percent for new equipment sales,   but 

gross margin on used equipment was a loss of 15. 7 percent of sales. 

Jones (12) points out that the changing age structure of farm 

operators is the major change in demographic characteristics of the 

farm labor force.    The increasing average age of farm operators is 

a reflection of the fact that the reduction in numbers of farm opera- 

tors has been accomplished through reduced entry rates and relatively 

low exit rates with aging farmers remaining in agriculture. 

Heady and Ball (11) indicate the adjustment process of Amer- 

ican farming is gradual and no sudden and complete transformation 

or revolution is in sight.    Nevertheless,  very significant changes in 

the farming structure are taking place within each decade.   .   .   the 

exodus of labor from farming  during the past 15 years has left the 

farm population heavily weighted toward older operators.    In 1959 

the average age of farm operators for U.  S.  was 50. 5 years of age 

compared to 49. 6 years in 1954 and 48.3 years in 1950.    For the 

U.  S.   the proportion of farm operators in the age group 65 years or 

more,   increased from 16. 6 percent in 1959. 

During the same period the proportion of the farm operators 

under 35 years of age decreased from 15. 1 to 12. 7 percent.    One 

important reason is that fewer young people are now moving into 
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farming through the tenant system.    In the same year though,   1959, 

31 percent of the farm operators were over 55 years old and two of 

every three farm operators were 45 years or older (11). 

The entering managers who take over the land and assets of 

those who retire or die,   as well as existing managers who acquire 

the land and other assets that then enter the market,  will be quite a 

different managerial class than those they replace.    Their level of 

education and ability to seek out new knowledge will far exceed that 

of the farmers they replace.    The managerial aids they will require 

and the technical knowledge they will seek routinely will represent 

a mix highly unsimilar and much more potent than that of the past. 

It seems that younger farmers would make greater adjustments on 

the farms than older farmers. 

The agricultural market is truly showing the symptoms of a 

"communication gap" (15).    Manufacturers have been successful in 

developing highly specific and effective products,   and they have 

communicated the products benefits very well to the farmer through 

award winning advertising campaigns.    The communications   needs at 

the local supplier level have received too little emphasis.    There has 

not   been not only too little communication to the dealer about the 

basic fundamentals of how to sell to today's farmers; but also too little 

communication regarding the changing problems and needs of the 

farmer. 
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Sims (18) indicates that the firms that supply the expandable in- 

puts to farmers are caught up in an evolving process of innovation, 

integration,   and accelerated efficiency.    This process is accompanied 

by the extension of broader and more personalized services,   im- 

proved product quality,   and complementary delivery of new techno- 

logical advances.    The result of these forces appears to project a 

rather uncertain future for the farm supply firms.    As the farming op- 

eration becomes larger and more complex,  more time and effort 

must be applied to planning.    Supply firms can lend valuable assis- 

tance in this area.    As farm mechanization and automation continues 

to be employed on more farms,  which is certain to happen,   the sup- 

plying firms will be expected to provide this personalized service. 

Faris (6) states in recent years there have been many changes 

in the farm production process,   both biological  and mechanical. 

There have been continued increases in the knowledge of how to use 

many of the factors of production more effectively.    Farm operators 

are relying more and more upon the advice of entomologists or others 

employed by the suppliers or by themselves.    Another example is 

the professional services that must be employed when an irrigation 

system is laid out or land is leveled.    These increases in services 

have and will continue to increase the farmers' dependence on non- 

farm inputs.    It has also resulted in more effort being expended by 

the suppliers in being able to furnish these technical services. 
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Kohls (14) found that larger purchasers of feed behaved differ- 

ently than did purchasers of smaller quantities of feed.    They were 

better informed of market conditions and shopped more actively for 

lower prices and greater services.    This would indicate that the 

larger purchasers would tend to take advantage of opportunities to 

obtain lower prices and greater services. 

Heady (10) indicates that business concerns are furnishing 

more managerial services to highly commercial farmers; they are 

servicing more as "over all consultants" than as retailers of distinct 

practices. 

Army and Smith (2, p.   133) predict "as U. S.  agriculture con- 

tinues to commercialize,   these new inputs from agribusiness are in 

fact being demanded by the farmer.   .   .   It seems logical that more 

and more of the technical decisions made by farmers will be left to 

the experts--the suppliers who serve them.   .   ."   Marketing informa- 

tion would be supplied as needed and danger signals identified when- 

ever they arise.    Modern farm service centers of tomorrow are not 

likely to be solely shopping centers with all items needed for farming 

such as seed,  petroleum products,   etc. 

Heady (10,  p.   11) states,   "Firms which provide finished inputs 

for farmers are certainly likely to provide knowledge and managerial 

aids which will speed the adoption of more and more advanced farm- 

ing practices.     Inputs will be identified more with the management 



13 

service than as differences in brand names. " 

Sims (18) summarizes that the implications of structural changes 

in the economy of commercial farm to farm supply firms are numer- 

ous.     The farmer will become a more sophisticated purchasing agent 

and will demand and receive a price which will result in narrower 

margins for the supply firms.    He will continue to concentrate his 

volume and to bargain more effectively.    The farmer will seek addi- 

tional services which will help him solve his technical problems, 

his credit and capital problems,   and he will expect to exploit the new 

developments of research carried on for him. 

The above literature review supports age,   education and train- 

ing of farmers,   and size of farms   as   variables that are likely closely 

related to the demand for farm machinery and related services.    Some 

of these and others are examined in this study.    In addition the litera- 

ture suggests sales of used equipment,   farm service centers and in- 

formation services--the primary areas investigated in the study are, 

or might potentially be,   of major concern to the industry.    As indi- 

cated above,   there is currently little in-depth research available 

covering the content of this study. 
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III.     PROCEDURES 

Design of Questionnaire 

Interviews and meetings were held with several farm machinery 

dealers and the Northwest Hardware and Implement Association at 

Portland,   Oregon to obtain some indication as to general areas of 

particular concern to the farm machinery industry.    The information 

obtained during these meetings,  plus information from county exten- 

sion agents,   the literature and farmers was used to design specific 

questions which were organized into two final questionnaires,   broader 

than the scope of this thesis. 

Questionnaire I covered the broad areas of shop service,   leas- 

ing,   guarantees on used equipment,   salesmens1 performance and 

farmers' buying habits.    Questionnaire II covered parts service, 

farm service centers,   demonstrations and displays,   information 

services and farmers'  satisfaction with current machinery related 

services from dealers. 

The same two basic questionnaires were used for both the farm- 

ers and the dealers.    Most of the questions were common in both 

farmer and dealers questionnaires,   except that the questions were 

worded in each to personalize them to dealer and farmer respondents. 

After the questionnaires were developed,   they were pretested 

with the cooperation of the Northwest Hardware and Implement 
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Association and several farm machinery dealers.    A new final ques- 

tionnaire was then prepared and mailed along with a cover letter. 

Sampling Procedures 

Questionnaires for machinery dealers were sent to all 344 deal- 

ers in Oregon,   Washington and Idaho who were members of the North- 

west Hardware and Implement Association.    Questionnaires I and II 

were sent to alternate dealers on the dealer list,   so that half of the 

dealers,   by geographic areas,   received each questionnaire.    The 

States of Oregon and Washington were divided into the following ten 

geographic areas containing generally homogeneous types of agricul- 

ture. 

Area 1     -    Portland Metropolitan Area: ' c 

Portland,   Hillsboro,   Beaver ton,   Tigard 

Orenco,   Lake Oswego,   Milwaukie,   Gresham 

Area 2     -    Coast: 

Columbia,   Clatsop,   Tillamook, 

Lincoln,   Coos,   Curry Counties 

Area 3     -    Southern Oregon: 

Douglas,   Josephine,   Jackson,   Klamath Counties 

Area 4    -    Willamette Valley: 

Washington,   Multnomah,   Clackamas,   Yamhill,   Polk, 

Benton,   Marion,   Linn,   Lane Counties (less the Portland 
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metropolitan area) 

Area 5     -    Columbia Basin (Oregon); 

Jefferson,  Wasco,   Sherman,   Gilliam,   Morrow, 

Umatilla Counties 

Area 6     -    Eastern Oregon; 

Wallowa,   Union,   Baker,   Grant,   Wheeler,   Crook, 

Deschutes,   Lake,   Harney,   Malheur Counties 

Area 7     -    Idaho 

Area 8     -    Tacoma-Bellingham; 

(Tacoma north along east side of Puget Sound,  but west 

of mountains). 

Area 9     -    Southwestern Washington; 

(South along coast to Vancouver,  north to Olympia- 

Tacoma,   but west of mountains). 

Area 10   -     Columbia Basin (Washington); 

(East of Cascades bordered on south by Columbia River 

to Pasco,   then by Highway 395-90 to (but not including) 

Spokane,   excluding northeast Washington above the 

Columbia River between Spokane and Fort Okanogan. 

Area 11   -    Eastern Washington: 

(East of 395-90,   including Spokane and northeast corner 

above the Columbia River). 

The farm population was defined as being all farm operators in 
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the state of Oregon.    The population was divided into six geographic 

areas (same as for dealers).    Every tenth name and address from 

an alphabetic listing (by counties) of the farmers in Oregon was ob- 

tained from county agents and served as the farm sample for the 

study.    As with the dealers,   questionnaires I and II were sent to 

alternate names on the sample list,  by geographic area,   so half the 

farmeirs received one questionnaire,   half the other. 

Procedures for Data Analysis 

The responses to each questionnaire were coded and punched 

into data cards.      The relationships were tested for significance 

-  2 
via a computerized contingency analysis (chi-square tests).       The 

statistical analysis was based upon a contingency test of enumera- 

tion data,   as outlined by Steele and Torrie (19). 

The computer program provided chi-square values for each 

row and column,   as well as the individual cell chi-sguare to indicate 

significant variation.     The computer contingency program provided 

for significance to be checked at the 80,   90,   95 and 99 percent level. 

In case of dealers  160 questionnaires were returned constitut- 
ing an overall response rate of 46. 5 percent.    There were  702 ques- 
tionnaires returned from the farmers,   an overall response rate of 
20. 7 percent.    This was quite favorable in terms of providing the 
necessary data for analysis. 

The Chi-Square routine used was originally programmed in 
1966 by W.   D.   Downey and Doyle A.   Eiler,   Department of Agricul- 
tural Economics,   Purdue University. 



18 

It also provided the percent by row,  percent by column and percent 

of grand total,   and expected value for each cell,   all of which proved 

to be of considerable help in interpreting the relationships. 

In testing the response comparison between dealers and farm- 

ers,   the expected values for farmers were calculated as follows: 

The percent of responses of dealers in each category was multiplied 

by the grand total of farmers responding to the respective question 

and divided by 100,   as in the following example,   the assumption being 

that if there were no significant differences between farmer and 

dealer responses,   the same percent of each would fall in each re- 

sponse category. 

Question-   Farmers Would Buy More Used Equipment if it 

Carried an Acceptable Guarantee. 

(2) (3) (4) 
Farmers'        Dealers'      Expected 
Responses,     Responses,   Value 
Actual in % of 
Observation   Dealers 

(5) 

x2 

Strongly Agree 60 10 34.6 18.6 

Agree 176 23.4 81.0 111.4 

Disagree 33 40 138.4 80.3 

Strongly Disagree 4 3.3 11.4 4.8 

No Opinion 73 23.3 80. 6 . 7 

Total 346 100.0 346.0 215.8 
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To find the expected value 34. 6 in row one and column four the 

dealer response in percent (column 3) for that row was multiplied 

by   the   total   number  of farmers responding (346) and divided by 

100. 

.   ,                   10 X 346 „.   , Expected value = rrr     = 34. 6 

Expected values for other rows were also calculated by the same 

method and then chi-square tests were used to test for independence 

between dealer and farmer responses. 

The farmers and dealers response comparison was tested only 

for those farmers and dealers who were from the state of Oregon. 

The farmers from the states of Washington and Idaho were not in- 

cluded in the sample and therefore,   the dealers from those two states 

were not included in the farmer and dealer general comparison. 

A complete description of each relationship initially tested, 

including the essence of the question,   level of significance for non- 

independent relationships,   the number of observations and the per- 

cent by rows are given on each table in the following chapters. 

There are three sets of tests for each question--one deals with 

farmers' response in relation to farmer characteristics,   second 

with dealers' response in relation to dealers' characteristics and 

the third is a general comparison between farmers' and dealers' 

responses.    In each case the null hypothesis that the two 
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classifications were independent was rejected if and only if the 

chi-square test value was greater than its corresponding tabular 

value at the 80 percent level of significance.    Only those relation- 

ships which were significant are described and analyzed in detail. 

The stepwise multiple regression was used for supplemental 

statistical analysis,   in order to consider several factors simultan- 

eously (which could not be done in the primary chi-square analysis). 

Results of the regression analysis are summarized separately. 
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IV.    GUARANTEES--USED EQUIPMENT 

There were 12 questions examined in this section concerning 

guarantees on used equipment. Factors found significantly related 

and unrelated to farmers and dealers responses to these questions 

were as follows: 

1. Farmers would buy more used equipment if it carried an 
acceptable guarantee. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors; 
1. Age of dealer 1.    Annual farm sales 
2. Type of training 
Farmers1 and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Level of education 2.    Planned machinery expenditure 
3. Geographic area 3.    Age of farmer 

4. Level of education 
5. Type cf  training 
6. Geographic area 

2. Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they may 
not have full knowledge of its condition. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Age of farmers 
2. Geographic area 2.    Geographic area 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors; 
1. Age of dealer 1.    Farm type 
2. Level of education 2.    Annual farm sales 
3. Type of training 3.    Planned machinery expenditure 

4. Level of education 
5. Type of training 
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3. Time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1. Age of dealer 1.    Type of training 
2. Level of education 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Type of training 2.    Annual farm sales 
3. Geographic area 3.    Planned machinery expenditure 

4. Age of farmer 
5. Level of education 
6. Geographic area 

4. Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1. Age of dealer 1.    Type of training 
2. Geographic area 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Level of education 2.    Annual farm sales 
3. Type of training 3.    Planned machinery expenditure 

4. Level of education 
5. Geographic area 

5. Parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment. 

Dealer s Farmers 
Si gnifi c ant fa c to r s: 
1.      Age of dealer 1- Type of training 

2. Geographic area 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Level of education 2.    Annual farm sales 
3. Type of training 3.    Planned machinery expenditure 
4*    Geographic area                    4.    Age of farmer 

5.    Level of education 
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6. Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a 
short period,   and only major breakdowns for a longer period. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1. Level of education 1.    Annual farm sales 
2. Geographic area 2.    Age of farmer 

3. Type of training 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Farm type 
2. Age of dealer 2. Planned machinery expenditure 
3. Type of training 3. Level of education 

4. Geographic area 

7. Guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only 
major breakdowns. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
None 1. Planned machinery expenditure 

2. Age of farmer 
3. Level of education 

Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Farm type 
2. Age of dealer 2. Annual farm sales 
3. Level of education 3. Type of training 
4. Type of training 4. Geographic area 
5. Geographic area 

8. Time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major 
breakdowns. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors; 
1.    Level of education 1. Age of farmer 

2. Geographic area 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Farm type 
2. Age of dealer 2. Annual farm sales 
3. Type of training 3. Planned machinery expenditure 

4. Level of education 
5. Type of training 
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9.    Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major 
breakdowns. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Level of education 
3. Type of training 
4. Geographic area 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1.    Age of dealer 1. Annual farm sales 

2. Planned machinery expenditure 
3. Age of farmer 
4. Level of education 
5. Type of training 
6. Geographic area 

10. Parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major 
breakdowns. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1.    Geographic area 1.    Age of farmer 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Farm type 
2. Age of dealer 2. Annual farm sales 
3. Level of education 3. Planned machinery expenditure 
4. Type of training 4. Level of education 

5. Type of training 
6. Geographic area 

11. Farmers would prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment 
and buy it at a somewhat lower price. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
None None 
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Dealers 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 
2. Age of dealer 
3. Level of education 
4. Type of training 
5. Geographic area 

Farmers 

1. Farm type 
2. Annual farm sales 
3. Planned machinery expenditure 
4. Age of farmer 
5. Level of education 
6. Type of training 
7. Geographic area 

12.    Used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
None 1. Age of farmer 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 

1. Age of farmer 
2. Annual farm sales 
3. Planned machinery expenditure 
4. Level of education 
5. Type of training 
6. Geographic area 

1. Annual gross sales 
2. Age of dealer 
3. Level of education 
4. Type of training 

Farmers Would Buy More Used Equipment if It 
Carried an Acceptable Guarantee 

Dealers 

Type of Training 

All the dealership managers who had training in engineering or 

sciences and almost three-fourths of those who were trained in agri- 

culture felt farmers would not buy more used equipment even if it 

carried an acceptable guarantee (Table 1).    On the other hand,  nearly 

two-thirds of those managers who had education in humanities or 
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social sciences,   and in business administration and all of those who 

had training in "other" fields indicated farmers would buy more used 

equipment under  acceptable guarantees. 

Table 1.    Dealers' training vs.  "Farmers would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable 
guarantee, " 

Training 

Responses 
Strongly        Agree No Disagree       Strongly        Row 
Agree Opin. Disagree       Total 

Engineering or Science 0/0 
Business Administration 4/17 
Agriculture 1/14 
Other 1/11 
Total 6/14 

0/0 0/0 4/80 1/20 5/100 

11/48 2/9 6/26 0/0 23/100 

0/0 1/14 4/58 1/14 7/100 

4/45 3/33 1/11 0/0 9/100 

15/34 6/14 15/34 2/4 44/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

Age 

Over half of those dealers under 45 years of age and over three- 

fourths of those 60 years or older felt farmers would buy more used 

equipment under acceptable guarantees (Table 2).    Those dealers 

between 45 and 60 years of age were somewhat divided in opinion; 

however,  nearly half of the dealers in this group felt farmers would 

not buy more used equipment even if it carried an acceptable guaran- 

tee.    The younger dealers were more likely to feel strongly that used 

equipment sales can be increased through good guarantees.    The older 

dealers were more likely to give no opinion on this issue.   None of 

the dealers who were 60 years or older disagreed that farmers would 



buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable guarantee. 

Table 2.    Dealers' age vs.   ''Farmers would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable 
guarantee. ,,1 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Annual Farm Sales 
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Responses 
Strongly Agree No Disagree Strongly Row 

Age Agree Opin. Disagree Total 

Under 45 8/282 7/24 3/10 11/38 0/0 29/100 
45-60 4/9 13/30 6/13 19/43 2/5 44/100 
60 or over* 0/0 4/80 1/20 0/0 0/0 5/100 

Total 12/15 24/31 10/13 30/38 2/3 78/100 

More than two-thirds of those farmers   who had annual farm 

sales of less than $50, 000 or more than $100, 000 indicated they would 

buy more used equipment under acceptable guarantees (Table 3). 

Those farmers with annual farm sales between $50, 000 and $100, 000 

were somewhat divided between agreeing they would buy more used 

equipment under good guarantees and having no opinion.    Smaller 

farmers with less than $50, 000 of annual farm sales,   however,  were 

more inclined than larger farmers to increase used equipment purch- 

ases if guarantees were more acceptable. 
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Table 3.    Annual farm sales vs.  "You would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable 
guarantee. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 

Sales ($) Agree Disagree Opin. * Total 

<25, 000 37/192 99/53 13/7 3/2 37/19 189/100 
25, 000-50, 000 14/16 49/54 13/14 0/0 14/16 90/100 
50, 000- 100, 000* 4/10 15/38 4/10 1/2 16/40 40/100 

> 100, 000 3/12 13/55 3/12 0/0 5/21 24/100 
Total 58/17 176/51 33/10 4/1 72/21 343/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Collectively,  more than two-thirds of the farmers indicated 

they would buy more used equipment under acceptable guarantees 

(Table 4). 

Table 4.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   farmers would buy more used equipment if it 
carried an acceptable guarantee. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Responses (%) 

Disagree             Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Opin. 

Row 
Total 

17 

10 

51 

24 

10 

40 

1 

3 

21 

23 

100 

100 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

Dealers,   in general,   were divided in opinion; however,   more 

of che dealers felt acceptable guarantees would not increase the sale 

of used equipment. 

Farmers were more likely than dealers to feel strongly that 
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acceptable guarantees would increase the sales of the used equipment. 

Over one-fifth of the dealers and farmers gave no opinion on this is- 

sue. 

Dealers Shoald Guarantee Used Equipment Even Though 
They May Not Have Full Knowledge of Its Condition 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

For dealers with annual gross sales in excess of $200, 000,   the 

higher the annual gross sales of the dealer (the larger the dealership) 

the less likely he was to favour dealers guaranteeing used equipment 

without full knowledge of its condition (Table 5).    Somewhat more than 

half of those dealers with less than $200,000 annual gross sales also 

felt dealers should not guarantee used equipment without full knowl- 

edge of its condition.    The larger dealers with annual gross sales of 

more than $800, 000 were divided between favouring and not favouring 

guaranteeing used equipment without full knowledge of its condition. 
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Table 5.    Dealers' annual gross sales vs.  "Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they 
may not have full knowledge of its condition." 

Responses 
Strongly Agree* No Dis- Strongly Row 

Gross Sales ($) Agree Opin. agree Disagree Total 

^200, 000* 1/72 5/33 1/7 S/33 3/20 15/100 
200, 000-400, 000 0/0 2/10 0/0 17/85 1/5 20/100 
400, 000-800, 000 0/0 6/19 0/0 21/68 4/13 31/100 

7800, 000 1/0 7/SO 0/0 6/43 1/7 14/100 
Tdtal 1/1 20/25 1/1 49/62 9/11 80/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Geographic Area 

All the dealers from the Portland Metropolitan area and the 

Columbia Basin (Oregon) and three-fourths or more of those from 

Southern Oregon,   the Willamette Valley,   Eastern Oregon,   Idaho, 

the Columbia Basin (Washington) and Eastern Washington felt deal- 

ers should not guarantee used equipment if they do not have full 

knowledge of its condition (Table 6).    Dealers from the Coastal 

area,   the Tacoma-Bellingham area and South-western Washington 

were divided between agreeing and disagreeing with application of 

guarantees on used equipment without full knowledge of its condi- 

tion. 
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Table 6.    Dealers' geographic area vs.  "Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they 
may not have full knowledge of its condition. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree No Disagree Strongly Row 

Area Agree* Opin. * Disagree Total 

Portland Metropolitan o/o2 
0/0 0/0 2/67 1/33 3/100 

Oregon Coast 0/0 1/50 0/0 1/50 0/0 2/100 

S. Oregon 0/0 1/14 1/14 5/72 0/0 7/100 

Willamette Valley 0/0 2/22 0/0 6/67 l/U 9/100 

Columbia Basin 
(Oregon) 0/0 0/0 0/0 6/100 0/0 6/100 

E. Oregon 0/0 2/29 0/0 3/42 2/29 7/100 

Idaho 0/0 2/40 0/0 2/40 1/20 5/100 

Tacoma-Bellingham 0/0 4/50 0/0 2/25 2/25 8/100 

S.W. Washington* 1/25 1/25 0/0 2/50 0/0 4/100 

Columbia Basin 
(Washington) 0/0 4/23 0/0 10/77 0/0 13/100 

E. Washington 0/0 4/25 0/0 10/63 2/12 16/100 

Total 1/1 20/25 1/1 49/62 9/11 80/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmers 

Age 

With the exception of those farmers who were under 35 years 

of age,   in general,   the older the farmer the more likely he was to 

favor dealers guaranteeing used equipment even though they may not 

have full knowledge of its condition (Table 7).    Over half of the farm- 

ers who were under 35 years of age also felt a dealer should guaran- 

tee used equipment without having full knowledge of its condition. 

Those farmers who were between 35 and 54 years of age were divid- 

ed between favoring and not favoring the application of guarantees 

on used equipment by dealers without full knowledge of its condition. 

Almost two-thirds of those farmers 65 years or older felt dealers 

should guarantee used equipment without full knowledge of its condi- 

tion.    Also,   the older the farmer,   the more likely he was to have no 

opinion on the issue. 
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Table 7.    Farmers' age vs.  "Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they may not 
have full knowledge of its condition. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Disagree* Strongly No Row 

Age Agree Disagree Opin. Total 

Under 35 4/112 16/46 12/34 0/0 3/9 35/100 
35-44 6/10 21/34 24/39 4/6 7/11 62/100 
45-54 10/8 41/35 40/34 11/9 17/14 119/100 
55-64 13/15 30/35 23/27 5/6 15/17 86/100 
65 or older* 7/17 19/46 4/10 0/0 11/27 41/100 
Total 40/12 127/37 103/30 20/6 53/15 343/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this cateogry was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Geographic Area 

About half of the farmers from the Willamette Valley and two- 

thirds from Eastern Oregon felt dealers should guarantee used equip- 

ment even though they may not have full knowledge of its condition 

(Table 8).    Farmers from the Columbia Basin,   the Coastal area, 

and Southern Oregon were divided--about one-half of them agreed, 

while other half disagreed that dealers should guarantee used equip- 

ment without full knowledge of its condition. 
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Table 8.    Farmers' geographic area vs.  "Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they 

may not have full knowledge of its condition. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 

Area Agree Disagree Opin. Total 

Oregon Coast 2/62 13/36 13/36 3/8 5/14 36/100 
Southern Oregon 1/3 11/36 11/36 0/0 8/25 31/100 
Willamette Valley 21/13 55/34 52/32 10/6 25/15 163/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Oregon) 4/14 8/28 12/41 0/0 5/17 29/100 
E. Oregon* 15/17 40/45 16/18 8/9 10/11 89/100 
Total 43/12 127/37 104/30 21/6 53/15 348/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left ot each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

About one-half of the farmers indicated dealers should guarantee 

used equipment even though they may not have full knowledge of its 

condition,   about one-third disagreed and 15% had no opinion (Table 9). 

Over three-fourths of the dealers,   however,   opposed the appli- 

cation of guarantees to used equipment without full knowledge of its 

condition.    Although most of the dealers opposed the guarantees on 

used equipment without full knowledge of its condition,   one-fifth of 

them did indicate dealers should do so. 

Farmers were more likely than dealers to have no opinion on 

the issue. 
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Table 9.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   dealers should guarantee used equipment without 
full knowledge of its condition. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Responses ( 

Dis- 
agree 

%) 
Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Opin. 

Row 
Total 

Farmers 12 37 30 6 15 100 

Dealers 2 19 68 10 1 100 

^•Significant at 99 percent level. 

Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Used Equipment 

Dealers 

Level of. Education 

Over three-fourths of the dealers with high school or less edu- 

cation and half or more of those who attended or graduated from col- 

lege felt a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment would cover 30 

days (Table 10).     Those who attended college but did not graduate gave 

second preference to 60 days,  while dealers who had graduated from 

college gave second preference to 90 day guarantee on used equipment. 

Ninety day guarantees tended to be more preferred by dealers with 

higher level of education.     Three dealers who were college graduates 

indicated that time period for guarantees should depend on the par- 

ticular deal with individual farmers. 
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Table 10.    Dealers' level of education vs.  "The time period which would constitute a fair minimum 
guarantee on used equipment. " 

Responses 
Level of 30 60 90 Depends One Row 
Education Days Days Days on Deal Season Total 

High School 2 
or less 33/77 3/10 4/13 0/0 0/0 30/100 

Attended College: *        8/50 4/25 3/19 0/0 1/6 16/100 
College Graduate: *      16/57 1/4 7/25 3/10 1/4 28/100 
Total 47/63 8/11 14/19 3/4 2/3 74/100 

Relationship was significant at 90 percent Ivel or higher. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is number of responses - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at 90 percent level or higher. 

Age 

Over half of those dealers under 45 years of age and more than 

two-thirds of those between 45 and 60 years of age indicated a 30 day 

time period would constitute a fair minimum guarantee on used equip- 

ment (Table 11). Dealers who were 60 years or older were divided 

as to appropriate time period for guarantees; however, more of them 

favored 30 day guarantees on used equipment. Ninety day guarantees 

were more likely to be preferred by younger dealers. 

Table 11,    Dealers:   age vs. "The time period which would constitute a fair minimum guarantee 
on used equipment. "1 

Responses 
30 60 90 Depends One Row 

Age Days Days Days on Deal Season Total 

Under 45 15/552 3/11 8/30 1/4 0/0 27/100 
45-60 31/71 4/9 8/18 0/0 1/2 44/100 
60 or Over* 2/40 1/20 0/0 1/20 1/20 5/100 
Total 48/63 8/10 16/21 2/3 2/3 76/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmers 

Type of Training 

Farmers trained in business administration particularly favored 

guarantees covering 30 days (Table 12).    Those farmers trained in 

agriculture- ^business combination favored 60 days and over half of 

the farmers who had education in humanities or social sciences fav- 

ored used equipment guarantees covering a 90 day time period. 

Farmers trained in agriculture were divided between preferring 30 

day or 90 day guarantees,  while those trained in engineering or sci- 

ences were divided between 30 and 60 day guarantees.    Farmers in 

the "other" training categories were divided among guarantees cover- 

ing a 30 day,   60 day or 90 day time period. 

Table 12.    Farmers' training vs.  "The time period which would constitute a fair minimum guarantee 
on used equipment. "■'■ 

Responses 
30 60 90 Other* Total 

Training Days Days Days 

Business Administration 8/422 4/21 4/21 3/16 19/100 
Agriculture 11/39 5/18 11/39 1/4 28/100 
Agric.-Business 1/11 5/56 3/33 0/0 9/100 
Engineering or Science 10/37 10/37 7/26 0/0 27/100 

Humanities or 
Social Sciences 3/21 3/21 8/58 0/0 14/100 

Other 6/40 3/20 5/33 1/7 15/100 
Total 39/35 30/27 38/34 5/4 112/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

In general,   farmers were divided among guarantees covering 

30 days,   60 days,   or 90 days on used equipment (Table 13).    How- 

ever,   more of the farmers indicated a 90 day time period would con- 

stitute a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment,   followed closely 

by a preference for 30 days.    Nearly 2/3 of the dealers favored guar- 

antees which would cover 30 days on used equipment.    Dealers gave 

second preference to 90 day guarantees on used equipment.    Inter- 

estingly,   third preference for both dealers and farmers was 60 days. 

Table 13.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   the time period covered by a fair minimum 
guarantee on used equipment. 

Responses (%) 
30 60 90 Other Row 

Days Days Days Total 

Farmers 

Dealers 

33 26 35 6 100 

63 7 20 10 100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Used Equipment 

Dealers 

Age 

The older the age of the dealer,   the more likely he was to favor 

guarantees on used equipment covering one-half the labor costs of 
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making repairs (Table 14).    Guarantees covering all labor costs were 

more likely to be favored by younger dealers. 

Over two-thirds of those dealers under 6-0 years of age and 

three-fourths of those 60 years or older indicated a fair guarantee 

would cover one-half the labor costs.    One dealer who was 60 years 

or older indicated guarantees should depend on the deal with individ- 

ual farmers. 

Table 14.    Dealers' age vs.   "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 

Age 
All 
Labor 

No 
Labor 

Responses 
1/2 
Labor 

Depends*      Row 
on Deal        Total 

Under 45 
45-60 
60 or Over* 
Total 

7/25 2/7 19/68 0/0 28/100 
6/14 6/14 32/72 0/0 44/100 
0/0 0/0 3/75 1/25 4/100 

13/17 8/11 54/71 1/1 76/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Geographic Area 

About half or more of the dealers from the Coastal area and the 

Columbia Basin (Oregon); over two-thirds from the Portland Metro- 

politan area,   Southwestern Washington and Eastern Washington, 

nearly three-fourths from the Willamette Valley,   Eastern Oregon, 

the Tacoma-Bellingham area,   the Columbia Basin (Washington) and 

all of the dealers from Idaho indicated that a fair minimum guarantee 
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on used equipment would cover one-half the labor costs of making 

repairs (Table 15).    Two dealers from Columbia Basin (Oregon) indi- 

cated guarantees should depend on specific deals with individual 

farmers.    Over two-fifths of the dealers from Southern Oregon fav- 

ored guarantees covering all labor costs of making repairs on used 

equipment. 

Table 15,    Dealers' geographic area vs.  "Labor cost covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment. " 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Depends Row 
Labor Labor* Labor on Deal Total 

Area Costs 

Portland Metropolitan 1/332 0/0 2/67 0/0 3/100 
Oregon Coast 0/0 1/50 1/50 0/0 2/100 
Southern Oregon 3/43 0/0 4/57 0/0 7/100 
Willamette Valley 1/12 1/12 6/76 0/0 8/100 
Columbia Basin* 

(Oregon) 1/17 0/0 3/50 2/33 6/100 
Eastern Oregon • 1/14 1/14 5/72 0/0 7/100 
Idaho 0/0 0/0 5/100 0/0 5/100 
Tacoma-Bellingham 2/25 0/0 6/75 0/0 8/100 
Southwestern Washington 0/0 1/33 2/67 0/0 3/100 

Columbia Basin 
(Washington) 1/8 2/17 9/75 0/0 12/100 

Eastern Washington 3/19 2/12 11/69 0/0 16/100 
Total 13/17 8/10 54/70 2/3 77/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmers 

Type of Training 

Over half of those farmers who were trained in business admin- 

istration,   agriculture-business combination or in humanities and 

social sciences favored guarantees on used equipment which would 

cover   one-half the labor costs of making repairs (Table 16).    More 

than three-fourths of those trained in engineering or science and over 

half of those from "other" fields particularly favored guarantees 

covering all labor costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

Those farmers who were trained in  agriculture were divided be- 

tween guarantees covering all or half the labor costs of making re- 

pairs,   however,   somewhat more of them favored guarantees cover- 

ing all the labor costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

Table 16.   Farmers' training vs. "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment, til 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Other Row 

Training Labor Labor Labor* Total 

Business Admin. 7/372 0/0 11/58 1/5 19/100 

Agriculture 14/45 3/10 13/42 1/3 31/100 

Agric. -Business 4/44 0/0 5/56 0/0 9/100 

Engineering or Sci. * 21/78 2/7 4/15 0/0 27/100 

Humanities or 
Social Sciences 5/36 0/0 9/64 0/0 14/100 

Other 8/53 0/0 7/47 0/0 15/100 

Total 59/51 5/4 49/43 2/2 115/100 

Significant at 90 percent level 
^Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 
♦Variation within this category was sifnificant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Farmers in general were divided between guarantees covering 

all or half of the labor costs of making repairs on used equipment 

(Table  17).    Although farmers were generally divided in opinion, 

soraewhat more of them felt one-half the labor costs would constitute 

a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment.     Farmers second pref- 

erence was for guarantees to cover all labor costs. 

Nearly two-thirds of the dealers felt a fair minimum guarantee 

on used equipment would cover one-half the labor costs of making 

repairs.     Dealers also gave second preference to guarantees cover- 

ing all labor costs.    Few farmers and dealers indicated guarantees 

should cover no labor costs. 

Table 17.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee 
on used equipment. 

Responses (*) 
All No 1/2 Other Row 
Labor Labor Labor Total 

Farmers 45 7 46 2 100 

Dealers 20 10 63 7 100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
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Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Used Equipment 

Dealers 

Age 

Over two-thirds of those dealers under 45 years of age 

and three-fourths or more of those 45 years or older indicated a fair 

minimum guarantee on used equipment would cover one-half the parts 

costs of making repairs (Table  18).    Guarantees covering all parts 

costs were more likely to be favored by the younger dealers.    One 

dealer who was under 45 years of age and another-who was 60 years 

or older indicated that guarantees should depend on the deal with 

individual farmers. 

Table 18.    Dealers' age vs.  "Parts cost covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. " 

Age 

Under 45 
45-60 
60 or Over* 
Total 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Depends Row 
Parts Parts Parts on Deal* Total 

8/282 0/0 19/68 1/4 28/100 
8/18 1/2 35/80 0/0 44/100 

0/0 0/0 3/75 1/25 4/100 
16/32 1/1 57/75 2/2 76/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmers 

Type of Training 

Over half of those farmers who had training in business 

administration and almost two-thirds of those trained in agriculture- 

business combination,   engineering or sciences,   humanities or social 

sciences,   or those from "other" fields favored guarantees covering 

all parts costs of making repairs on used equipment (Table 19).    More 

than half of those managers who had education in agriculture felt one- 

half the parts costs of making repairs would constitute a fair minimum 

guarantee on used equipment.    Fifteen percent of those educated in 

engineering or sciences indicated there should not be guarantees which 

will cover the parts costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

Table 19.   Farmers' training vs.  "Parts cost covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equip- 
ment „1 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Other Row 

Training Parts Parts* Parts Total 

Business Admin. 10/532 0/0 7/37 2/10 19/100 

Agriculture 12/40 0/0 17/56 1/3 30/100 

Agric. -Business 5/63 0/0 3/37 0/0 8/100 
Engineer,  or Sciences* 17/63 4/15 -6/22 0/0 27/100 

Humanities or 
Social Sciences 9/64 1/7 4/29 0/0 14/100 

Other 9/60 0/0 5/33 1/7 15/100 
Total 62/55 5/4 42/37 4/4 113/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Geographic Area 

Half or more of the farmers from the Coastal area and the 

Columbia Basin (Oregon) indicated a fair minimum guarantee on used 

equipment would cover one-half the parts costs of making repairs, 

while three-fifths of the farmers from Eastern Oregon favored guar- 

antees covering all parts costs (Table 20).    Farmers from Southern 

Oregon and the Willamette Valley were divided between guarantees 

covering all or half parts costs,   however,   more of the farmers from 

Southern Oregon tended to favor guarantees which would cover one- 

half the parts costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

Table 20.    Farmers' geographic area vs.  "Parts cost covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used 
equipment. " 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Other Row 

Area Parts Parts* Parts Total 

Oregon Coast 13/432 0/0 17/57 0/0 30/100 

Southern Oregon 12/43 0/0 13/46 3/11 28/100 

Willamette Valley- 63/46 5/4 62/46 5/4 135/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Oregon) 11/39 3/11 14/50 0/0 28/100 
Eastern Oregon 48/61 2/2 26/33 3/4 79/100 

Total 147/49 10/3 132/44 11/4 300/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 

Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 
*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comoarison 

Almost half of the farmers felt a fair minimum guarantee on 

used equipment would cover all the parts costs of making repairs 
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(Table 21).    Farmers   second preference was given to guarantees 

covering half the parts costs. 

Over two-thirds of the dealers favored guarantees which would 

cover one-half of the parts costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

Nearly one-fourth of them favored guarantees covering all parts costs. 

Table 21.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on 
used equipment.^ 

All 
Parts 

Farmers 49 

Dealers 23 

Responses (°/o) 

No 1/2 Other Row 
Parts Parts Total 

3 44 4 100 

0 70 7 100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

Used Equipment Guarantees Should Cover All Breakdowns 
for a Short Period,   and Only Major 
Breakdowns for a Longer Period 

Dealers 

Level of Education 

The higher the level of the education of the dealer,   the more 

likely he was opposed to used equipment guarantees covering all 

breakdowns for a short period,   and only major breakdowns for a 

longer period (Table 22).    More than half of those dealers who had 

high school or less education or attended college but did not graduate 

favored guarantees on all breakdowns for a short period,   and only 
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major breakdowns for a longer period.    Over three-fourths of the 

dealers who had college degrees disagreed that used equipment guar- 

antees should cover all breakdowns for a longer period. 

Table 22.    Dealers' level of education vs.  "Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns 
for a short period,   and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 

Responses 
Level of Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Row 
Education Agree Disagree Total 

High School or less 2/62 16/52 12/39 1/3 31/100 
Attended College 1/7 7/47 5/33 2/13 15/100 
College Graduate* 0/0 7/24 19/66 3/10 29/100 
Total 3/4 30/40 36/48 6/8 75/100 

Significant at the 80 percent level or higher. 
2 
Number tar left of each cell is number of responses - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Geographic Area 

Almost three-fourths of the dealers, who-were from Eastern Ore- 

gon, the Tacoma-Bellingham area and Southwestern Washington indicated 

used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short 

period and only major breakdowns for a longer period (Table 23). 

On the other hand,   about two-thirds or more of the dealers from 

the Portland Metropolitan area,   the Willamette Valley,   the Columbia 

Basin (Oregon),   Idaho,   the Columbia Basin'(Washington),   and Eastern 

Washington opposed such guarantees covering all breakdowns for a 

short period and only major breakdowns for a longer period.    Dealers 

from the Coastal area and Southern Oregon were divided between 
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agreeing and disagreeing with guarantees covering all breakdowns for 

a short period and only major breakdowns for a longer period. 

Table 23.    Dealers' geographic area vs.  "Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns 
for a short period,   and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Dis- Strongly Row 

Area Agree* agree Disagree* Total 

Portland Metro. o/o2 
0/0 1/33 2/67 3/100 

Oregon Coast 0/0 1/50 1/50 0/0 2/100 
S. Oregon 0/0 3/50 3/50 0/0 6/100 
Willamette Valley 0/0 2/25 6/75 0/0 8/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Oregon) 0/0 2/33 4/67 0/0 6/100 

E.' Oregon 1/14 4/57 2/29 0/0 7/100 
Idaho 0/0 2/40 3/60 0/0 5/100 
Tacoma-Bellingham 0/0 6/75 2/25 0/0 8/100 
S.W. Washington 1/25 2/50 1/25 0/0 4/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Washington) 0/0 5/38 8/62 0/0 13/100 
E. Washington 1/6 5/31 6/38 4/25 16/100 
Total 3/4 32/41 37/47 6/8 78/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Farmers 

Annual Farm Sales 

Over three-fourths of those farmers with less than $50, 000 of 

annual farm sales and nearly two-thirds of those with more than 

$50, 000 of annual farm sales favored used equipment guarantees 

covering all breakdowns for   a short period and only major 
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breakdowns for a longer period (Table 24).    Smaller farmers,   with 

sales under $50, 000 were more likely to prefer such arrangements. 

One-fourth of those farmers with $50, 000-100, 000 annual farm sales 

had no opinion on this issue. 

Table 24.   Annual farm sales vs.  "Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a 
short period and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Dis- Strongly No Row 

Sales ($)                      Agree agree Disagree Opin. Total 

< 25, 000                   31/16 117/62 23/12 2/1 16/9 189/100 
25,000-50,000     20/22 48/54 12/14 0/0 9/10 89/100 
50,000-100,000*    5/13 20/50 3/7 2/5 10/25 40/100 

>100,000                     1/4 15/60 5/20 0/0 4/16 25/100 
Total                        57/17 200/58 43/13 4/1 39/11 343/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Age 

The older the farmer,   the more likely he was to agree that 

used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short 

period and only major breakdowns for a longer period (Table 25). 

About two-thirds of those under 44 years of age and about three- 

fourths or more of those who were 44 years or older felt used equip- 

ment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short period and 

only major breakdowns for a longer period.    Four farmers who were 
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between 45 and 54 years of age opposed strongly such guarantees on 

used equipment. 

Table 25.   Farmers' age vs.  "Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short 
period,   and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Dis- Strongly No Row 

Age Agree agree* Disagree Opin. Total 

Under 35 8/242 14/43 8/24 0/0 3/9 33/100 
35-44 10/16 30/49 14/23 0/0 7/12 61/100 
45-54 15/12 74/62 14/12 4/3 13/11 120/100 
55-64 16/18 56/64 7/8 0/0 9/10 88/100 
65 or older 8/20 24/60 1/3 0/0 7/17 40/100 
Total 57/17 198/58 44/13 4/1 39/11 342/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Type of Training 

More than half of the farmers from each training group favored 

used equipment guarantees covering all breakdowns for a short period 

and only major breakdowns for a longer period (Table 26).    More than 

three-fourths of those trained in business administration,   agriculture, 

engineering or sciences,   or in humanities or  social sciences favored 

such arrangements on different breakdowns.    Farmers trained in 

agriculture,   or engineering or  sciences were more likely to favor 

it strongly. 
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Table 26.   Farmer^ training vs.  "Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a 
short preiod and only major breakdowns for a longer period. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Dis- Strongly No Row 

Training Agree agree Disagree* Opin. Total 

Business Admin. 1/52 16/77 1/5 0/0 3/14 21/100 
Agriculture 8/23 20/57 6/17 0/0 1/3 35/100 
Agric-Business 0/0 5/56 2/22 0/0 2/22 9/100 
Engineering or 

Sciences 6/21 17/59 3/10 0/0 3/10 29/100 
Humanities or 

Social Sciences 1/7 10/72 2/14 1/7 0/0 14/100 
Other 2/13 9/60 4/27 1/0 0/0 15/100 
Total 18/15 77/62 18/15 1/1 9/7 123/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Three-fourths of the farmers in general felt used equipment 

guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short period and only- 

major breakdowns for a longer period (Table 27). 

Dealers were of divided opinion,   but somewhat more than half 

of them opposed such arrangements,, 

Table 27.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   used equipment guarantees should cover all 
breakdowns for a short period and only major breakdowns for a longer period. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
Responses ( 

Dis- 
agree 

%) 
Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Opin. 

Row 
Total 

Farmers 17 58 13 1 11 100 

Dealers 4 41 55 0 0 100 

lc: Significant at the 99 percent level. 
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Guarantees on Used Equipment Should Generally 
Cover Only Major Breakdowns 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

The larger the dollar volume of machinery a farmer plans to 

buy over the next three years,   the more likely he was to feel guaran- 

tees on used equipment should generally cover only major breakdowns 

(Table 28).    More than half of those farmers who were planning to 

spend over $5, 000 favored guarantees on used equipment covering 

only major breakdowns.    Farmers planning to buy less than $5, 000 

of machinery were divided as to favoring or not favoring guarantees 

on used equipment covering only major breakdowns. 

Table 28.    Farmers' planned machinery expenditures vs.  "Guarantees on used equipment should 
generally cover only major breakdowns" 

Responses 
Planned Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 

Expenditure ($) Agree Disagree Opin. Total 

<£ 5, 000 
2 

15/8 62/33 70/37 18/9 25/13 190/100 
5,000-15,000 6/7 42/47 26/29 12/13 4/4 90/100 

>15, 000 2/7 18/58 6/19 3/9 2/7 31/100 

Total 23/7 122/39 102/33 33/11 31/10 311/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 
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Age 

The younger farmers were more likely to agree than were older 

farmers that guarantees should cover only major breakdowns; how- 

ever,   if older farmers did agree,   they were much more likely than 

younger farmers to agree quite strongly (Table 29).    Over half of 

tiiose farmers who were under 35 years or between 45 and 54 years of 

age felt guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only 

major breakdowns.    Farmers in the age groups 35 to 44 and over 65 

were generally divided between favoring and not favoring used equip- 

ment guarantees covering only major breakdowns,  with some tendency 

to oppose such guarantees.    Farmers in the 55 to 64 age group were 

equally divided between favoring and not favoring guarantees covering 

only major breakdowns. 

Older farmers were more likely to have no opinion on the issue. 

Table 29.    Farmers' age vs. "Guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only major 
breakdowns" 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Dis- Strongly No Row 

Age Agree agree Disagree Opin. Total 

Under 35 o/o2 18/53 10/29 5/15 1/3 34/100 
35-44 4/7 20/35 24/42 4/7 5/9 57/100 
45-54 10/9 49/44 31/28 13/11 9/8 112/100 
55-64 6/8 29/36 26/32 10/12 10/12 81/100 
65 or Older* 6/16 8/22 13/35 2/5 8/22 37/100 

Total 26/8 124/39 104/32 34/11 33/10 321/100 

Significant at 90 percent level 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

* Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Level of Education 

The higher the level of education of the farmer,   the more likely 

he was to disagree that guarantees on used equipment should generally 

cover only major breakdowns (Table 30).    Over half of those who 

attended college but did not graduate felt guarantees on used equip- 

ment should cover only major breakdowns,   while more than half of 

those farmers who had college degrees felt guarantees should not 

cover only major breakdowns.     Those farmers who had high school 

or less education were divided between favoring and not favoring 

guarantees on used equipment covering only major breakdowns; 

however,   somewhat more of them favored guarantees covering only 

major breakdowns. 

Table 30.    Farmers' level of education vs.  guarantees on used equipment should generally cover 
only major breakdowns. 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 

Education agree disagree Opin. total 

High School or less 21/102 72/36 63/31 21/10 26/13 203/100 

Attended college* 2/3 34/49 20/29 9/13 4/6 69/100 

College graduate 3/6 18/37 21/43 4/8 3/6 49/100 

Total 26/8 124/39 104/32 34/11 33/10 321/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 

2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Farmers in general were divided between agreeing and disagree- 

ing that guarantees should cover only major breakdowns on used 

equipment (Table 31). 

Only a few over half of the dealers felt guarantees on used 

equipment should generally cover only major breakdowns. 

Dealers were more inclined than farmers to feel guarantees 

should cover only major breakdowns. 

Table 31.   Farmer-dealer response comparison:   guarantees on used equipment should generally 
cover only major breakdowns. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 
Responses (%) 
Strongly      No 
Disagree    Opin. 

Row 
Total 

Farmers 

Dealers 

8 

0 

38 

54 

33 

40 

11             10 

3              3 

100 

100 

Significant at the 99 percent level. 

Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Major Breakdowns 

Dealers 

Level of Education 

About half the dealers in each educational level indicated that 

30 days time period would constitute a fair minimum guarantee on 
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major breakdowns (Table 32).    Nearly one-fourth of those dealers 

who had high school or less education and one-third of those who had 

college degrees favored 90 days guarantee on used equipment,   while 

more than one-fourth of those dealers who attended college but did 

not graduate favored 60 days guarantee on major breakdowns.    Two 

dealers who were college graduates indicated a fair guarantee would 

cover  100 hours on major breakdowns. 

Table 32.    Dealers' level of education vs.   "The time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee 
for major breakdowns. " 

Responses 
30 60 90 One 100 Six Row 

Education Days Days Days Season Hours Months Total 

High School or Less 15/502 6/20 7/23 2/7 0/0 0/0 30/100 
Attended College* 7/50 4/29 1/7 1/7 0/0 1/7 14/100 
College Graduate* 13/48 3/11 9/33 0/0 2/8 0/0 27/100 
Total 35/49 13/18 17/24 3/4 2/3 1/1 71/100 

Significant at the 80 percent level or higher. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is number of responses - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this group was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Age 

The older the farmer the more likely he was to favor 30 day 

guarantees on major breakdowns (Table 33).    Almost half of those 
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between 35 and 54 years of age favored 90 day guarantees on major 

breakdowns.    Over two-fifths of those farmers who were between 55 

and 64 years of age    preferred 90 days.    Over two-fifths of those 

65 or older indicated a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns 

would cover 30 days.    Farmers under 35 years of age were divided 

between favoring guarantees covering 60 or 90 days,   however,   some- 

what more of them favored 90 day guarantees on major breakdowns. 

Overall,   the majority of each age group under 64 favored a 90 day 

guarantee,  while those over 64 were divided between guarantees cov- 

ering 30 or 90 days on major breakdowns. 

Table 33.    Farmers' age vs.  "The time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee for major 
breakdowns. " 

Age 

Under 35 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 or Older* 
Total 

Responses 
30 60 90 Other* Row 

Days* Djiys Days Total 

5/15
2 11/32 13/38 5/15 34/100 

11/20 14/25 27/48 4/7 56/100 
26/25 18/18 52/51 6/6 102/100 
13/19 19/28 24/41 8/12 68/100 

15/43 6/17 14/40 0/0 35/100 
70/24 68/23 134/45 23/8 295/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Geographic Area 

Almost half of the farmers from the Coastal area,   Southern 

Oregon,   the Willamette Valley and the Columbia Basin (Oregon) felt 
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a fair minimum guarantee would cover 90 days on major breakdowns 

(Table 34).    Farmers from Eastern Oregon were somewhat divided 

as to whether guarantees should cover 90 days,   60 days,   or 30 days, 

however more farmers favored 90 day guarantees on major break- 

downs.    Those farmers who were from the Coast,   Southern Oregon 

or from the Columbia Basin (Oregon) gave a second preference to 

60 day guarantees,  while those from the .Willamette Valley and East- 

ern Oregon gave second preference to 30 day guarantees on major 

breakdowns. 

Table 34.   Farmers'geographic area vs.  "The time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee on 
major breakdowns. " 

Responses 
30 60 90 Other Row 

Area Days* Days* Days Total 

Oregon Coast 2/7 10/36 14/50 2/7 28/100 
Southern Oregon 5/18 6/21   . 14/50 3/11 28/100 

Willamette Valley 35/26 22/16 66/48 14/10 137/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Oregon) 3/11 10/37 14/52 0/0 27/100 
Eastern Oregon 25/31 21/26 30/38 4/5 80/100 
Total 70/23 69/23 138/46 23/8 300/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

About half of the farmers indicated a fair minimum guarantee 

on major breakdowns would cover 90 days,   while the remainder of 

the farmers were about equally divided between favoring 60 days or 

30 days (Table 35), 
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Half of the dealers,   however,   felt such guarantees should cover 

only 30 days.    The remainder of the dealers were about equally divid- 

ed between favoring 60 or 90 days. 

Table 35.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   the time period covered by a fair minimum 
guarantee on major breakdowns. 

Responses (%) 
30 60 90 Other Row 
Days Days Days Total 

23 23 46 8 100 

50 21 18 11 100 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Significant at the 99 percent level. 

Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Major Breakdowns 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

Over half of those dealers with $200, 000 to 800, 000 of annual 

gross sales and three-fourths of those with less than $200, 000 or 

more than $800, 000 of annual gross sales indicated a fair minimum 

guarantee on major breakdowns would cover one-half the labor costs 

of making repairs (Table 36).    Dealers with less than $200, 000 sales 

either preferred guarantees to cover one-half labor costs or no labor 

costs on major repairs,   while those dealers who had more than 

$800, 000 of annual gross sales either preferred guarantees to cover 
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either one-half the labor costs or all labor costs on major breakdowns. 

More than one-fourth of those dealers with annual gross sales of 

$200, 000 to 800, 000 gave second preference to guarantees covering 

all labor costs of making repairs on major breakdowns.    Smaller 

dealers were more inclined than larger dealers to favor covering no 

labor costs in guarantees on major breakdowns. 

Table 36.    Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee for 
major breakdowns. " 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Depends Row 

Gross Sales ($) Labor* Labor* Labor on deal Total 

<200, 000* o/o2 
3/25 9/75 0/0 12/100 

200, 000-400, 000 7/39 1/6 10/55 0/0 18/100 
400, 000-800, 000 8/28 1/4 18/64 1/4 28/100 

> 800, 000 3/25 0/0 9/75 0/0 12/100 
Total 18/26 5/7 46/66 1/1 70/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Level of Education 

The higher the level of the education of the dealer,   the more 

likely he was to favor a guarantee covering all labor costs of making 

repairs onmajor breakdowns (Table 37)0    However,   half or more of 

the dealers from each educational level favored guarantees which 

would cover half of the labor costs of making repairs on major break- 

downs.    More than one-third of those dealers who attended college 

or had college degrees favored guarantees on major breakdowns 
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covering all labor costs.    One dealer who attended college but did not 

graduate indicated guarantees should depend on the deal with individual 

farmers. 

Table 37.    Dealers' level of education vs.  "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on 
major breakdowns only. " 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Depends Row 

Education Labor Labor Labor on Deal Total 

High School or Less 4/142 3/10 22/76 0/0 29/100 
Attended College 5/36 1/7 7/50 1/7 14/100 

College Graduate 9/38 1/4 14/58 0/0 24/100 
Total 18/27 5/7 43/64 1/2 67/100 

Significant at the 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent oi row. 

Type of Training 

Over three-fourths of those dealers trained in engineering or 

sciences and over half of those trained in business administration or 

in "other" fields felt a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns 

would cover one-half the labor costs of making repairs (Table 38). 

More than three-fourths of the dealers who were trained in agricul- 

ture favored guarantees covering all labor costs on major break- 

downs.    About two-fifths of the dealers who had education in business 

administration felt guarantees should cover all the labor costs of 

making repairs on major breakdowns. 
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Table 38.    Dealer^training vs.  "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major 
breakdowns. *• 

Responses 
Ail No 1/2 Depends Row 

Training Labor Labor* Labor on Deal Total 

Engineering or Science 1/202 0/0 4/80 0/0 5/100 
Bus, Administration 8/40 0/0 11/55 1/5 20/100 
Agriculture 4/80 0/0 1/20 0/0 5/100 
Other 0/0 2/26 6/74 0/0 8/100 
Total 13/34 2/5 22/58 1/3 38/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

^Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Geographic Area 

Half or more of the dealers who were from Oregon's coast, 

Southern Oregon and almost three-fourths or more of those from the 

Willamette Valley,   Idaho,   the Tacoma-Bellingham area,   the South- 

western Washington area,   the Columbia Basin (Washington) area and 

the Eastern Washington area felt a minimum guarantee on major 

breakdowns \MD uld cover one-half the labor costs of making repairs 

(Table 39).    Over two-thirds of the dealers from the Portland Metro- 

politan area and half of those from the Columbia Basin (Oregon) area 

favored such guarantees covering all labor costs.    There were only- 

two dealers from the coastal area who gave an opinion on this issue, 

and they were divided between guarantees covering no labor or half 

the labor costs of making repairs on major breakdowns. 
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Table 39.    Dealers' geographic area vs.  "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major 

breakdowns. " 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Depends on Row 

Area Labor* Labor* Labor Deal* Total 

Portland Metropolitan 2/672 0/0 1/33 0/0 3/100 
Oregon Coast 0/0 1/50 1/50 0/0 2/100 
Southern Oregon 2/40 0/0 3/60 0/0 5/100 
Willamette Valley 2/29 0/0 5/71 0/0 7/100 
Columbia Basin* 

(Oregon) 2/50 1/25 0/0 1/25 4/100 
E. Oregon 2/29 1/14 4/57 0/0 7/100 
Idaho 0/0 0/0 5/100 0/0 5/100 
Tacoma- Bellingham 2/25 0/0 6/75 0/0 8/100 
S. W. Washington 0/0 1/25 3/75 0/0 4/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Washington) 2/18 1/9 8/73 0/0 11/100 
Eastern Washington 4/29 0/0 10/71 0/0 14/100 
Total 18/26 5/7 46/66 1/1 70/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this categoiy was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Farmers 

Farm Type 

"Mostly grain" farms heavily preferred guarantees covering 

one-half the labor costs of making repairs on major breakdowns. 

Livestock,   dairy,  and "other" type farms indicated preference for 

all labor costs being covered by guarantees (Table 40).    Fruits,  nut 

and berries,   vegetable,   and general farms were divided as to whether 

guarantees should cover all or one-half the labor costs of making re- 

pairs on major breakdowns. 
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Table 40.    Farm types vs.  "Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns. " 

Farm Category 
All No 1/2 

Labor* Labor* Labor* 
Other Row 

Total 

Mostly Grains 
Fruits,  Nuts or 

Berries 
Vegetables 
Livestock 
General Farm 
Dairy 
Other 
Total 

9/27 1/3 23/70 0/0 33/100 

11/41 5/18 11/41 0/0 27/100 
5/45 1/10 5/45 0/0 11/100 

55/51 9/8 43/40 1/1 108/100 
39/45 6/7 38/44 4/4 87/100 
8/57 0/0 6/43 0/0 14/100 
9/82 0/0 2/18 0/0 11/100 

136/47 22/7 128/44 5/2 291/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90% level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Farmers in general were somewhat divided between favoring 

guarantees covering all or one-half the labor costs of making repairs; 

however,  more farmers were inclined to feel all labor costs would 

constitute a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns (Table 41). 

Over half of the dealers felt a fair guarantee on major break- 

downs would cover one-half the labor costs of making repairs. 

Dealers were somewhat more strongly in favor of covering one- 

half the labor costs than farmers were in favor of them covering all 

labor costs on major breakdowns. 
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Table 41.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee 
on major breakdowns. 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Responses (%) 
All No 1/2 Other Row 

Labor Labor Labor Total 

48 7 43 2 100 

32 12 52 4 100 

Significant at the 9996 level. 

Parts Cos^ts Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Major Breakdowns 

Dealers 

Geographic Area 

Almost three-fourths or more of the dealers from Oregon's 

coast,   the Willamette Valley,   Eastern Oregon,   Idaho,   the Tacoma- 

Bellingham area,   Southwestern Washington,   the Columbia Basin 

(Washington) area and Eastern Washington preferred guarantees 

which would cover one-half the parts costs of making repairs on 

major breakdowns (Table 42).    Half or more of those from Southern 

Oregon and the Columbia Basin (Oregon) favored guarantees covering 

all parts costs. 



66 
Table 42.    Dealers' geographic area vs.  "Parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major 

breakdowns. ..1 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Depends Row 

Area Parts* Parts* Parts on Deal* Total 

Portland Metropolitan 1/332 1/33 1/34 0/0 3/100 
Oregon Coast 0/0 0/0 2/100 0/0 2/100 
Southern Oregon 3/60 0/0 2/40 0/0 5/100 
Willamette Valley 1/14 0/0 6/86 0/0 7/100 
Columbia. Basin* 

(Oregon) 2/50 0/0 1/25 1/25 4/100 
Eastern Oregon 2/29 0/0 5/71 0/0 7/100 
Idaho 0/0 0/0 5/100 0/0 5/100 
Tacoma-Bellingham 2/25 0/0 6/75 0/0 8/100 
Southwestern Washington 0/0 0/0 4/100 0/0 4/100 
Columbia Basin 

(Washington) 3/27 1/9 7/64 0/0 11/100 
Eastern Washington 3/20 1/7 11/73 0/0 15/100 
Total 17/24 3/4 50/70 1/1 71/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Age 

More than half of those farmers under 55 years and those 65 

years or older felt guarantees on major breakdowns should cover all 

the parts costs of making repairs (Table 43).,    Farmers under 35 and 

over 65 years of age,   however,  were more likely to prefer guarantees 

covering all parts costs than were farmers between the ages of 36 

and 64.    Farmers between 55 and 64 years of age were divided be- 

tween preferring guarantees on major breakdowns covering one-half 

of all parts costs with a tendency to lean more in favor of the 
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guarantee covering all parts costs.    With the exception of those farm- 

ers under 35,   the older the farmer the less likely he was to favor 

guarantees covering only one-half the parts costs. 

Table 43.    Farmers' age vs.  "Parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns." 

Age 

Under 35* 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 or Older 
Total 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Responses 
All No 1/2 Other * Row 
Parts Parts Parts Total 

18/55 3/9 8/24 4/12 33/100 

28/51 1/2 25/45 1/2 55/100 
53/52 4/4 45/44 0/0 102/100 
32/47 3/4 28/41 5/8 68/100 

19/60 2/6 11/34 0/0 32/100 
150/52 13/5 117/40 10/3 290/100 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

More than half of the farmers favored guarantees covering all 

parts costs of making repairs on major breakdowns (Table 44). 

Almost two-thirds of the dealers felt a fair minimum guarantee 

on major breakdowns would cover only half of the parts costs.    None 

of the dealers indicated guarantees should not cover any parts costs, 

while five percent of the farmers indicated guarantees should not 

cover parts costs on major breakdowns. 
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Table 44.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee 
on major breakdowns. 

Responses (%) 
All No 1/2 Other Row 

Parts Parts Parts Total 

52 5 40 3 100 

32 0 64 4 100 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Significant at the 99 percent level. 

Farmers Would Prefer to Have No Guarantee on Used 
Equipment and Buy It at a Somewhat Lower Price 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Over half of the farmers and almost two-thirds of the dealers 

felt that farmers would not prefer to bay at lower price rather than 

have guarantees on used equipment (Table 45).    Farmers were more 

likely than dealers,   however,   to favor lower price rather than guar- 

antees,  with about one-third of farmers indicating such preference 

but less than 20 percent of dealers indicating such. 

Table 45.   Farmer-dealer response comparison:   farmers would prefer to have no guarantee on used 
equipment and buy it at a somewhat lower price. 

Responses (%) 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 
Agree Disagree Opin. Total 

Farmers 8 25 44 14 9 100 

Dealers 4 14 57 7 18 100 

Significant at the 99 percent level. 
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Used Farm Equipment is Generally a Good Buy 

Farmers 

Over half of the farmers who were under 55 years of age indi- 

cated used farm equipment is generally a good buy (Table 46).    Those 

farmers who were 55 years or older were divided--one-half agreed, 

while the other one-half disagreed that used farm equipment is a 

good buy.    Farmers of older age were more likely to give no opinion 

on this   issue.    However,   the older the farmer,   the less likely he was 

to feel the used equipment was a good buy.    Farmers in each age 

group tended to not indicate strong feeling pro or con on the issue. 

Table 46.   Farmers'age vs.  "Used farm equipment is generally a good buy." 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 

Age Agree Disagree Opin. Total 

Under 35 o/o2 
19/54 9/26 1/3 6/17 35/100 

35-44 2/3 36/59 11/18 5/8 7/12 61/100 

45-54 3/2 59/49 40/33 6/5 13/11 121/100 

55-64 2/3 30/36 24/29 6/7 21/25 83/100 

65 or Older* 0/0 12/29 8/20 4/10 17/41 41/100 

Total 7/2 156/46 92/27 22/6 64/19 341/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is precent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Almost half of the farmers and over three-fourths of the dealers 

felt used farm equipment is generally a good buy (Table 47).    Many 

farmers had no opinion on the issue,  while about one-third disagreed 

that used farm equipment is generally a good buy.    Dealers felt con- 

siderably more strongly than farmers that used equipment is gener- 

ally a good buy. 

Table 47.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 

Responses (0/o) 

Strongly Agree Dis- Strongly No Row 
Agree agree Disagree Opin. Total 

Farmers 2 46 27 6 19 100 

Dealers 7 71 18 0 4 100 

Significant at the 99 percent level. 
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V.    FARM SERVICE CENTERS 

There is talk of developing "farm service centers. "   These cen- 

ters would be "supermarkets" of "shopping centers" where farmers 

could obtain various farm supplies,   arrange for financing and insur- 

ance,   sell their crops and purchase other products and services,   all 

at one location.    There were seven questions examined in this section 

dealing with farmers' preferences for farm service centers,   the dis- 

tance farmers would likely drive to patronize service centers,   the 

center's organization,   and farmers' preferences for products and 

services which should be housed in a farm service centers    Factors 

found significantly related and unrelated to the questions were: 

1. Do you feel having these products and services all at one loca- 
tion would be more convenient for farmers ? 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 

Type of training Planned machinery expenditure 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Age 2.    Annual farm sales 
3. Level of education 3.    Age 
4. Geographic area 4.    Level of education 

5. Type of training 
6. Geographic area 

2. Farnaers would prefer to conduct their business at such a center 
rather than at several locations around town. 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 

Type of training None 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 



72 

Dealers 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 
2. Age 
3. Level of education 
4. Geographic area 

Farmers 

1. Farm type 
2. Annual farm sales 
3. Planned machinery expenditure 
4. Age 
5. Level of education 
6. Type of training 
7. Geographic area 

What is the greatest distance farmers would likely drive to 
patronize such a center, assuming the services there were 
good? 

Dealers 
Significant factors: 

Annual gross sales 

Farmers' and dealers' 
Nonsignificant factors; 
1. Age 
2. Level of education 
3. Type of training 
4. Geographic area 

Farmers 

1. Farm type 
2. Planned machinery expenditure 
3. Geographic area 

responses were significantly different. 

1. Annual farm sales 
2. Age 
3. Level of education 
4. Type of training 

Should a farm service center house competing suppliers of 
products and services,   or only one supplier of each product 
or service? 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 

Annual gross sales Farm type 
Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Age 
2. Level of education 
3. Type of training 
4. Geographic area 

1. Annual farm sales 
2. Planned machinery expenditure 
3. Age 
4. Level of education 
5. Type of training 
6. Geographic area 
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5. Should the center be located outside the city limits of town? 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 

Type of training Planned machinery expenditure 

Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Farm type 
2. Age 2. Annual farm sales 
3. Level of education 3. Age 
4. Geographic area 4. Level of education 

5. Type of training 
6. Geographic area 

Farmers'and dealers' responses were not significantly different. 
6. Should the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as inde- 

pendent businesses,   or a combination? 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Farm type 
2. Type of training 2.    Annual farm sales 

3. Planned machinery expenditure 
4. Level of education 
5. Type of training 

Farmers' and dealers' responses were significantly different. 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Age 1.    Age 
2. Level of education 2.    Geographic area 
3. Geographic area 

Farmers' and Dealers'  Product and Service Preferences 
for a Farm Service Center 

Table 48 shows the preferences of   farmers and dealers regard- 

ing products and services provided in a farm service center.    Farm- 

ers indicated the most important products,   listed in order of prefer- 

ence,  would be farm machinery; fertilizer; chemicals; hardware and 

power tools; tires,   batteries and accessories; feed; machine shop; 
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Table 48.    Products and services farmers and dealers feel should be housed in a farm shopping center. 

Farmers Dealers 
Rank o/o 1        " Rank *1 

Farm Machinery 1 89 1 86 
Fertilizer 2 86 3 75 
Chemicals 3 81 6 68 
Hardware and Power Tools 4 80 3 75 
Tire,  Batteries,  and Accessories 5 77 2 84 
Feed 6 76 4 74 
Blacksmith and Machine Shop 7 71 7 61 
Irrigation Supplies and Equipment 8 70 5 72 
Plumbing Supplies 9 64 10 56 
Paint 10 61 7 61 
Petroleum Products 11 58 8 60 
Lawn and Garden Supplies 12 57 8 60 
Seed Cleaning and Treating 13 49 19 39 
Animal Health 14 48 13 38 
Lumber and Building Supplies 15 44 16 42 
ASC Office 16 40 18 40 
Grain Buyer 17 36 14 47 
Truck Dealership 18 35 16 42 
Farm Record Keeping Service 19 30 13 49 
Livestock Buyer 19 30 19 39 
Electrical Supplies 20 29 9 58 
Crop Insurance 21 28 15 46 
Custom Farming Business 21 28 20 37 
Farm Management Services 22 27 12 51 
Land Bank 23 26 16 42 

Commercial Bank 24 25 11 53 
PCA 25 23 14 47 
Property Insurance 26 22 18 40 
Well Drilling 26 22 22 26 
CPA or Public Accountant 27 19 17 41 
Auto Dealership 28 16 24 19 
Attorney 29 12 23 23 

Life Insurance 30 10 21 30 

Percent of farmers and dealers who felt the product or service should be available in a service center. 
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irrigation supplies and equipment; plumbing supplies; paint; petroleum 

products; and lawn and garden supplies.    Over half of the farmers 

suggested these products should be housed in a farm service center. 

Although the ordering was somewhat different,   dealers generally 

agreed with farmers that these items were of higher priority in a 

service center. 

Dealers felt electric supplies,   commercial banks,   farm  man- 

agement services and a CPA would be important products and serv- 

ices in a farm service center.    Farmers,   however,   gave them low 

preference.    Dealers also gave higher priority than farmers to the 

following services:    crop insurance,   grain buyer,   land bank,  property 

insurance,   accounting services and life insurance. 

Having Products and Services All at One Location (Farm 
Service Center) Would be More Convenient 

for the Farmers 

Dealers 

Type of Training 

Half of those dealers who were trained in business administra- 

tion and two-thirds of those trained in agriculture felt a farm service 

center would be "somewhat more convenient" for farmers (Table 49). 

Over two-thirds of the dealers who had training in Engineering or 

Sciences indicated a service center would be "Substantially more 
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convenient" for farmers, 

Table 49.    Dealers' training vs. "Having products and services all at one location would be more 
convenient for farmers." 

Responses 
Sub. Some- Less No More No Row 

More what Convt. * No Less Opin. Total 
Convt. More Convt. * 

Training Convt. 

Engineering or 
2 

Science 5/71 2/29 0/0 0/0 0/0 7/100 
Business Admin. 5/25 10/50 1/5 0/0 4/20 20/100 
Agriculture 1/17 4/66 1/17 0/0 0/0 6/100 
Other* 2/29 2/29 2/29 1/13 0/0 7/100 
Total 13/32 18/45 4/10 1/3 4/10 40/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

The smaller the dollar amount of machinery a farmer plans to 

buy over the next three years the more likely he was to feel a farm 

service center would be substantially more convenient for farmers 

(Table 50).    However,  more than two-thirds of the farmers who were 

planning to spend   $15,000 or less and over three-fourths of those 

who had plans to spend more than $15, 000 on farm machinery over 

the next three years felt having products and services all at one 
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location would be more convenient.    Few farmers in each size group 

felt it would be less convenient for them.    Smaller farmers had more 

tendency to give no opinion on the issue. 

Table 50.    Farmer^ planned machinery expenditures vs.  "Having many products and services all at 
one location would be more convenient. "1 

Responses 
Sub. Some- Less No More No Row 

Planned More what Convt. No Less Opin. Total 

Expenditure ($) Convt. More 
Convt. 

Convt. 

<- 5, 000 80/412 57/30 4/2 25/13 27/14 193/100 
5,000-15,000 27/34 26/33 1/1 18/22 8/10 80/100 

>15, 000* 6/25 14/58 1/4 2/9 1/4 24/100 
Total 113/38 97/33 6/2 45/15 36/12 297/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Over two-thirds of the farmers indicated having products and 

services all at one location would be more convenient for farmers 

(Table 51).    Three-fourths of the dealers also felt a farm service 

center would be more convenient for the farmers.    Farmers,, how- 

ever,   were somewhat more inclined than dealers to feel that a farm 

service center would be "substantially" more convenient for them. 

More dealers than farmers indicated a farm shopping center would 

be less convenient for farmers. 
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Table 51.    Farmer-dealer response comparison: "Having products and services all at one location 
would be more convenient for farmers. "'■ 

Responses (%) 
Sub. Some- Less No More No Row 
More what Convt. No Less Opin. Total 
Convt. More 

Convt. 
Convt. 

Farmers 37 33 2 15 13 100 

Dealers 29 36 14 7 14 100 

Significant at 99% level. 

Farmers Would Prefer to Conduct Their Business at a 
Farm Service Center Rather Than at 

Several Locations Around Town 

Dealers 

Type    cf Training 

Over four-fifths of the dealers trained in engineering or  sci- 

ences felt farmers would prefer to conduct their business at a farm 

service center rather than at several locations around town (Table 

52).      More than half of the dealers trained in business administration 

felt farmers would prefer to conduct their business at several loca- 

tions around town.    Dealers trained in agriculture were divided be- 

tween agreeing and disagreeing with the issue,   and having no opinion. 
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Table 52.    Dealers' training vs.  "Farmers would prefer to conduct their business at a farm service 
center rather than at several locations around town. " 

Responses 
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly No Row 

Training Agree* Disagree Opinion* Total 

Engineering or 2 
Science 0/0 6/86 0/0 1/14 0/0 7/100 

Business Admin. 0/0 7/37 7/37 4/21 1/5 19/100 
Agriculture 1/17 1/17 2/33 0/0 2/33 6/100 
Other 1/13 3/37 3/37 0/0 1/13 8/100 
Total 2/5 17/43 12/30 5/12 4/10 40/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 

Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Almost two-thirds of the farmers and over half of the dealers 

indicated farmers would prefer to conduct their business at a farm 

service center rather than at several locations around town (Table 

53).    Nearly one-third of the dealers,   however,   indicated farmers 

would like to conduct their business at several locations around town. 

Farmers were more likely than dealers to indicate a preference for 

farm service centers.    Farmers also were somewhat more likely 

than dealers to have no opinion on the issue. 
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Table 53.   Farmer-dealer response comparison:   "Farmers would prefer to conduct their business at 
a farm service center rather than at several locations around town. »'■ 

Responses (%) 
Strongly Agree Disagree             Strongly No Row 
Agree Disagree Opinion Total 

Farmers 18 45 19 4 14 100 

Dealers 11 46 14 18 11 100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

The Greatest Distance Farmers "Would Likely Drive 
to Patronize a Farm Service Center 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

About four-fifths or more of the dealers who had annual gross 

sales less than $200, 000 or $400, 000 or over,   and half those with 

sales between $200, 000 and $400, 000 felt farmers would likely drive 

between 10 and 50 miles distance to patronize a farm service center 

(Table 54).    More than three-fourths of those dealers with annual 

gorss sales between $200, 000 and $400, 000 felt farmers would drive 

25 to 100 miles to patronize a farm service center.    A few of the 

larger dealers with annual gross sales over $400, 000 felt farmers 

would travel less than ten miles,   also a few of those dealers with 

annual sales between $200, 000 and $400, 000 or over $800, 000 indi- 

cated farmers would drive more than 100 miles distance to patronize 
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a good farm service center.    Smaller dealers were more inclined than 

larger dealers to feel farmers would drive longer distances. 

Table 54.    Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "What is the greatest distance farmers would likely drive 
to patronize farm service centers?"! 

Responses 
100 or 50-100 25-50 10-25 Less than Row 

Annual Gross More Miles Miles Miles 10 Miles Total 
Sales ($) Miles 

<.200, 000 o/o2 
2/20 3/30 5/50 0/0 10/100 

200, 000-400, 000* 2/14 5/36 6/43 1/7 0/0 14/100 
400, 000-800, 000 0/0 2/8 10/42 10/42 2/8 24/100 

> 800, 000 2/9 0/0 9/43 9/43 1/5 21/100 
Total 4/6 9/13 28/41 25/36 3/4 69/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Farm Type 

All of those farmers who grew vegetables,   over four-fifths of 

those who had "mostly grain" or "other" farms,   and nearly three- 

fourths of the farmers with general farms indicated they would drive 

between 10 and 50 miles distance to patronize a good farm service 

center (Table 55).    More of those farmers who had "mostly grain" 

farms or vegetable farms,   however,  were likely to be willing to 

travel 25 to 50 miles to patronize a good farm service center.    About 
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two-thirds of the farnaers who grew fruit,  nuts or berries preferred 

to travel 25 miles or less to conduct their business with a farm serv- 

ice center.    About one-third of those who had livestock farms indi- 

cated a willingness to travel more than 50 miles distance to have 

their business with a farm shopping center. 

Table 55. Farm types vs.  ."The greatest distance farmers would likely drive to patronize a farm 
service center. "± 

Responses 
100 or 50-100 25-50 10-25 Less Row 

More Miles* Miles Miles Than Total 
Farm Types Miles 10 Miles* 

Mostly Grains 1/32 3/9 16/49 11/33 2/6 33/100 

Fruits,  Nuts or 
Berries* 1/2 3/7 11/26 16/37 12/28 43/100 

Vegetables 0/0 0/0 6/60 4/40 0/0 10/100 

Livestock* 12/10 26/22 38/32 29/25 13/11 118/100 

General Farm 3/3 10/12 25/29 38/45 9/11 85/100 

Dairy 0/0 2/67 0/0 1/33 0/0 3/100 

Other 1/5 1/5 8/42 8/43 1/5 19/100 

Total 18/6 45/15 104/33 107/34 37/12 311/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent cf row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Planned Machinery Expenditure 

The higher the dollar amount of machinery a farmer plans to 

buy over the next three years the less distance he was willing to drive 

to patronize a farm service center (Table 56).    However,   one-fourth 

of the farmers who were planning to spend less than $5, 000 and over 

half of those who had planned to spend between $5, 000 and $15, 000 on 

farm machinery over the next three years indicated they would drive 

10  to 50 miles distance to conduct their business at a farm service 

center.    Nearly two-thirds of those farmers who had planned to buy 

more than $15, 000 worth of machinery indicated they would travel 25 

miles or less distance to patronize a farm shopping center. 

Table 56.    Farmers planned machinery expenditure vs. the greatest distance farmers would likely 
drive to patronize a farm shopping center. 

Responses 
Planned 100 or 50-100 25-50 10-25 <10 Row 
Expenditure ($) More 

Miles 
Miles Miles Miles Miles Total 

< 5,000 10/52 22/11 67/35 75/39 20/10 194/100 
5,000-15,000* 6/8 17/21 29/37 17/21 10/13 79/100 

> 15, 000* 2/8 4/17 2/8 10/42 6/25 24/100 
Total 18/6 43/15 98/33 102/34 36/12 297/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Geographic Area 

Over half of the farmers from the Coastal and Southern Oregon 

areas and more than three-fourths of those from the Willamette Valley 

and the Columbia Basin (Oregon) areas indicated a willingness to 

drive between 10  and 50 miles distance to patronize a farm service 

center (Table 57).    More than half of the farmers who were from 

Eastern Oregon were willing to drive between 25 and 100 miles. 

Most of the farmers from Southern Oregon and the Columbia Basin 

(Oregon) indicated a willingness to drive 25 to 50 miles,   while most 

of those from the Willamette Valley indicated a willingness to drive 

10 to 25 miles.    Fourteen percent of the farmers who were from 

Eastern Oregon indicated they would drive 100 or more miles to 

conduct their business at a good farm service center. 

Table 57.    Geographic location of farmers vs.  "The greatest distance farmers would likely drive to 
patronize a farm service center. " 

Responses 
100 or 50-100 25-50 10-25 Less Than Row 

Area More Miles* Miles* Miles* Miles* 10 Miles Total 

Oregon Coast 3/10 7/22 9/29 9/29 3/10 31/100 
Southern Oregon 5/10 9/18 20/40 11/22 5/10 50/100 
Willamette Valley 2/2 9/6 41/29 70/49 20/14 142/100 
Columbia Basin* 

(Oregon) 1/3 4/12 19/58 6/18 3/9 33/100 
Eastern Oregon 8/14 16/28 16/28 11/18 7/12 58/100 
Total 19/6 45/14 105/34 107/34 38/12 314/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Over two-thirds of the farmers indicated they would drive 10 

to 50 miles distance to patronize a good farm service center (Table 

58).    Nearly three-fourths of the dealers also felt farmers would 

likely drive 10  to 50 miles.    About 20 percent of the farmers and 

dealers both indicated farmers would drive 50 miles or more to 

patronize a farm service center,   assuming the services there were 

good. 

Table 58.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   the greatest distance farmers would drive to 
patronize a farm service center. 

Responses (%) 
100  or 50-100 25-50 10-25 ^10 Row 

More Miles Miles Miles Miles Miles Total 

Farmers 6 14 34 34 12 100 

Dealers 4 15 38 35 8 100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 

Should a Farm Service Center House Competing or 
Single Suppliers of Products and Services ? 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

The larger the annual gross sales of the dealer,   the more likely 

he was to feel a farm service center should house only one supplier of 
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each product or service (Table 59).    Four-fifths of those dealers 

with less than $400, 000 of annual gross sales and over half of the 

dealers with annual salfes between $400, 000 and $800, 000 favored a 

shopping center which would house competing suppliers.    More than 

half of the dealers with annual gross sales over $800, 000 favored a 

shopping center with single suppliers of each product and service. 

Table 59.    Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Should a farm shopping center house competing or single 
suppliers of products and services?" 

Responses 
Annual Gross Sales ($) Competing Single* Row Total 

<2.00, 000 8/802 2/20 10/100 

200, 000-400, 000 12/80 3/20 15/100 
400, 000-800, 000 13/59 9/41 22/100 

>800, 000 10/45 12/55 22/100 

Total 43/62 26/38 69/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Farm Type 

In general,   a majority of the farmers in each type of farm felt 

a farm shopping center should house competing suppliers of each 

product and service (Table 60).    Over two-thirds of the farmers who 

had "mostly grain" or vegetable farms,   above four-fifths of those 

who had fruit,  nuts or berries,   livestock or general farms,   and all 
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of the farmers who had dairy or "other" farms advocated that a far in 

service center should house competing suppliers of each product and 

service. 

Table 60.    Farm type vs.  "Should a farm shopping center house competing or single suppliers of 
products and services?*^ 

Farm Type 

Mostly Grains 
Fruits,  Nuts or 

Berries 
Vegetable 
Livestock 
General Farm 
Dairy 
Other 
Total 

Responses 
Competing Single Row 
Suppliers Suppliers* Total 

22/69 10/31 

39/91 4/9 

6/67 3/33 
98/88 14/12 
66/83 14/17 
3/100 0/0 

19/100 0/0 

253/85 45/15 

32/100 

43/100 
9/100 

112/100 
80/100 
3/100 

19/100 
298/100 

Significant at 95 percent levet. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Eighty five percent of the farmers favored a farm shopping cen- 

ter which would have competing suppliers of each product and service 

(Table 61).    About 65 percent of the dealers also preferred a center 

with competing suppliers.     Farmers,   however,   favored more strongly 

than dealers a farm service center having competing suppliers of each 

product and service. 
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Table 61.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   should a farm supply center house competing or 
single suppliers of each product or service ? 

Competing 
Suppliers 

Responses 
Single 
Suppliers 

<*) 
Row 
Total 

85 

64 

15 

36 

100 

100 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

Should the Farm Service Center be Located 
Outside the City Limits of Town? 

Dealers 

Type of Training 

Half or more of the dealers in each training group felt a farm 

service center should be located outside the city limits of town (Table 

62).    Over four-fifths of those trained in  engineering or sciences, 

three-fourths treained in business administration,   and two-thirds of 

those trained in agriculture favored center located outside the city 

limits of town,, 
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Table 62.    Dealers' training vs. locating the service center outside the city limits of towns. 

Responses 
Training Yes No* No Opin. Row Total 

Engineering or Science 6/862 0/0 1/14 7/100 

Business Administration 15/78 2/11 2/11 19/100 
Agriculture 4/67 0/0 2/33 6/100 
Other 6/78 1/11 1/11 8/100 
Total 31/78 3/7 6/15 40/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

Farmers in each expenditure group favored a center located 

outside the city limits of town.    About two-thirds of those farmers 

who were planning to buy less than $5, 000 or more than $15, 000 worth 

of farm machinery over the next three years indicated a farm service 

center should be located outside the city limits of town (Table 63). 

Over three-fourths of the farmers who had plans to spend between 

$5, 000 and $15, 000 on farm machinery also favored such location. 

Farmers planning to spend a larger amount of money on machinery 

were more likely to oppose an out of town location.    Over 20 percent 

of the farmers gave no opinion on the issue,   with farmers planning 

smaller expenditures more inclined to do so. 
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Table 63.    Farmers'planned machinery expenditure vs.  locating farm service centers outside the 
city limits of towns, 1 

Responses 
Planned Expenditure ($) Yes No* No Opin. Row Total 

<- 5,000 
5, 000-15, 000 

>15, 000* 
Total 

138/70 6/3 53/27 197/100 

59/76 1/1 18/23 78/100 

15/65 3/13 5/22 23/100 

212/71 10/3 76/26 298/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Nearly three-fourths of the farmers and dealers indicated a 

farm service center should be located outside the city limits of town 

(Table 64).    Dealers,   however,   were a little more likely to favor such 

location.    Over 20 percent of farmers as well as dealers gave no 

opinion on this issue. 

Table 64.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   service centers should be located outside the city 
limits of towns. 

Responses (%) 
Yes No No Opin. Row Total 

Farmers 71 4 25 100 

Dealers 75 4 21 100 

Not significant at 80 percent level. 



Should a Farm Service Center be Run as a Farmers' 
Cooperative,   or as Independent Businesses, 

or a Combination? 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 
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Eighty percent or more of the dealers in each sales group indi- 

cated a farm shopping center should be run as independent businesses 

rather than as a cooperative or some other organizational pattern 

(Table 65).    Small dealers were more inclined to have no opinion on 

the issue.    Larger dealers were more inclined to favor cooperative 

organization of the service center,   or a combination of cooperative 

and independent businesses. 

Table 65.    Dealers' annual gross sales vs.   "Should the farm service center be run as a farmers' 
cooperative or as independent businesses,  or a combination?" 

Annual Gross Sales ($) 

Responses 
Coops Independent      Combi- No Row 

nation Opin. * Total 

^-200, 000 

200, 000-400, 000 

400, 000-800, 000 

> 800, 000 
Total 

0/0 12/92 0/0 1/8 13/100 
0/0 12/80 0/0 3/20 15/100 
1/4 21/88 2/8 0/0 24/100 

2/9 19/86 1/5 0/0 22/100 
3/4 64/87 3/4 4/5 74/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

0 
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Type of Training 

Almost all of the dealers from each training group felt a center 

should be run as independent businesses (Table 66).    One dealer 

trained in business administration favored farmers' cooperative, 

while one dealer from the same group felt a service center should 

be run as a combination of both--farmers' cooperative and independ- 

ent businesses. 

Table 66.    Dealers' training vs.  "Should the farm service center be run as a farmers' cooperative 
or as independent businesses or combination?"^- 

Responses 
Training Coops. Indep. Comb in. * No Opin.* Row Total 

Engineering or Science o/o2 
7/100 0/0 0/0 7/100 

Bus. Administration 1/5 18/90 1/5 0/0 20/100 
Agriculture 0/0 6/100 0/0 0/0 6/100 
Other 0/0 6/74 1/13 1/13 8/100 
Total 1/2 37/91 2/5 1/2 41/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmers 

Farm Type 

Those farmers who had "mostly grain" farms,   livestock or 

dairy farms gave first preference to independent businesses (Table 

67).    Farmers who had "mostly grain" farms indicated a strong 
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second preference for a combination of farmers' cooperative and 

independent businesses. 

Farmers who grew fruits,  nuts,  berries,   or vegetables indi- 

cated a farm service center should be run as a farmers' cooperative. 

Farmers who had general farms were divided as to the appropriate 

organization of a service center. 

Table 67.    Farm type vs.    "Should the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independent 
businesses,  or a combination?" 

Responses 
Farm Types Coops* Indep. * Comb in. No Opin. * Row Total 

Mostly Grains 5/162 15/47 9/28 3/9 32/100 

Fruits,  Nuts or Berries 14/34 12/29 9/22 6/15 41/100 

Vegetables 5/50 1/10 4/40 0/0 10/100 
Livestock 27/23 39/34 27/23 23/20 116/100 

General Farm 23/27 26/31 26/31 10/11 85/100 

Dairy 0/0 3/75 0/0 1/25 4/100 

Other 8/44 2/12 8/44 0/0 18/100 

Total 82/27 98/32 83/27 43/14 306/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Annual Farm Sales 

Except for those farmers with less than $25, 000 annual farm 

sales,   the larger the annual farm sales of the farmer the more likely 

he was to prefer a farm service center run as a combination of farm- 

ers' cooperative and independent businesses (Table 68).    First 
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preference of those farmers who had less than $50, 000 of annual 

farm sales was for the center to be run as independent businesses, 

while those with $50, 000 or more of annual sales preferred a combi- 

nation of farmers' cooperative and independent businesses.    Larger 

farmers followed by the smallest farmers were more likely to have 

no opinion. 

Table 68.   Annual farm sales vs.  "Should the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independent 
businesses,  or a combination?" 

Responses 
Sales ($) Coop. Indep. Combin.       No Opin.      Row Total 

< 25, 000 
25, 000-50, 000 
50,000-100,000 

>100, 000* 
Total 

Significant at 80 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 

Those farmers who were planning to spend less than $5, 000 on 

farm machinery over the next three years were divided among favoring 

centers run as a cooperative,   independent businesses,   or a combina- 

tion of both,   with some slight preference   preference for independent 

businesses (Table 69).    Farmers who were planning to buy between 

$5, 000 and $15, 000 worth of machinery were divided between favoring 

51/27 58/31 48/26 30/16 187/100 

20/30 26/38 15/22 7/10 68/100 

10/28 10/28 13/36 3/8 36/100 

1/6 4/24 7/41 5729 17/100 

82/27 98/32 83/27 45/14 308/100 
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independent businesses  and farmers'   cooperatives.      Forty-five 

percent of  the  farmers  who  were  planning  to   spend more  than 

$15, 000   on  farm machinery over   the  next  three  years   indicated 

a farm  shopping  center   should be  run  as   a  combination  of farm- 

ers'   cooperative  and  independent businesses.      The   same propor- 

tion  of  farmers  in  each   expenditure  group   had  no  opinion  on  the 

issue. 

Table 69.    Farmers' planned machinery expenditure vs.  "Should the center be run as a farmers' 
cooperative or as independent businesses,  or a combination?" 

Planned Expenditure ($) Coop. Indep. 
Responses 

Combin. No Opin. Row Total 

5,000 

5,000-15,000 

15,000 

Total 

47/25 61/32 56/29 27/14 191/100 

24/31 29/38 13/17 11/14 77/100 

4/18 5/23 10/45 3/14 22/100 

75/26 95/33 79/27 41/14 290/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 

2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 
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Level of Education 

The higher the educational level of the farmer,   the less likely- 

he was to favor a farm service center organized as a farmers' coop- 

erative (Table 70).    Farmers who had high school or less education 

were divided as to preference.    However,. more of them were likely 

to favor a center being run as a farmers' cooperative.    Over two-fifths 

fifths of the farmers who attended college but did not graduate pre- 

ferred a center organized as independent businesses.    Those farmers ' 

who had college degrees were divided between favoring independent 

businesses and a combination of cooperative and independent busi- 

nesses. 

Table 70.    Farmers' level of education vs.  "Should farm service centers be run as a fanners' 
cooperative or as independent businesses,  or a combination?!' 

Responses 
Education Coop. Indep. Comb. No Opin. Row Total 

High School or Less 53/312 47/27 46/26 27/16 173/100 

Attended College 19/24 32/41 18/23 9/12 78/100 

College Graduate 8/16 16/33 17/35 8/16 49/100 

Total 80/27 95/32 81/27 44/14 300/100 

Significant at 80 percent level. 

2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 
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Type of Training 

About half of the farmers who had training in business adminis- 

tration,   engineering or sciences favored a farm service center organ- 

ized as independent businesses rather than on some other organiza- 

tional pattern (Table 71).    Farmers trained in business administra- 

tion indicated a strong second preference for a center run as a com- 

bination of cooperative and independent businesses,  while those 

trained in engineering or sciences gave second preference to coop- 

eratives.    Farmers who had training in agriculture indicated first 

preference for a center run as a combination of farmers' coopera- 

tive and independent businesses.    Half of the farmers trained in 

agriculture-business combination had no opinion on the issue,   while 

the remainder were divided between service center businesses being 

independent or a combination of independent and cooperative.    Farm- 

ers who had education in humanities or social sciences were divided 

in opinion among cooperative,   independent and a combination of both. 
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Table 71.    Farmers' training vs.  "Should the farm shopping center be run as a farmers' cooperative 
or as independent businesses or a combination?" 

Responses 
Training Coop. Indep. * Combin. No Opin. * Row Total 

Bus. Admin. 4/142 14/48 8/28 3/10 29/100 
Agriculture 8/20 12/30 15/38 5/12 40/100 
Agri. -Business* 1/10 2/20 2/20 5/50 10/100 
Engineering or Science 4/17 13/54 3/12 4/17 24/100 
Humanities or Social 

Sciences 5/33 5/33 4/27 1/7 15/100 
Other 6/43 2/14 5/36 1/7 14/100 
Total 28/21 48/36 37/28 19/15 132/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Farmers in general were divided as to whether service centers 

should be independent,   cooperative or a combination (Table 72).    How- 

ever,  more of them were inclined to favor a farm service center 

organized as independent businesses. 

Eighty sixpercent of the dealers,   on the other hand,  preferred 

service centers run as independent businesses.    None of the dealers 

indicated a service center should be organized as a farmers' coopera- 

tive. 
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Table 72.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   should farm service centers be run as a farmer 
cooperative,   as independent businesses or as a combination of both? 

Responses (%) 
Coop. Indep. Combin.       No Opin.       Row Total 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

27 32 27 14 100 

0 86 7 7 100 
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VI.    INFORMATION SERVICES 

There wsre four questions examined in this section.    The first 

question deals with the farmers' preferences for different information- 

al services,   the second with how information should be offered,   the 

third and fourth with what farmers would pay for such information 

services.    The specific questions asked and the factors found signifi- 

cantly related and unrelated to dealers' and farmers' responses to 

these questions are as follows: 

1. Should informational services be conducted by an instructor or 
be provided in booklet form ? 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
None Planned machinery expenditure 

Nonsignificant Factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Farm type 
2. Age of dealer 2. Annual farm sales 
3. Level of education 3. Age of farmer 
4. Type of training 4. Level of education 
5. Geographic area 5. Level of training 

6.    Geographic area 

Farmers' and dealers' overall responses were not significantly 
different.' 

2. What is the maximum price most farmers would pay to attend 
each of the courses,   assuming they, were taught by a competent 
instructor ? 
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Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
None 1. Farm types 

Z. Annual farm sales 
3. Planned machinery expenditure 
4. Age of farmer 

Farmers'and dealers'responses were significantly different. 

Dealers Farmers 
Nonsignificant factors: 
1. Annual gross sales 1.    Level of education 
2. Age of dealer 2.    Type of training 
3. Level of education 3.    Geographic area 
4. Type of training 
5. Geographic area 

If available in booklet form,   what maximum price would most 
farmers pay for each course? 

Dealers Farmers 
Significant factors: 
None 1. Farm types 

2. Annual farm sales 

Farmers' and dealer^ responses were significantly different. 

Nonsignificant factors; 
1. Annual gross sales 1. Planned machinery expenditure 
2. Age of dealer 2. Age of farmer 
3. Level of education 3. Level of education 
4. Type of training 4. Type of training 
5. Geographic area 5. Geographic area 

Information Service Preferences 

Farmers and dealers both indicated a first preference for provi- 

sion of information concerning the proper maintenance of machinery 

and equipment (Table 73).    Farmers indicateda second preference for 

information relative to making minor engine repairs.    Dealers, 
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however,   did not feel farmers would give such importance to this 

item.    About half the farmers also indicated a preference for infor- 

mation relative to equipment leasing and tuning engines.    Dealers 

agreed farmers would like information relative to leasing,  but did 

not feel as strongly as farmers that farmers would respond to infor- 

mation about tuning engines. 

Dealers were more inclined than farmers to favor offering in- 

formation relative to fitting equipment to the job at hand,   hydraulic 

systems,   equipment record keeping and making the replacement de- 

cision.    Dealers were less inclined than farmers to prefer information 

about tune-up,  minor engine repairs and evaluating used equipment. 

Table 73.    Dealers'and farmers'preferences for various informational services. 

Preferences 
Farmers Dealers 

 Rank 

1. How to properly maintain machinery and equipment 

2. How to make minor engine repairs 

3. Equipment leasing:   advantages and disadvantages 

4. How to tune engine 

5. How to decide which piece of equipment best fits the job 

6. Hydraulic systems - their operation and maintenance 

7. How to evaluate used equipment 

8. How to plan the best set of equipment for a farm 

9. How to manage equipment - records to keep,  use of the 
records, etc. 

10. How to decide when to replace equipment 

11. Which depreciation method to use 

Percent of farmers and dealers indicating the information service should be offered by machinery 
dealers. 

Rank %1 Rank 0/ol 

1 73 1 83 

2 56 7 38 

3 52 4 47 

3 45 8 27 

5 43 2 53 

6 40 3 50 

7 36 10 21 

8 35 6 41 

9 29 5 42 

10 23 4 47 

11 22 9 23 
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Should Informational Services be Conducted by an 
Instructior or be Provided in Booklet Form? 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

The greater the farmers' planned machinery expenditures over 

the next three years,  the more likely the farmer was to prefer 

machinery information services conducted by an instructor (Table 

74).    About half of those farmers who had plans to spend less than 

$15, 000 on farm machinery over the next three years preferred in- 

formational services both conducted by an instructor and provided in 

booklet form.    Those farmers who were planning to buy more than 

$15, 000 worth of farm machinery were somewhat divided between 

favoring informational services taught by an instructor or provided 

in both booklet form and conducted by an instructor. 

Table 74.   Farmer^ planned machinery expenditures vs.  "Should informational services be 
conducted by an instructor or be provided in booklet form. " 

Planned Expenditures 

($) Instructor* 
Responses 

Booklet Both Row Total 

<5, 000 
5,000-15,000 

> 15, 000 
Total 

25/14 51/29 99/57 175/100 

18/24 22/30 34/46 74/100 

8/35 6/26 9/39 23/100 

51/19 79/29 142/52 272/100 

Significant at 90 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

About half of the farmers and dealers favored informational 

services both conducted by an instructor and provided in booklet form 

(Table 75).    Second preference was given by both farrr^ers and dealers 

to informational services provided in booklet form.    Preference was 

low for courses taught by an instructor with no written booklet avail- 

able to the farmer participant. 

Table 75.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   "Should informational services be conducted by 
an instructor or be provided in booklet form?"1 

Fanners 

Dealers 

Not significant at 80 percent level. 

Instructor 
Responses (9 

Booklet Both Row Total 

19 

19 

29 

31 

52 

50 

100 

100 

What Maximum Price Will Farmers Pay to Attend Each 
of the Informational Courses Conducted by an Instructor ? 

Farmers 

Farm Type 

Over three-fourths of the farmers who had fruit, nut or berry 

farms and vegetable farms; and about two-thirds of those with dairy 

farms or "other" farms indicated a willingness to pay $10 or less for 
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each course taught by an instructor (Table 76).    Over three-fifths 

of those farmers who had "mostly grain" farms,   livestock or general 

farms indicated a willingness to pay $20 or less.    Nearly half of the 

vegetable farmers felt less than $5 would be a more appropriate 

price to attend each course.    None of the vegetable farmers or gen- 

eral farmers indicated a willingness to pay more than $30 for a 

course taught by an instructor.    The different demand curves indi- 

cate how much the farmers with different types of farms were willing 

to pay for each course (Figure 1). 

Table 76.    Farm types vs.  "The maximum price farmers would pay to attend each, informational 
course taught by an instructor. "1 

Respo nses 
More $20- $10- $5- Less Row 
Than $30 $20 $10 Than Total 

Farm Type $30* $5 

Mostly Grains 1/32 5/18 10/36 7/25 5/18 28/100 
Fruits,  Nuts or Berries* 2/5 2/5 3/8 21/57 9/25 37/100 

Vegetables 0/0 10/15 1/11 3/33 4/45 9/100 
Livestock 6/6 10/11 32/34 26/27 21/22 95/100 
General Farm 0/0 10/15 24/37 20/30 12/18 66/100 
Dairy 1/33 0/0 0/0 2/67 0/0 3/100 
Other 1/6 4/22 2/11 8/44 3/17 18/100 
Total 11/4 32/13 72/28 87/34 54/21 256/100 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 
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Price 
($) 

30 

"mostly grains" 

fruits, nuts or berries 

vegetables 

livestock 

25  - 

20  - 

15  - 

10  . 

5  - 

0    10   20   30   40 

Percent of the farmers 

100 

Figure 1.  Prices farmers would pay to attend informational courses 
taught by a competent instructor, by type of farm. 
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Annual Farm Sales 

The larger farms were more willing to pay higher prices to 

attend each of the courses taught by an instructor (Table 77).    Only 

one percent of farms with less than $25, 000 annual sales,  but one- 

third of farms with sales in excess of $100, 000 were willing to pay 

$30.00 or more per course.    Nearly two-thirds of those farmers 

with annual farm sales of less than $50, 000 and one-half or more 

of those with $50, 000 or more annual sales were willing to pay be- 

tween $5 and $20 for each course.    Smaller farmers with less than 

$50, 000 of annual farm sales were generally willing to pay between 

$5 and $10,   while larger farmers with $50, 000 or more sales were 

willing to pay between $10 and $20 to attend each course.    One half 

of the larger farmers with more than $100, 000 annual sales were 

willing to pay more than $20 for each course taught by a competent 

instructor. 
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Table 77.    Annual farm sales vs.  "The maximum price farmers would pay to attend each 
informational course. " 

Sales ($) 

< 25, 000 
25, 000-50, 000 
50, OOOwlOO, 000 

>100, 000* 
Total 

Responses 
More $20- $10- $5- Less Row 
Than $30 $20 $10 Than Total 
$30* $5 

2/12 19/12 42/26 57/36 39/25 159/100 
3/6 6/11 14/25 22/40 10/18 55/100 
2/6 5/16 13/40 6/19 6/19 32/100 
4/33 2/17 4/33 2/17 0/0 12/100 

11/4 32/13 73/28 87/34 55/21 258/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observations - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 

The larger the farmers' planned machinery purchases over the 

next three years,   the more likely he was to pay higher prices for 

each course (Table 78).    About 40 percent of farmers planning to 

buy over $15, 000 of farm machinery over the next three years were 

willing to pay $20 or more per course,   while only 13 percent of those 

planning to buy $5, 000 or less were willing to pay that price. 
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Table 78.    Farmers'planned machinery expenditure vs. the maximum price farmers would pay 

to attend each information course. 

Planned 
Expenditure ($) 

*. 5, 000 
5,000-15,000 

>15) 000* 
Total 

Respi onses 
More $20- $10- $5- Less Row 
Than 30 20 10 Than Total 
$30* $5 

3/2
2 18/11 43/27 57/35 40/25 161/100 

3/5 8/12 22/35 23/36 8/12 64/100 
4/19 4/19 3/14 6/29 4/19 21/100 

10/4 30/12 68/28 86/35 52/21 246/100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Age 

Almost three-fourths of the farmers under 35 years,   over half 

of those between 35 and 44,   and two-thirds of those farmers between 

45 and 54 indicated they would pay $20 or less to attend each course 

conducted by an instructor (Table 79).    Over half of those between 55 

and 64 and more than three-fourths of those 65 years or older were 

only willing to pay $10 or less for each educational course.    None 

of the farmers under 35,  or 65 years or older,   indicated a willingness 

to pay more than $30 for any informational course.    Overall,   it ap- 

pears that older farmers are not as willing as younger ones to pay 

the higher cost of such informational services,  with "middle-aged" 

farmers most willing to pay the higher prices. 
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Table 79.    Farmers' age vs. the maximum price farmers would pay to attend each of the 
informational courses. 

Age 

Responses 
»$30 $20- $10- $5- Less Row 

$30 $20* $10 Than 

$5 

Total 

o/o2 2/8 8/32 10/40 5/20 25/100 

3/6 6/12 13/25 17/33 12/24 51/100 

4/4 10/10 38/39 27/28 19/19 98/100 

4/8 10/19 8/16 21/40 9/17 52/100 

0/0 2/8 3/12 11/42 10/38 26/100 

11/4 30/12 70/28 86/34 55/22 252/100 

Under 35 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 or older* 
Total 

1 
Significant at 90 percent level. 

Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Almost two-thirds of the farmers indicated a willingness to 

pay between $5 and $20 to attend each machinery related informa- 

tional course taught by a competent instructor (Table 80).    Only one- 

half of the dealers,   however,   felt that farmers would pay that price. 

Three-fourths of the farmers were willing to pay between $5 

and $30,   while only a little over half of the dealers felt that farmers 

would pay that much for each course.    Overall,   farmers were appar- 

ently willing to pay more than what dealers felt farmers would pay. 
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Table 80.   Farmer-dealer response comparison:   maximuiii price farmers would pay to attend each 
informational course. * 

Responses (%) 
>$30 $20- $10-        $5- <$S Row 

$30 $20          $10 Total 

Farmers 

Dealers 

4 13 28 34 21 100 

4 9 22 26 39 100 

Significant at 99 percent level. 

The Maximum Price Farmers Would Pay for Each 
Informational Course Available in Booklet Form 

Farmers 

Farm Type, 

More than two-thirds of the farmers from each type of farm 

indicated a willingness to pay $5 or less for each machinery related 

booklet (Table 81).    More of those farmers who had "mostly grain, " 

livestock,   dairy or general farms were more willing to pay between 

$2. 50 and $5. 00,   while more of those who grew fruit,   nuts,  berries 

or vegetables were more likely to have a willingness to pay less than 

$2. 50 for each booklet.    However,  although this group of farms were 

in general only willing to pay the lower price,   the few farmers willing 

to pay higher prices also fell in these categories.    Only three farm- 

ers ■who had livestock or dairy farms indicated they would pay more 
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than $20 for each informational booklet.    The demand curve shows 

the farmers' willingness to pay various prices for each of the infor- 

mational booklets (Figure 2). 

Table 81.    Farm type vs. the maximum price farmers would pay for informational booklets. 
1 

Farm Type 

Respo: nses 

More* $10- $5- $2.50 Less Row 
Than $20 $10 $5 Than Total 
$20 $2.50 

o/o2 
0/0 6/21 15/52 8/27 29/100 

0/0 3/8 6/15 15/37 16/40 40/100 
0/0 1/11 1/11 3/33 4/45 9/100 
2/2 5/5 16/16 41/41 35/36 99/100 
0/0 3/4 11/16 38/54 18/26 70/100 
1/33 0/0 0/0 2/67 0/0 3/100 
0/0 1/5 0/0 11/61 6/33 18/100 
3/1 13/5 40/15 125/47 87/32 268/100 

Mostly Grains 
Fruit, Nut or Berries 
Vegetables 
Livestock 
General Farm 
Dairy* 
Other 
Total 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

♦Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Annual Farm Sales 

The larger the annual farm sales of the farmer,   the more likely 

he was willing to pay higher prices for each machinery related book- 

let (Table 82).    About one-half of the farmers in each size category 

indicated a willingness to pay between $2. 50 and $5. 00 for each 
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Figure 2.  Prices farmers would pay for informational booklets, by 
type of farm. 
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booklet.    About one-third of farmers with sales in excess of $50, 000 

would apparently pay over $5. 00 per booklet.    None of the farmers 

with less than $50, 000 annual farm sales were willing to spend more 

than $20 for each informational booklet. 

Table 82.    Annual farm sales vs. the maximum price farmers would pay for educational booklets. 

Annual Farm Sales ($) 

Responses 
More $10- $5- $2.50 Less Row 
Than 20 10 5.00 Than Total 
$20* $2.50 

o/o2 
9/5 20/12 77/47 60/36 166/100 

0/0 3/5 9/16 25/45 19/34 56/100 
1/3 0/0 9/26 16/47 8/24 34/100 
2/14 1/7 2/14 8/58 1/7 14/100 

3/1 13/5 40/15 126/47 88/32 270/100 

< 25, 000 
25, 000-50, 000 

>50, 000-100, 000* 
100, 000* 
Total 

Significant at 99 percent level. 
2 
Number to left of each cell is actual observation - number to right is percent of row. 

*Variation within this category was significant at the 90 percent level or higher. 

Farmer-Dealer Response Comparison 

Almost four-fifths of the farmers and dealers both indicated 

that farmers would pay $5 or less for machinery related information 

available in booklet form (Table 83).    However,   some farmers were 

willing to pay between $2.50 and $5. 00 than dealers thought.    About 

20 percent of the dealers felt farmers would pay between $5 and $10 

while only 15 percent of the farmers indicated a willingness to pay 
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such.    None of the dealers felt farmers would pay more than $10 for 

any booklet,   and farmers generally agreed. 

Table 83.    Farmer-dealer response comparison:   the maximum price   farmers would pay for educa- 
tional booklets. 1 

Responses (%) 

$10- $5- $2.50   ^$2.50 Row 
20 $20 $10 $5.00 Total 

1 5 15 47            32 100 

0 0 20 40            40 100 

Farmers 

Dealers 

Significant at 95 percent level. 
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VII.    SUPPLEMENTAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

In this section the multiple regression analysis has been used 

for statistical analysis. The reasons for this additional analysis by 

means of regression are as follows: 

(a) The chi-square analysis used in the previous sections con- 

siders only one variable at a time.    If there is non-zero correlation 

among the explanatory variables,   then a different result may occur 

with regression than with chi-square. 

(b) The chi-square analysis may not tell as explicitly the direc- 

tion of effect of some factors,   nor,   in many cases,   the type of 

pattern associated with factors. 

Therefore regression analysis has been used to broaden the 

scope of the initial analysis,   particularly to consider several factors 

simultaneously.     This approach also gives the precise direction of 

linear effects which are not given as explicitly by the chi-square 

analysis. 

The equations of the model for used equipment guarantees, 

farm service centers,   and information services are formulated below, 

with a detailed explanation of the important variables following the 

formulation of the equations.    Only a few equations are described in 

detail.     Other equations follow the same pattern and need not be 

examined in detail.    There are two types of equations--one for thts 
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dealers' response and the other for the farmers' response.     The 

regression model is the same in both cases,   except that the equations 

for the dealers have   10   independent variables,   while equations for the 

farmers have 13 independent variables.     The equations of the model 

are as follows: 

Dealers 

Yl = V^Xll+^X2l + ^X3l + P4X« + ',SX5i + ,,6X6l + ',7X7l+',8X8i 

^VlO^Oi^i 

where 

Y.    represents the attitude of the i      dealer (dependent variable) 

and   i = 1, 2, •••,80 (in case of guarantees),   i = 1, 2, • • •, 78 (in 

case of service centers and informations services) 

The values that   Y   could take were usually -2,-1, 0, 1, 2,   where 

-2 represented "strongly disagree, " -1 was  "disagree, " 0 was  "no 

opinion, " 1 was  "agree, " and 2 was  "strongly agree. "   X    represents 

the annual gross sales of the dealership and took one of the following 

values,   which were the estimated midpoints of the various classes: 

$100, 000; 300, 000; 600, 000,   and 1, 150, 000. 

X_,   X      and   X      are dummy variables which represent the edu- 

cation of the manager; the dummy variables are defined as the 

following: 
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= 1. 0 if the dealer did not attend college 
X     { 2 

= 0       if the dealer attended college 

= 1.0 if the dealer attended college but did not graduate 

= 0       if the dealer graduated from college or did not 
attend college 

= 1.0 if the dealer graduated from college 
X4   { 

= 0       if the dealer did not graduate from college 

X    represents the age of the dealer.     This variable took one of 
5 

the following values which were the estimated midpoints of the various 

classes:    37.5,   52.5,   and 62. 5. 

X., X  , X ,X ,   and X  n    are dummy variables representing 
D 7 O 7 1 " 

college training in various fields and were defined as follows: 

= 1.0 if college trained in engineering or science 

X     { 
6        =0       if not college trained in engineering or science 

= 1. 0 if college trained in business administration 
X7{ 

= 0       if not college trained in business administration 

= 1.0 if college trained in agriculture 
X8   { 

= 0       if not college trained in agriculture 

= 1.0 if college trained in other fields 
X9   { 

= 0       if not college trained in other fields 
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= 1.0 if not college trained 

= 0       if college trained 

Farmers 

Yi = "Vli + P2X
2L + P3X3i + P4X4i + P5X5i ^b^i^l^i + 

•W^Wm^iAn^u^i^nWi 

where 

Y. represents the attitude of the i      farmer (dependent variable) 
i 

and   i = 1, 2, • • •, 372 (in case of guarantees),   i = 1, 2, • • •, 329 (in case 

of farm service centers and information   services) . 

X    represents the annual farm sales of the farmer and took one 

of the following values,   which were the estimated midpoints of the 

various classes:   $12, 000; 37, 500; 75, 000; and 250, 000. 

X    represents the future purchase plan and took one of the fol- 

lowing values,   which were the estimated midpoints of the various 

classes:   $2, 500; 10, 000; and 30, 000. 

X    represents the age of the farmer and took the following 

values,   which were the estimated midpoints of the various classes: 

30.0,   39.5,   49.5,   59.5,   and 66.0. 

X  , X  ,     and   X,    are dummy variables which represent the 
4      5 b 

education of the farmer.     The dummy variables are defined as the 

following: 
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= 1.0 if the farmer did not attend college 

= 0       if the farmer attended college 

= 1.0 if the farmer attended college but did not graduate 
X5   < 

= 0       if the farmer graduated from college or did not 
attend college 

= 1.0 if the farmer graduated from college 
x6   { 

= 0       if the farmer did not graduate from college 

X  , X  , X  , X    , X     , X   _,   and X       are dummy variables repre- 
I O 7 1U 11 1 L* 1 J 

senting college training in various fields and were defined as follows: 

= 1.0 if college trained in business administration 
X      { 7 = 0       if not college trained in business administration 

= 1.0 if college trained in agriculture 
X8    { 

= 0       if not college trained in agriculture 

= 1.0 if college trained in agriculture-business combination 
X9    { 

= 0       if not college trained in agriculture-business com- 
bination 

= 1.0 if college trained in engineering or science 
X10( 

= 0       if not college trained in engineering or science 

= 1.0 if college trained in humanities or social sciences 
X      { 

11 = 0       if not college trained in humanities or social sciences 
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= 1.0 if college trained in "other fields" 

= 0       if not college trained in "other fields" 

= 1.0 if not college trained 
X13{ 

= 0       if college trained 

Equations 1 through 1 2 in Tables 8 3A and 8 3B and equations 

1 through 9 in Tables 8 3C and 8 3D show the results of the statistical 

analysis for guarantees on used equipment,   farm service centers, 

and information services.     This analysis was done by using stepwise 

multiple regression analysis.     The result of this analysis is similar 

to that using the chi-square analysis.    However,   there are some new 

factors which are significant in the regression analysis which were not 

significant in the chi-square analysis.    Also,   there are some variables, 

which are not significant in the regression analysis,   but which were 

significant according to the chi-square test.     The advantage of multiple 

regression analysis over the chi-square test is that it takes account 

of all variables simultaneously as mentioned earlier. 

In equations 1,   3,   5,   8,   and 10 the variable   X ,   annual gross 

sales,   is a statistically significant factor (Table 83A) while it was not 

significant in the case of the chi-square test (Table 84).    In equations 

2 and 9,   annual gross sales was a significant factor in the chi-square 

test (Table 84),   but it is not significant in the regression analysis 

(Table 8 3A).    When there is a relationship that is not linear, 
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some factors are significant according to chi-square tests but are non- 

significant by simple linear regression analysis.    Many factors were 

significant in both cases--by chi-square test as well as in the regress- 

ion analysis.    Another advantage of regression analysis was that it 

gave negative or positive values to coefficients thereby indicating 

whether the statement was favored or not favored. 

There were very few high intercorrelations among the various 

variables examined.    Training and education were highly (positively) 

correlated.    Farmers' annual farm sales and future machinery pur- 

chase plans were also highly (positively) correlated.     There was a 

correlation between college education of dealers and training in busi- 

ness administration and training in agriculture.     These were also cor- 

related in the case of farmers.    Other explanatory variables had low 

intercorrelations and tended to be independent of each other. 

In equation 3 (Table 8 3A) educational level is not a significant 

factor,   but it was significant by the chi-square test (Table 84). 

Training,   however,   is a significant factor (Table 8 3A),   but was a non- 

significant factor by the chi-square analysis (Table 84).     This shows 

that there is either a pattern that is not linear or educational level and 

training are correlated and some of the effect of education was included 

in the training variables.    In some equations all of those variables 

which were significant by the chi-square test are also significant in 

the regression analysis.    Equation 6 (Table 8 3B),   for example,   has 
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the same significant variables--annual farm sales,   farmers' age, 

and training which were also significant by the chi-square test (Table 

84). 

In the case of information services no factors related to dealers 

were significant by the chi-square analysis (Table 85),   but some fac- 

tors are significant in the regression analysis (Table 8 3C).     There 

are some changes in the case of farm service centers also.    In the 

regression equation number one,   annual gross sales and educational 

level are significant factors (Table 8 3C),   but were nonsignificant by 

the chi-square test (Table 86).    Dealers' training was a significant 

factor in both analyses.    However,   in equation number 3,   annual gross 

sales is not a significant factor (Table 8 3C),   as it was in the chi- 

square analysis (Table 86),   while training has entered the regression 

as a significant factor (Table 8 3C).    Other equations in each table 

follow the same pattern and can be explained in a similar manner. 

The coefficients in each equation with positive or negative signs 

indicated whether there was positive or negative relationship,   i.e., 

whether one favored or did not favor the particular statement.     The 

positive sign indicates dealers or farmers agreed with statements, 

while a minus sign indicates they did not agree with statements. 

Values in parentheses are   t   values and indicate the level of 

statistical significance.    Only those factors are given in each equation 

which were significant at the 80 percent level or higher. 
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The results of these regression analyses are included in the 

following summary.    One can find the precise results by looking at 

each statement,   its equation,   the significant factors,   the significance 

level in Table 8 3A,   8 3B,   8 3C and 83D.     For example,   in equation 1 

in Table 8 3A the coefficient for annual gross sales is positive which 

shows that dealers with higher annual gross sales indicated that sales 

of used equipment may be increased under acceptable guarantees. 

Other factors in each equation can be described in a similar manner. 



Table 83A,   Relationships Between Selected Dealer Characteristics and Dealer Preferences Concerning Used Equipment Guarantees. 
1/ 

Response 2 

Variable - 
Constant Annual High 

Sales School 
or Less 

"V (x2) 

1 -0.09640 0.0000008 
(2.089P 

? 1.00000 

3 1. S4765 0.0000005 
(1.629) 

4 0.75257 

5 0.93136 -0.0000001 
(-1.368) 

6 0.14068 

7 -0.01587 

8 1. 33993 0.0000008 
(2. 17) 

9 0.64423 

10 1.10127 -0.0000001 
(-1.571) 

11 -0.68159 

12 -0. 05418 

Attended College 
College Graduate 

(X,) <V 

Age 

'V 

Engineering Business Agriculture "Other No 
or Science Adminis- 

tration 
Fields" Training 

<V (x7, 
<X8> <v <X10> 

0. 7348024 
1-2. 773) 

-1.8084795 
(-3.434) 

0.3*13043 
(1.274) 

-1. 1243756 
(-2.472) 

-0.0055643 0.1525707 
(-1.446) (2.328) 

-0.0064701 
(-1.966) 

-0. 3668876 
(-1.809) 

-0. 0089675 
(-2. 208) 

0.0150109 
(1.460) 

Q. 6825459 0.170 
(-1.462) 

0. 7053^3 0.079 
(2.482) 

-0. 5741741 0.165 
(-2. 475) 

0.104 

0.1399030 0.097 
(1.592) 

0.095 

0.9852941 0.074 
(2.417) 

0.061 

0. 2307692 -0. 3585164 -0. 1286057 0.210 
(1.655) (-3.243) (-1.876) 

-0. 1541107 0. 115 
(-1.502, 

0.0735294 0.060 
(2. 169) 

0.064 

by Stepwise multiple regression 
2/ 

see footnotes of Table 84 
3/ 

values under parentheses are   t  values 



Table 83B.    Relationships Between Selected Farmer Characteristics and Farmer Preferences Conceraing Used   Equipment Guarantees.— 
1/ 

Response       Constant 
Variable- 

Farm 
Sales 

Purchase Age High Attended College Business 
Plan School 

or Less 

CoUege Graduate Adm inis- 
tration 

<x2) <v <v (x5) (X6» 
(x7) 

-0.0000120 0. 3246784 

(-L920)?7 (2.663) 
-0.OOOO133 -0. 3847014 0.6974072 

(-1.637) 

-0.2787663 

(-1.900) 

(-1.993) (2.657) 

-0.0000050 0.12636S9 
(-2.103) 

-0.0574481 
'(-1.469) 

(2. 554) 

Agriculture     Agriculture- Engineering Humanities 
Business or Sciences or Social 
Comb. Science 

<V        'V <xio>        •"ii* 

"Other 
Fields" 

(x12) 

No 
Training 

'V 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

0.76718 

0.28077 

2.04545 

0.64213 

0.74628 

0. 39958 

-0.09088 

3.04419 

0. 70886 

0.68500 

-0.26666 

0. 83536 

-0.0000014 0.0079568 

(-1.57) (1.568) 

0.0000119 

(1.457) 

-0.0179834 

(-2. 900) 

0.2440322 

(1.402) 

-0. 1437234 

(-1.643) 

-0.1400000  0. 0983333 

(-1.75)    (1.477) 

0. 3464647 

(1.493) 

0.1687636 

(2.446) 

0. 4266717 

(1.465) 

-0.6200624 

(-1.966) 

0.4221834 

(1.370) 

0.1120559 

(1.308) 

0.028 

0.041 

0.017 

0.072 

0.007 

0.023 

0.020 

0.038 

-0. 1304279 0. 029 

(-2.875) 

0.019 

-0.8000000 

(-2.572) 

-0.0000120 -0.0109514 

(1.611)    (-1.915) 

-0.6693075 

(-1.782) 

0.021 

-0.1791722 0.034 

(-1.452) 

—     by stepwise multiple regression 

2/ 

3/ 
see footnotes of Table 84 

values in parentheses are   t   values 



Table 83C.    Relationships Between Selected Dealer Characteristics and Dealers' Response as to Fanners' Preferences Concerning Farm Service Centers and Machinery Related Information Services. 
1/ 

Response Constant 

Variable -' 

Annual 

Sales 

<v 

High 
School 
or Less 

(x2> 

Attended 
College 

<V 

College 

Graduate 

<X4> 

Age 

(X5» 

Engineering Business Agriculture "Other 

or Science Adminis- 
tration 

Fields' 

'V (X7) <V <v 

No 
Training 

PW 
Service Centers 

1 0.36277 -0. 0000005 

(-1.710)i/ 

0. 9459182 

(3.174) 
2 -0. 67431 -0.0000006 

(-1.800) 

0.4094859 

(1.376) 

3 0.93553 

4  • -0. 67684 -0.0000005 

(-2.03) 

0. 3746417 

(1.614) 

S 0.808 792 -0.0000003 

(-1.886) 

0.2033502 

(1.381) 

6 1.83036 0.7784552 

(1.583) 

Information 

Services 

0. 9S417 

6.97368 

2. 588 0.0000014 

(1.373) 

-0.1986096 

(-1. 471) 

0.0239224 

(1.503) 

0.0241837 

(1.951) 

0.9342089 
(1.994) 

0. 3719786 

(1.908) 

0. S571346 

(1.830) " 

-0. 5831858 

(-1.860) 

3. 3204334 

(1.366) 

0.4620634 

(1.606) 

7.6691729 

(2.238) 

-0.9853658 

(-2.017) 

0.281 

0.174 

0.036 

0.126 

0.073 

0.070 

0.066 

0.089 

0.031 

— by stepwise multiple regression 

2/ 
— see footnotes of Tables 85 and 86 

*/       . u — v;uues -in parentheses are   t   values 



Table 83D.    Relationships Between Selected Farmer Characteristics and Farmers' Preference Concerning Farm Service Centers and Machinery Related Information Services." 

Response   / Constant Farm 
Variable- Sales 

Purchase 
Plan 

Age High 
School 

or Less 

»\> 

Attended College 

College Graduate 

"V <V 

Business Agriculture     Agriculture-   Engineering Humanities 

Adminis- Business or Sciences or Social 
tration Comb. Sciences 

'V       «xii» 

"Other 

'V <v 

No 
Fields" Training 

^is1 

Service Centers 

0.83640 -O.OOOOOOZ 

(-1.412r 

0. 648476 -0.0000005 

(-1.322) 

0.S630281 

(1.519) 

0.74952 -0.0000145 
(-2.681) 

0.2219047 

(1.761) 

0.2304000 
(1.462) 

0.6200000 
(3.020) 

0.3750621 

(1.962) 

0.042 

-0.0000094      0.0074457 
(-1.819) (1.893) 

0. 1482009 
(1.619) 

-0.2312702 
(-1.756) 

0.3448275 
(2.363) 

0.3600000 
(2.309) 

-0. 2857142 

(-1.404) 

Infomiation Services 

1.07407 -0.1740740      0.2830687 
(-1.738) (2.160) 

0.028 

0.0001916 

(2.846) 

1.0664315 
(1.695) 

-3.8687766 

(-1.628) 

2.2528692    -1.1622655 
(1.497) (-1.398) 

-1.9042232 

(-1.730) 

0.031 

*"     by stepwise multiple regression 

~     see footnotes of Tables 85 and 86 

—    values  in parentheses are   t   values 
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VIII.    SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Chi-Square Results 

This study was designed to provide insights into how farmers 

and dealers feel about various aspects of current machinery merchan- 

dising.     Particular areas evaluated were guarantees on used equip- 

ment sales,   farm service centers and machinery information services. 

The study was designed to provide insights into farmers' preferences, 

dealers' preferences and dealers' knowledge of farmers' preferences. 

The relationships examined and their significance are indicated in 

Tables 84,   85 and 86. 

Used Equipment Guarantees 

Farmers' Willingness to Buy More Used 
Equipment Under Acceptable Guarantees 

Dealers 

Age 

1. Dealers under 45 years and those 60 years or older felt farmers 

would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable guar- 

antee. 

2. Younger dealers were more inclined to feel strongly that farm- 

ers would buy more used equipment under good guarantees. 

3.      The  "middle aged" dealers were likely to feel that guarantees 

would not increase the sales of used equipment. 



Table 84.    Used equipment guarantees:   relationships tested and their significance. 

Questions Concerning Guarantees on Used Equipment 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Dealers 

»4 
80 

Annual Gross Sales 90 NS NS NS NS NS NS 80 NS NS NS 

Age NS 95 99 99 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

Level of Education NS NS 90 NS NS 80 NS 80 80 NS NS NS 

Type of Training 90 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 80 NS NS NS 

Geographic Area NS 80 NS 80 NS 90 NS NS 80 80 NS NS 

Farmers 
Farm Types NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 90 NS NS NS 

Annual Farm Sales 80 NS NS NS NS 95 NS NS NS NS NS NS 

Planned Machinery Expenditure NS NS NS NS NS NS 90 NS NS NS NS NS 

Age NS 90 NS NS NS 95 90 90 NS 95 NS 99 

Level of Education NS NS NS NS NS NS 80 NS NS NS NS NS 

Type of Training NS NS 80 90 80 80 NS NS NS NS NS NS 

Geographic Area NS 80 NS NS 90 NS NS 95 NS NS NS NS 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison: 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 99 

Not Significant 
2 
Level of Significance in percent 

3 
Questions Concerning Guarantees on Used Equipment: 

1. Farmers would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable guarantee. 
2. Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they may not have full knowledge of its condition. 
3. Time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. 
4. Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. 

..--'    5. Parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment. 
6. Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short period,   and only major breakdowns for a longer period. 
7. Guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only major breakdowns. 
8. Time period covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns. 



9, Labor costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns. 
10. Parts costs covered by a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns. 
11. Farmers would prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment and buy it at a somewhat lower price. 
12. Used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 

00 



Table 85.    Information services:   relationships tested and their significance. 

Questions Concerning Information Services 
1 2 3 

119 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

Age 

Level of Education 

Type of Training 

Geographic Area 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

Annual Farm Sales 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 

Age 

Level of Education 

Type of Training 

Geographic Area   ' 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

NS NS 

NS NS 

NS NS 

NS NS 

NS NS 

NS 95 

NS 99 

90 2 99 

NS 90 

NS NS 

NS NS 

NS NS 

NS 99 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

99 

99 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

95 

Not significant 

2 
Level of significance in percent. 

Questions concerning information services: 

(1) Should these informational services be conducted by an instructor or be provided in booklet 
form? 

(2) What is the maximum price farmers would pay to attend each of the courses indicated above, 
assuming they were taught by a competent instructor? 

(3) If available in booklet form, what maximum price would farmers pay for each of the courses? 
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Table 86,   Farm service centers:   relationships tested and their significance. 

Questions Concerning Service Centers 
12 3 4 5 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

Age 

Level of Education 

Type of Training 

Geographic Area 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

Annual Farm Sales 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 

Age 

Level of Education 

Type of Training 

Geographic Area 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

NS NS 90 80 NS 80 

NS NS NS NS NS NS 

NS NS NS NS NS NS 

95' 95 NS NS 80 99 

NS NS NS NS NS NS 

NS NS 99 95 NS 95 

NS NS NS NS NS 80 

90 NS 95 NS 90 80 

NS NS NS NS NS NS 

NS NS NS NS NS 80 

NS NS NS NS NS 95 

NS NS 99 NS NS NS 

99 99 95 99 NS 99 

Not significant 

2 
Level of significance in percent 

Questions concerning farm service centers: 

(1) Having these products and services all at one location would be more convenient? 

(2) Farmers would prefer to conduct their business at such a farm service center rather than at 
several locations around town. 

(3) What is the greatest distance farmers would likely drive to patronize such a center,   assuming 
the services there were good? 

(4) Should such a farm shopping center house competing suppliers of products and services,  or only 
one supplier of each product or service? 

(5) Should the center be located outside the city limits of town? 

(6) Should the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independent businesses or a combination? 
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Type of Training 

1. Dealers trained in business   administration felt farmers would 

buy more used equipment under acceptable guarantees. 

2. Those trained in engineering or sciences, or in agriculture indi- 

cated guarantees would not increase the sales of used equipment. 

Farmers 

Annual Farm Sales 

1.    Smaller farmers were more inclined than larger    farmers to 

increase used equipment purchases if guarantees were more 

acceptable. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers in general were more likely than dealers to feel 

strongly that acceptable guarantees would increase the sales 

of used equipment. 

2. Two-thirds of the farmers indicated they would buy more used 

equipment under acceptable guarantees,  while only about 40 

percent of dealers felt farmers would do so. 

Dealers Should Guarantee Used Equipment Without 
Full Knowledge of  Its Condition 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

1.    Dealers with sales less than $200, 000 or more than $800, 000 
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were divided as to whether or not used machinery should be 

guaranteed without full knowledge of its condition. 

2.    Dealers with sales between $200, 000 and $800, 000 strongly 

preferred not to guarantee used machinery without full knowl- 

edge of its condition. 

Geographic Area 

1. Dealers from the Portland Metropolitan area,   the Columbia 

Basin. (Oregon),   Southern Oregon,   the Willamette Valley,  East- 

ern Oregon,   Idaho,   the Columbia Basin (Washington) and East- 

ern Washington opposed guaranteeing used equipment without 

full knowledge of its condition. 

2. Dealers from Oregon's coastal area,   the Tacoma-Bellingham 

area,   and Southwestern Washington were divided between favor- 

ing and not favoring dealers guaranteeing used equipment with- 

out full knowledge of its condition. 

Farmers 

Age 

1. Farmers under 35 years and 55 years or older favored guaran- 

tees on used equipment even if dealers do not have full knowl- 

edge of its condition. 

2. With the exception of those farmers who were under 35 years 

of age,   in general,   the older the farmer the more likely he was 
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to favor dealers guaranteeing used equipment without full 

knowledge of its condition. 

3.    Farmers between 35 and 54 years of age were divided between 

agreeing and disagreeing with such arrangements. 

Geographic Area 

1.    Farmers from the Willamette Valley and Eastern Oregon fav- 

ored,   while farmers from the Columbia Basin (Oregon),   the 

Coastal area and Southern Oregon were divided as to dealers 

guaranteeing used machinery without full knowledge of its con- 

dition. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1.    About half the farmers indicated dealers should,  while three- 

fourths of the dealers felt they should not guarantee used 

machinery without full knowledge of its condition. 

Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum Guarantee 
on Used Equipment 

Dealers 

Level of Education 

1.    Dealers in each educational level preferred a guarantee cover- 

ing 30 days time period on used machinery. 
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2.     The lower the dealers' educational level the stronger his prefer- 

ence for 30 day guarantees. 

Age 

1. Dealers under 60 years of age favored 30 day guarantees. 

2. Younger dealers,   however,   were more likely to prefer 90 

day guarantees. 

Farmers 

Type of Training 

1. Farmers trained in  business   administration particularly fav- 

ored guarantees covering 30 days. 

2. Those who were trained in   agriculture- business combination 

favored 60 day guarantees. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers were divided among guarantees covering 30 days, 

60 days,   or 90 days,  but somewhat more of them favored used 

equipment guarantees covering 90 days time period,   followed 

by a preference for 30 days. 

2. Dealers felt strongly that 3 0 days would constitute a fair mini- 

mum guarantee on used equipment,   with a second preference 

for 90 days. 
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Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Used Equipment 

Dealers 

Age 

1. Older dealers were more likely to favor guarantees on used 

equipment covering half the labor costs of making repairs. 

2. Guarantees covering all labor costs were more likely to be 

favored by younger dealers. 

3. Dealers in each age group favored guarantees covering one-half 

the labor costs. 

Geographic Area 

1. Dealers from each area favored a guarantee on used equipment 

which would cover one-half the labor costs. 

2. Some dealers from the Columbia Basin (Oregon) felt guarantees 

should depend on the specific deals with individual farmers. 

Farmers 

Type of Training 

1.    Farmers trained in business administration,   agriculture- 

business combination and   humanities or   social sciences 
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favored guarantees covering one-half the labor costs. 

2. Those farmers who had training in  engineering or  sciences 

favored guarantees which would cover all labor costs. 

3. Farmers trained in agriculture were divided between guaran- 

tees covering all or one-half the labor costs. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers were divided between guarantees covering all or half 

of the labor costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

2. Dealers favored covering one-half the labor costs. 

Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Used Equipment 

Dealers 

Age 

1. Dealers from all age groups felt a fair guarantee should cover 

one-half the parts costs. 

2. Younger dealers were more likely to favor guarantees covering 

all parts costs. 
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Farmers 

Types of Training 

1. Farmers trained in  business   administration,   engineering or 

ciences and agriculture- business combination favored guaran- 

tees on used equipment which would cover all the parts costs of 

making repairs. 

2. Those farmers who had training in   agriculture felt a fair guar- 

antee would cover one-half the parts costs of making repairs. 

Geographic Area 

1. Most of the farmers from the Oregon coast and from the Colum- 

bia Basin (Oregon) favored guarantees covering one-half the 

parts costs. 

2. Farmers from  Eastern Oregon  favored  guarantees   cover- 

ing all parts costs of making repairs. 

3. Farmers from Southern Oregon and the Willamette Valley were 

divided between guarantees covering all or half the parts costs. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers were somewhat divided in opinion between guarantees 

covering one-half or all parts costs; however, somewhat more 

of the farmers indicated a fair minimum guarantee would cover 
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all parts costs of -making repairs. 

2.    Dealers felt guarantees should cover one-half the parts costs. 

Guarantees Should Cover All Breakdowns for a Short 
Period and Only Major Breakdowns for 

a Longer Period 

Dealers 

Level of Education 

1. Dealers with higher levels of education were more likely to 

oppose guarantees covering all breakdowns for a short period 

and only major breakdowns for a longer period. 

2. Dealers who had high school or less education or those who 

attended college but did not graduate favored guarantees cover- 

ing all breakdowns for a short period and only major break- 

downs for a longer period. 

3. Those dealers who had college degrees opposed such guarantees. 

Geographic Area 

1. Dealers from Eastern Oregon,   the Tacoma-Bellingham area, 

and Southwestern Washington felt used equipment guarantees 

should cover all breakdowns for a short period and only major 

breakdowns for a longer period. 

2. Dealers from the Portland Metropolitan area,   the Willamette 
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Valley,   the Columbia Basin (Oregon), Idaho,   the Columbia 

Basin (Washington) and Eastern Washington areas opposed 

such guarantees. 

3.    Those dealers who had dealerships on the Oregon Coast and 

in Southern Oregon were divided between favoring and not 

favoring guarantees which would cover all breakdowns for a 

short period and only major breakdowns for a longer period. 

Farmers 

Annual Farm Sales 

1. Farmers,   in general,   from each farm sales group favored 

guarantees covering all breakdowns for a short period and only 

major breakdowns for a longer period. 

2. Smaller farmers with less than $50, 000 of annual farm sales 

were more likely to favor such guarantees. 

Age 

1.    Older farmers were more likely to favor guarantees covering 

all breakdowns for a short period,   and only major breakdowns 

for a longer period. 
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Type of Training 

1.    Farmers in each training group favored such arrangements, 

however,   farmers trained in agriculture,    engineering or sci- 

ences favored it more strongly. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers favored guarantees on used equipment which would 

cover all breakdowns for a short period and only major break- 

downs for a longer period. 

2. Dealers were divided in opinion; however,   more of them op- 

posed such guarantees on breakdowns of used equipment. 

Guarantees Should Cover Only Major Breakdowns 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 

1. Farmers who were planning to spend over $5r000 on farm 

machinery over the next three years favored guarantees on 

used equipment covering only major breakdowns. 

2. Those farmers who were planning to buy less than $5, 000 of 

farm machinery were divided as to favoring or not favoring 

guarantees on used equipment covering only major breakdowns. 
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3.    The larger the volume of machinery a farmer planned to buy 

over the next three years the more likely he was to favor guar- 

antees on used equipment covering only major breakdowns^ 

Age 

lo    Farmers under 35 years and between 45 and 54 years of age 

favored guarantees covering only major breakdowns. 

2. Those farmers between 35 and 44 were more likely to oppose 

used equipment guarantees covering only major breakdowns. 

3. Those farmers who were 55 years or older were divided be- 

tween favoring and not favoring used equipment guarantees 

covering only major breakdowns. 

Level of Education 

1. Farmers with higher levels of education were more likely to 

oppose guarantees covering only major breakdowns on used 

equipment. 

2. Those farmers who attended college but did not graduate fav- 

ored used equipment guarantees covering only major break- 

downs. 

3. Farmers who were college graduates opposed such guarantees. 

4. Farmers with high school or less education were divided be- 

tween favoring and not favoring guarantees covering only major 
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breakdowns. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers were somewhat divided between favoring and not favor- 

ing guarantees covering only major breakdowns.    However, 

more of them favored such guarantees. 

2. Dealers were more inclined than farmers to feel guarantees 

should cover only major breakdowns. 

Time Period Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Major Breakdowns 

Dealer s 

Level of Education 

1. Dealers at each level of education felt 30 days would constitute 

a fair minimum guarantee on major breakdowns. 

2. Dealers with high school or less education and those who had 

college degrees gave their second preference to 90 days,   while 

dealers who attended college but did not graduate gave second 

preference to 60 days guarantee on major breakdowns. 
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Farmers 

Age 

1. The majority of farmers in each age group,   except those 65 

years or older favored 90 days guarantee. 

2. Farmers who were 65 years or older,  were divided between 

guarantees covering 30 days or 90 days,  but more of them 

tended to favor 30 day guarantees. 

3. Farmers between 35 and 54 years of age felt more strongly 

than others that a guarantee should cover 90 days. 

Geographic Area 

1. Farmers from each geographic area felt a minimum acceptable 

guarantee for major breakdowns on used equipment should cover 

90 days. 

2. Farmers from Eastern Oregon were   somewhat  divided 

between guarantees covering 30 or 90 days. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers favored 90 day guarantees on major breakdowns. 

2. Dealers favored 30 day guarantees. 
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Labor Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Major Breakdowns 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

1. Smaller dealers were more likely to favor guarantees covering 

no labor costs, while larger dealers were more likely to favor 

covering all labor costs. 

Level of Education 

1. Dealers with higher levels of education were more inclined to 

favor guarantees covering all labor costs on major breakdowns. 

2. Dealers with high school or less education favored more strong- 

ly guarantees covering one-half the labor costs. 

Type of Training 

1. Dealers who were trained in  engineering or sciences,   and in 

business   administration indicated one-half the labor costs of 

making repairs would constitute a fair guarantee on major 

breakdowns. 

2. Dealers trained in agriculture favored guarantees covering all 

labor costs. 
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3.    Some dealers who had training in business  administration indi- 

cated such guarantees should depend on specific deals with 

individual farmers. 

Geographical Area 

1. Guarantees covering all labor costs were favored by those deal- 

ers who had their dealership in the Portland Metropolitan area 

or in the Columbia Basin (Oregon). 

2. Dealers from Oregon's coastal area favored guarantees cover- 

ing either one-half or no labor costs. 

3. Dealers in all other areas favored guarantees covering one-half 

the labor costs of making repairs on major breakdowns. 

Farmers 

Type of Farm 

1. Farmers with "mostly grain" farms favored guarantees cover- 

ing one-half the labor costs of making repairs. 

2. Guarantees covering all labor costs were favored by those farm- 

ers who had livestock,   dairy or "other" types of farms. 

3. Farmers who grew fruit, nuts or berries, or vegetables or had 

general farms were divided between favoring guarantees cover- 

ing all or half the labor costs of repairs. 



136 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers favored guarantees covering all labor costs. 

2. Dealers favored guarantees covering one-half the labor costs. 

3. Dealers were somewhat more stronly in favor of covering one- 

half the labor costs than farmers were in favor of them cover- 

ing all labor costs. 

Parts Costs Covered by a Fair Minimum 
Guarantee on Major Breakdowns 

Dealers 

Geographic Area 

1. Guarantees covering all parts costs were favored by those 

dealers who had their dealerships in Southern Oregon or the 

Columbia Basin (Oregon). 

2. Dealers from all other areas felt a guarantee should cover half 

the parts costs of making repairs on major breakdowns. 

Farmers 

Age 

1.    Farmers under 35 years of age or 65 years or older favored 

guarantees covering all parts costs on major breakdowns. 



137 

2.    Farmers between 35 and 64 years of age were somewhat divided 

between guarantees covering all or half parts costs.    However, 

more of them inclined to feel that guarantees should cover all 

parts costs. 

3.    With the exception of those under 3 5,   the older the farmer,   the 

less likely he was to favor guarantees covering only one-half 

the parts costs. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers favored a guarantee which would cover all parts costs. 

2. The dealers indicated a fair guarantee would cover only one-half 

the parts costs. 

3. Dealers favored more strongly guarantees covering one-half 

the parts costs than farmers favored covering all parts costs. 

Farmers Would Prefer to Have No Guarantee on Used 
Equipment and Buy It at a Somewhat Lower Price 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Dealers and farmers both felt farmers would prefer to have ac- 

ceptable guarantees on used equipment rather than buy it at a 

lower price. 

2. Farmers vyere more likely than dealers thought they would be 

to favor lower price rather than guarantees. 
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Used Equipment is Generally a Good Buy 

Farmers 

Age 

1. Farmers under 55 years of age indicated used farm equipment 

is a good buy. 

2. Those farmers 55 years or older were divided in opinion--one- 

half felt it is a good buy,  while the other half indicated used 

equipment is generally not a good buy. 

3. Farmers between 35 and 44 years of age were more likely to 

feel that used equipment is generally a good buy. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. About half of the farmers indicated used equipment is generally 

a good buy. 

2. Dealers thought very strongly that farmers feel used equipment 

is a good buy. 

3. Farmers do not feel used equipment is as good a buy as dealers 

think they do. 
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Farm Service Centers 

The Convenience of the Farm Service Centers to Farmers 

Dealers 

Type of Training 

1. Dealers trained in  engineering or sciences felt a service center 

would be "substantially" more convenient to farmers. 

2. Those dealers who had training in business   administration or 

agriculture indicated farm service centers would be "somewhat 

more convenient" to farmers. 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditure 

1. The smaller the dollar amount of machinery a farmer plans to 

buy over the next three years, the more likely he was to feel a 

service center would be substantially more convenient. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers and dealers both indicated a farm service center would 

be more convenient for the farmers- 

2. Dealers were less inclined than farmers to feel service centers 
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would be more convenient for the farmers. 

Farmers'  Preference to Do Business at a Farm Service 
Center Rather Than at Several Locations 

Around Town 

Dealers 

Type of Training 

1. Dealers trained in  engineering or sciences felt farmers would 

prefer    to conduct their business at a farm service center 

rather than at several locations around town. 

2. Those dealers who had training in business  administration felt 

farmers would prefer Ho conduct their business at several loca- 

tions around town. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers and dealers both felt farmers would prefer to conduct 

their business at a farm service center. 

2. Dealers were more likely than farmers to feel farmers would 

prefer several locations around town. 
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The Greatest Distance Farmers Would Likely Drive 
to Patronize a Farm Service Center 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

1. Smaller dealers were more inclined than larger dealers to feel 

farmers would drive longer distances to do business with a 

farm service center. 

2. Dealers with less than $200, 000 of annual gross sales and those 

with $400, 000 or more annual sales felt farmers would drive 

between 10 and 50 miles distance. 

3. Those dealers who had between $200, 000 and $400, 000 of sales 

indicated farmers would drive between 25 and 100 miles distance 

to patronize a good farm service center. 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

1. Farmers who had livestock or dairy farms indicated they would 

drive 100 miles or less distance to patronize a good farm 

service center. 

2. Those farmers who had "mostly grains" or general farms and 

those who grew fruits,  nuts and berries,   or vegetables, 
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indicated a willingness to drive 50 miles or less distance to 

patronize a good farm service center. 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

1. The larger the dollar amount of machinery a farmer plans to 

buy over the next three years,   the less distance he was willing 

to drive. 

2. Those farmers who were planning to spend less than $15, 000 

on farm machinery over the next three years were willing to 

travel 100 miles or less distance. 

3. Farmer s who had plans to buy $15, 000 or more worth of farm 

machinery indicated they would drive  25   miles or less to 

patronize a good service center. 

Geographic Area 

1. Farmers from the Coastal area,   Southern Oregon,   the Willam- 

ette Valley,   and the Columbia Basin (Oregon),   indicated a 

willingness to drive 50 miles or less. 

2. Those who were from the   Eastern Oregon area were willing 

to drive 100 miles or less distance to patronize a good service 

center. 

3. Farmers who were operating in the Coastal area,   Southern 

Oregon and in the   Eastern Oregon  area were more willing 
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to drive greater distances to do business with good service 

centers. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1.    Farmers and dealers both felt farmers would likely drive be- 

tween 10 and 50 miles distance to patronize a good farm service 

center. 

Should Farm Service Centers House 
Competing or Single Suppliers ? 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

1. The larger the annual gross sales of the dealer,   the more likely 

he was to favor a farm service center with single suppliers. 

2. Dealers with less than $800, 000 of sales preferred competing 

suppliers. 

3. Larger dealers with more than $800, 000 of annual sales favored 

single suppliers in service centers. 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

1.     Farmers in each farm type group favored a farm service center 
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with competing suppliers for each product and service. 

2.    Those who had "mostly grain" farms or vegetable farms were 

more likely than others to favor single suppliers. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparisons 

1. Farmers and dealers both indicated a farm service center 

should have competing suppliers. 

2. Farmers,   however,   favored more strongly than dealers,   that a 

farm service center  should house competing suppliers. 

Should Farm Service Centers Be Located Outside 
the" City Limits of Towns ? 

Dealers 

Type of Training 

1. Dealers in general,   regardless of training,   from each type of 

training group favored the location of farm service center out- 

side the city limits of town. 

2. Those dealers who were trained in engineering or sciences or 

in  business   administration felt more strongly that a service 

center should be located outside the city. 
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Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

1. Farmers in each expenditure group indicated a farm service 

center should be located outside the city limits of town. 

2. Those farmers who were planning to spend between $5, 000 and 

$15, 000 indicated more strongly a farm service center should 

be located outside the city limits of town. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1.    Farmers and dealers both indicated that a service center should 

be located outside the city limits of town. 

Should Farm Service Centers Be Run as Cooperatives, 
Independent Businesses,   or a Combination of Both? 

Dealers 

Annual Gross Sales 

1. The majority of dealers from each sales group advocated that 

a farm service center should be run as independent businessea 

2. Smaller and middle sized dealers were more strongly in favor 

of independent businesses. 
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Type of Training 

1.    Nearly all of the dealers from each training group felt a farm 

service center should be run as independent businesses. 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

1. Farmers who had mostly grain,   livestock,   or dairy farms 

favored a farm service center being run as independent busi- 

nesses. 

2. Those operators who grew fruit,, nuts,   or berries,   or vege- 

tables,   favored a center run as a farmers' cooperative. 

3. Farmers who were operating general farms -were divided in 

opinion. 

Annual Farm Sales 

1. Smaller farmers with less than $50, 000 annual sales were of 

divided opinion; however,   a few more o-f them favored independ- 

ent business organization of the service center. 

2. Larger farmers with more than $50, 000 annual farm sales felt 

a service center should be run as a combination of farmers' 

cooperative and independent businesses. 
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Planned Machinery Expenditures 

1. Those operators who were planning to buy less than $15, 000 

worth of farm machinery over the next three years favored 

independent business in the service center. 

2. Farmers who were planning to spend more than $15, 000 on 

farm machinery indicated a combination of farmers' coopera- 

tive and independent businesses should run the farm service 

center. 

Type of Training 

1. Farmers trained in business   administration and   engineering or 

sciences felt a farm service center should be run as independent 

businesses. 

2. Those farmers who had training in   agriculture favored a com- 

bination of farmers' cooperatives and independent businesses. 

Level of Education 

1. The higher the level of education of the farmer,   the less likely 

he was to favor a farm service center run by farmers' coopera- 

tive s. 

2. More of those farmers who had high school or less education 

favored farmers'  cooperatives. 
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3. Farmers who attended college but did not graduate,   felt a farm 

service center should be run as independent businesses. 

4. Most of those with college degrees favored a center being run 

as a combination of farmers'  cooperatives and independent busi- 

nesses. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers were divided among favoring service centers run as 

farmers' cooperatives,   independent businesses,   and a combina- 

tion of both.    A few more of the farmers were inclined to pre- 

fer independent businesses. 

2. Almost all of the dealers felt a service center should be run 

as independent businesses. 

Information Services 

The most important information services farmers feel dealers 

should provide are: 

1. How to properly maintain machinery and equipment; 

2. How to make minor engine repairs; 

3. Equipment leasing:   advantages and disadvantages; 

4. How to tune engines; 

5. How to decide which piece of equipment best fits the job; 

6. Hydraulic systems--their operation and maintenance; and 
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7.    How to evaluate used equipment. 

Dealers agreed that farmers would give higher priority to proper 

maintenance of machinery and equipment.    Dealers did not,   however, 

feel information on minor engine repairs would be as preferred as 

farmers indicated.    Dealers in general agreed that the above informa- 

tion services would be preferred by the farmers. 

Should Information Services Be Provided in Booklet 
Form,   By an Instructor,   or Both? 

Farmers 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

1. The higher the farmer's planned machinery expenditure over 

the next three years,   the more likely he was to prefer machin- 

ery information services conducted by an instructor. 

2. Farmers who were planning to spend less than $15, 000 on farm 

machinery favored information both conducted by an instructor 

and provide in booklet form. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

Farmers and dealers both felt information services concerning 

machinery should be given in both forms--instructor and booklets. 
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The Maximum Price Farmers Would Pay to Attend 
Each of the Courses Conducted By an Instructor 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

lo    Farmers who had mostly grain,   livestock,   or general farms, 

had a willingness to pay between $5 and $20 for information 

services conducted by an instructor. 

2.    Those operators who grew fruit,  nuts or berries,   or who had 

dairy farms were willing to pay $10 or less to attend each of 

the courses. 

Annual Farm Sales 

1.    The operators with larger annual farm sales were willing to 

pay higher prices to attend each informational course. 

Planned Machinery Expenditures 

1. Farmers who were planning to spend larger amounts of money 

on farm machinery over the next three years were more likely 

to pay higher prices for each of the informational courses. 

2. Those operators who had plans to buy less than $15, 000 worth 

of farm machinery over the next three years were willing to pay 
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$20 or less for each course. 

Age 

1. Older farmers were willing to spend less on informational 

services taught by an instructor. 

2. Farmers under 55 years of age indicated a willingness to pay 

$20 or less to attend each course. 

3. Those operators who were 55 years or older favored a fee of 

$10 or less for each of the informational courses related to 

farm machinery. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. Farmers were willing to pay $20 or less to attend each of the 

machinery related courses conducted by a competent instructor. 

2. Dealers were more.likely to feel most of the farmers would pay 

less than $10 to attend such courses. 

The Maximum Price Farmers Would Pay for Each of the 
Informational Courses Available in Booklet Form 

Farmers 

Farm Types 

1.    Operators who had "mostly grain, " dairy,   or general farms 

were willing to pay between $2. 50 and $5. 00 per booklet. 
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1. .  Those who operated fruit,   nuts or berries,   or vegetable farms 

had a willingness to pay only $2. 50 or less for each booklet. 

Annual Farm Sales 

1.     Farmers with large annual farm sales were more likely to be 

willing to pay higher prices for each informational booklet. 

Farmer-Dealer Comparison 

1. In general,   farmers and dealers both felt that farmers would 

be willing to pay $5 or less for each machinery related booklet. 

Some farmers,   however,   indicated willingness to pay more than 

$10 for each booklet. 

2. Dealers felt farmers would not pay more than $10 for any book- 

let. 

Regression Results 

Dealers 

1.     Farmers' willingness to buy more used equipment under 

acceptable guarantees. 

-   The larger dealers were more likely to agree that farmers 

would increase the purchase of used equipment under acceptable 

guarantees. 
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2. Dealers should guarantee used equipment without having full 

knowledge of its condition. 

- Dealers with no college training were more likely to agree. 

3. Time period covered by used equipment guarantees. 

- Dealers trained in engineering or science or having no college 

training favored 30 days. 

- Dealers trained in agriculture favored 60 days or more. 

4. Labor costs covered by used equipment guarantees. 

- Dealers trained in business administration favored either 

half or all labor costs. 

5. Parts costs covered by used equipment guarantees. 

- Dealers trained in "other fields" favored guarantees covering 

l/2 or all the parts costs of making repairs on used equipment. 

- The larger dealers were most likely to favor guarantees which 

would cover no labor costs or would depend on individual deals 

with particular farmers. 

6. Guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only major 

breakdowns. 

- Dealers trained in "other fields" were most likely to agree. 

7. Time period covered by guarantees on major breakdowns. 

- The larger the annual gross sales of the dealer the more 

likely he was to favor guarantees covering longer time periods 

on major breakdowns and shorter time periods for minor 
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breakdowns. 

8. Labor costs covered by guarantees on major breakdowns. 

- Dealers trained in agriculture favored guarantees covering 

l/2 or all labor costs. 

- Those dealers who were trained in "other fields" or had no 

training favored guarantees covering no labor costs on major 

breakdowns. 

9. Parts costs covered by guarantees on major breakdowns. 

- The larger dealers,   the older dealers,   and those dealers who 

had training in "other fields" felt guarantees should cover very 

little  or no labor costs. 

10. Farmers would prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment 

and buy it at somewhat lower price. 

- Dealers trained in "other fields" felt farmers would prefer 

to have no guarantee on used equipment and buy it at a somewhat 

lower price. 

11. Used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 

- Dealers who attended college but did not graduate disagreed 

that used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 

- Older dealers,   however,   indicated used equipment is generally 

a good buy. 

12. Farm service centers would be more convenient for farmers. 

- Dealers who attended college but did not graduate felt having 
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products and services all at one location would be more conven- 

ient for farmers. 

- The larger dealers disagreed and felt this would not be more 

convenient for farmers. 

13. Farmers would prefer to conduct their business at such a center 

rather than at several locations around town. 

- The larger the annual gross sales of the dealer the more likely 

he was to disagree that farmers would prefer to conduct their 

business at a center rather than at several locations around town. 

14. The distance farmers would likely drive to patronize a farm 

service center. 

- There was a negative association between distance and the 

dummy variable concerning dealer training in "other fields. " 

This suggests that such dealers,   relative to dealers not trained 

in "other fields, " feel that farmers would travel a shorter dis- 

tance to patronize a farm service center. 

15. Should farm service centers house competing or single suppliers? 

- Dealers who attended college  but did not graduate and the 

older dealers preferred a center with competing suppliers. 

16. Should the center be located outside the city limits of town? 

- Those dealers who attended college but did not graduate 

indicated a center should be located outside the city limits 

of town. 
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- The larger dealers were opposed to a center located outside 

the city limits of town. 

17. Should the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as inde- 

pendent businesses,   or a combination? 

- Dealers with high school or less education favored a center 

being run as an independent business. 

18. Should information services be conducted by an instructor or be 

provided in booklet form? 

- Dealers trained in engineering or science indicated informa- 

tion services should be conducted by an instructor. 

- Those dealers who attended college but did not graduate either 

preferred information services provided in booklet form or in 

both forms --  conducted by an instructor and also provided in 

booklet form. 

19. The. maximum price farmers would pay to attend each informa- 

tion service conducted by an instructor. 

- Most of the dealers who were trained in business administra- 

tion or in "other fields" felt farmers would pay higher prices to 

attend each of the courses conducted by an instructor. 

20. The maximum price farmers would pay for each information 

service provided in booklet form. 

- The larger the annual gross sales of the dealer the more likely 

he was to feel that farmers would pay higher prices for each book- 

let. 
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Farmers 

1. Farmers' willingness to buy more used equipment under accept- 

able guarantees. 

- Farmers who attended college but did not graduate indicated 

they would buy more used equipment under acceptable guarantees, 

- However,   those farmers who were planning to spend larger 

volume of dollars on farm machinery over the next three years 

were most likely to disagree that farmers would buy more used 

equipment under acceptable guarantees. 

2. Dealers should guarantee used equipment without full knowledge 

of its condition. 

- Farmers trained in business administration or engineering or 

sciences indicated dealers should guarantee used equipment with- 

out full knowledge of its condition. 

- Those farmers who had college degrees and those who were 

planning to spend larger volume of dollars on farm machinery 

felt dealers should not guarantee used equipment without full 

knowledge of its condition. 

3. Time period covered by used equipment guarantees. 

- Farmers who attended college but did not graduate indicated 

30 days would constitute a fair minimum guarantee on used 

equipment. 

4. Labor costs covered by used equipment guarantees. 
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- The larger the volume of dollars a farmer wanted to spend on 

farm machinery over the next three years,   the more likely he 

was to feel a guarantee should cover no labor costs of making 

repairs on used equipment. 

- Farmers who attended college but did not graduate felt guaran- 

tees should cover half or all the labor costs. 

5. Parts costs covered by used equipment guarantees. 

- Farmers with high school or less education indicated guaran- 

tees should cover half or no parts costs of making repairs on 

used equipment. 

6. Guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only major 

breakdowns. 

- Farmers trained   in humanities or social sciences disagreed. 

7. Time period covered by guarantees on major breakdowns. 

- Farmers who were trained in humanities or social sciences 

indicated that guarantees on major breakdowns should cover 60 

or 90 days time period. 

8. Labor costs covered by guarantees on major breakdowns. 

- Farmers trained in business administration and those who had 

no training indicated a guarantee should cover half or no labor 

costs on major breakdowns. 

9. Parts costs covered by guarantees on majorbreakdowns. 

- Farmers trained in business administration felt guarantee 
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should cover half or no parts costs,   while those trained in agri- 

culture indicated a minimum guarantee should cover all parts 

costs of making repairs on major breakdowns. 

10. Farmers would prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment 

and buy it at somewhat lower price. 

- Farmers trained in "other fields" indicated they would 

prefer to have a guarantee on used equipment and not buy it at a 

somewhat lower price. 

11. Used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 

- Those farmers who were planning to spend a larger amount 

of money on farm machinery over  the next three years indicated 

used equipment is generally not a good buy. 

- Older farmers also felt that used equipment is generally not 

a good buy. 

- Farmers trained in agriculture-business combination and 

those with no training disagreeed that used farm equipment is 

generally a good buy. 

12. Farm Service Centers would be more convenient for farmers. 

- The larger the annual farm sales of a farmer,   the less likely 

he was to feel that a farm service center would be more conven-- 

ient for farmers. 

- However,   those farmers who were trained in "other fields" 

felt a service center would be more convenient for farmers. 
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13. Farmers would prefer to conduct their business at such a center 

rather than at several locations around town. 

- The larger the annual farm sales of a farmer the more likely 

he was to disagree that farmers would prefer to conduct their 

business at a farm service center rather than at several loca- 

tions around town. 

14. The distance farmers would likely drive to patronize a farm ser- 

vice center. 

- Those farmers who had college training in agriculture,   engin- 

eering or sciences,   or in "other fields" indicated they would 

likely drive greater distances to patronize a farm service center. 

15. Should farm service centers house competing or single suppliers? 

- The larger the amount of dollars a farmer wanted to spend 

on farm machinery over the next three years the more likely he 

was to favor a single supplier of each product and service. 

- Farmers trained in "other fields" felt a service center should 

house competing suppliers. 

16. Should the center be located outside the city limits of town? 

- The older farmers and those who attended college but did not 

graduate indicated a center should be located outside the city 

limits of town. 

- Farmers trained in business administration were opposed to 

such locations. 
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17. Should information services be conducted by an instructor or 

be provided in booklet form? 

- Farmers trained in humanities or social sciences favored in- 

formation services conducted by an instructor,   while those 

trained in engineering or sciences either favored booklets or 

indicated information services should be conducted by an instruc- 

tor as well as provided in booklet form. 

18. The maximum price farmers would pay to attend each informa- 

tion service conducted by an instructor. 

- Those farmers who had college training in humanities or 

social sciences indicated they would not pay higher prices to 

attend a course taught by an instructor. 

19. The maximum price farmers would pay for each information 

service provided in booklet form. 

- Most of the farmers who attended college but did not graduate, 

and those who were trained in agriculture-business combination 

were willing to pay higher prices for each informational booklet. 

- Those farmers who were trained in engineering or sciences, 

or in "other fields" were not willing to pay higher prices for 

any booklet. 
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Conclusions 

Guarantees on Used Equipment 

All other things being equal (held constant),   the farmers' atti- 

tudes and preferences suggest strongly that gross sales of used equip- 

ment could be increased if machinery dealers would provide guaran- 

tees more acceptable to farmers.     There is no evidence,   however,   as 

to whether,   or to what extent this increase in used equipment sales 

would constitute net additional machinery sales or would substitute for 

new equipment and parts sales. 

Apparently,   smaller farmers in particular might be Induced to 

purchase more used equipment if guarantees were more acceptable to 

them.     Farmers in general indicated a preference for used equipment 

guarantees that cover all breakdowns for a longer period,   with larger 

farmers preferring guarantees covering only major breakdowns. 

Farmers were divided as to whether used equipment guarantees 

should cover all or half the labor costs of repairing breakdowns, but 

felt more strongly that guarantees should cover all parts costs. They 

were also divided as to whether the guarantee period should be 30, 60 

or 90 days. Dealers, however, strongly preferred guarantees cover- 

ing 30 days and 1/2 the labor and parts costs. 

Dealers' preference for somewhat less liberal used equipment 

guarantees quite possibly reflect their knowledge of the costs of 
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offering a guarantee program.    Were farmers more aware of these 

costs and the likely higher purchase price associated with more 

acceptable guarantees,   their responses might possibly have been dif- 

ferent.     Farmers did,   however,   prefer to have more acceptable 

guarantees rather than lower prices,   which suggests a willingness to 

pay some price for the added services.     This was not,   on the other 

hand,   a strong preference. 

Farm Service Centers 

Farmers indicated farm service centers would be more con- 

venient for them,   but the preference was not strong.    Smaller farmers 

were more inclined than larger farmers to prefer doing business with 

a farm service center. 

There is some indication smaller farmers would travel further 

to patronize a good farm service center,   although this is not a decided 

tendency.    The study indicates about 2/5 of a service centers' cus- 

tomers would be within 25 miles and 4/5 within 50 miles.     In general, 

the greater the geographic dispersion of a farm,   the further the 

farmer would likely drive to patronize a farm-service center,   with 

dairy,   vegetable,   berry and orchard crops farmers being less willing 

to drive longer distances than range livestock and "general" farmers. 

Farmers preferred to have service centers house competing 

suppliers of products and services,   and decidedly felt the  service 
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center should be located outside the city limits of towns.     Farmers 

were divided as to whether the service center should be operated as a 

farmers' cooperative,   as independent business or as a combination of 

both.     Fruit and vegetable farmers tended to prefer the center be run 

as a farmers' cooperative.     Three fourths or more of the farmers 

preferred that farm service centers carry the following products, 

listed in order of priority,   highest priority first: 

Farm machinery; fertilizer; chemicals; hardware and power 

tools; tires,   batteries and accessories; and feed,   followed closely by a 

preference for a blacksmith and machine shop,   and irrigation supplies. 

Farmers' preference for housing in a service center such services as 

farm management services,   banking institutions,   insurance and 

accountants was quite low. 

Information Services 

Farmers indicated a substantial preference for machinery re- 

lated information/educational services,   with primary preference for 

material relating to machinery and equipment maintenance,   minor 

engine repairs,   equipment leasing and engine tune-ups.     Farmers pre- 

ferred the material be presented both by an instructor and in booklet 

form,   rather than by either instructor or booklet alone.    In any event, 

they did want the information available in booklet form. 

Were the material made available to farmers in a short course 
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taught by an instructor,   a registration fee of about $10 per person 

would apparently maximize gross revenues from this service.    Before 

determining the most profitable registration fee,   it would be necessary 

to evaluate the costs of offering the service.    If the informational 

material were offered only in booklet form,   a price between $2. 50 to 

$5. 00 would likely maximize gross sales of the booklets.    Again,   how- 

ever,   the costs of offering the booklets would need to be evaluated be- 

fore a most profitable booklet price could be established. 

The information/educational services appealed particularly to 

larger farmers,   farmers planning larger machinery expenditures and 

younger farmers.    Livestock,   general and grain farmers were 

apparently willing to pay a higher price for these services than were 

vegetable,   berry and orchard crop farmers. 
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APPENDIX I 

Dealers'  Questionnaires 

Farm Machinery Merchandising Study 

Department of Ag. Econ.,  OSU and 
Pacific Northwest Hardware and Implement Association - 

Cooperating - January 1970 

This questionnaire is designed to be completed quickly by placing a check mark or an "X" 
in the appropriate space.   There are a limited number of questions where you need write any reply. 
Pretests of the questionnaire indicate it will take about 15 minutes to complete.    Thank you for 
your cooperation. 

Please provide the following information concerning your dealership. 

1. Which products do you sell? 

_farm machinery 
_industrial equipment 
_hardware 
_power tools 
_lawn and garden supplies 
_plumbing supplies 
_irrigation equipment and supplies 
_feed 
_fertilizer,  chemicals 
_petroleum products 

_work clothes 
chain, _rope, cable,  etc. 

_shovels,  hoes,   garden tools 
_electrical supplies 
jpaint 
_lumber and building supplies 
_tack,  leather goods 
_tires, batteries,  accessories 
_other (specify-general categories) 

2. Please circle the product group in question 1 above which generates your greatest sales volume. 

3. Annual gross sales of the dealership: 
 ^less than $200, 000 
 $200, 000-$400, 000 
 $400, 000-$800, 000 
 $800, 000-$l, 500, 000 
 more than $1, 500, 000 

4. Is the dealership: 
 locally owned and operated 
 owned by manufacturer 
 other (please specify) 

Education of Manager: 
 high school or less 
 attended college 
 college graduate 

Age of manager: 
under 30 

 30-45 
 45-60 
 60 or over 

If the manager is college trained, 
was the primary training in: 
 engineering or science 
 ^humanities,  social science 
 ^business administration 
 agriculture 
 other (please specify) 
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Guarantees—Used Equipment 

1. Farmers would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable guarantee. 
 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

2. Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they may not have full knowledge of its 
condition. 
 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

Which of the following alternative time periods and arrangements for labor and parts cost would 
constitute a fair minimum   guarantee on used equipment?   (please check one item in each column) 

3. 4. 5. 
Time Labor Costs Parts Cost 

30 days all labor all parts 
60 days no labor no parts 
90 days 1/2 labor 1/2 parts 
other (spec :ify) other (specify) other (specify) 

6. Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short period,   and only major 
breakdowns for a longer period. 

strongly agree agree disagree          strongly disagree no opinion. 

Please indicate what 
only,    (please check 

you 
one 

feel would constitute a fair 
item in each column). 

minimum guarantee for major breakdowns 

8. 
Time 

9. 
Labor Costs 

10. 
Parts Costs 

30 days 
60 days 
90 days 

ecify) 

all labor 
no labor 
1/2 labor 

—  all parts 
 no parts 

1/2 parts 
other (sp other (specify) — other (specify) 

111   Farmers would prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment and buy it at a somewhat lower 
price. 

 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

12.   Used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 
 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree no opinion. 

Farm Service Centers 

There is talk of developing "Farm Service Centers.''   These centers would be "supermarkets" 
or "shopping centers" where farmers could obtain from various companies at one location all their 
various farm supplies,   arrange for financing and insurance,  sell their crops and purchase other prod- 
ucts and services. 

1.   Do you feel having these products and services all at one location would be more convenient 
for farmers? 
 ^substantially more convenient  no more or less convenient 
 somewhat more convenient  no opinion 
 less convenient 
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2. Farmers would prefer to conduct their business at such a center rather than at several locations 
around town. 
 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

3. What is the greatest distance farmers would likely drive to patronize such a center,   assuming 
the services there were good? 

 100 or more miles  10-25 miles 
 50-100 miles  less than 10 miles 

25-50 miles 

Should such a farm shopping center house competing suppliers of products and services,  or only 
one supplier of each product or service? 

 ^competing suppliers  single suppliers 

5. Should the center be located outside the city limits of town? 
 yes  no  no opinion 

6. Should the center be ruan as a farmers' cooperative or as independent businesses,  or a combina- 
tion? 

 cooperative  combination 
 independent  no opinion 

7.   Please check those products and services which you feel should be housed in a farm shopping 
center. 

 feed  custom farming business 
 fertilizer  livestock buyer 

_chemicals  PCA 
_petroleum products  land bank 
_attorney  commercial bank 
_CPA or public accountant  auto dealership 
_farm record keeping service  truck dealership 
_farm management service  blacksmith and machine shop 
_farm machinery  well drilling and well service 
_lumber and building supplies  irrigation supplies and equipment 
_life insurance  animal health 
_property insurance  hardware and power tools 
_crop insurance  lawn and garden supplies 
_ASC office  seed cleaning and treating 
^grain buyer  tires,  batteries and accessories 
_plumbing supplies  other (please specify) 
_electrical supplies   
paint 
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Information Services 

1.   Which of the following educational services would farmers like to see machinery dealers offer" 
 how to evaluate used equipment 
 how to make minor engine repairs 
 how to tune engines 
 how to properly maintain machinery and equipment 
 how to decide when to replace equipment 
 how to manage equipment--records to keep,  use of the records,  etc. 
 how to plan the best set of equipment for a farm 
 how to decide which piece of equipment best fits the job 
 hydraulic systems--their operation and maintenance 
 which depreciation method to use 

_equipment leasing:   advantages and disadvantages 
other (please specify)  

2.   Should these educational services be conducted by an instructor or be provided in booklet form? 
 instructor 
 booklet 

both 

3. What is the maximum price most farmers would pay to attend each of the courses you indicated 
above,   assuming they were taught by a competent instructor? 
 more than $30 
 $20-$30 
 $5-10 
 less than $5 

4. If available in booklet form,  what maximum price would most farmers pay for each of the 
courses you marked above? 
 more than $20 
 $10-$20 
 $5-$10 
 $2.50-$5 
 less than $2. 50 
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APPENDIX II 

Farm Machinery Study 

Department of Agricultural Economics 
Oregon State University 

April 1970 

This questionnaire is designed to be completed quickly by placing a check mark or an "X" in 
the appropriate space.    Pretests of the questionnaire indicate it will take about 15 minutes to com- 

plete.    Thank you for your cooperation. 

Please provide the following information concerning your farm operation. 

1.   Please indicate which category best describes your farm operation. 

 mostly grains 
 mostly grass seeds 
 mostly fruits,  nuts or berries 

_mostly vegetables 
_mostly livestock (cattle,  hogs) 
_mostly poultry (chickens,  turkeys) 
general farm (2 or more major enterprises,   as described above) 
_other (please specify)  

2.   Do you irrigate any acreage now? 
 yes (answer question 3) but not 4) 
 no (answer question 4) but not 3) 

3. If yes,  do you plan to expand your irrigated acreage over the nest three years?     yes 
 no 

4. If no,   do you plan to begin irrigating over the next three years? yes 
 no 

5.   Annual sales of all products from your farm operation: 
 less than $25, 000 
 $25, 000-$50, 000 
 $50, 000-$100, 000 
 $100, 000-$250, 000 
 $250, 000-$500, 000 
 over $500, 000 

6^   Over the next 3 years,   are you planning for sales from your farm operation to: 
 increase substantially 
 increase somewhat 
 stay about the same 

decrease 
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7. What is the combined purchase price of all the new and used equipment you have purchased 
over the past 3 years? 

 less than $5, 000 
 $5, 000-$15, 000 
 SIS.OOO-SSO, 000 

$30, OOO-SSO, 000 
_$50, 000-$75) 000 
_more than $75, 000 

What is the approximate combined purchase price   of all the equipment you plan to buy over the 
next three years? 

_less than $5, 000 
_$5, 000-$15, 000 
_$15, 000-$30) 000 
_$30, 000-$50, 000 
_$50, 000-$75, 000 
_more than $75, 000 

9.  Your age: 
 under 35 
 35-44 
 45-54 
 55-64 

65 or older 

10.   Your education: 

high school or less 
_attended college 
_college graduate 

11.   If you have college training,  was your training primarily in: 

 business administration 
 agriculture 
 agriculture-business combination 
 ^engineering or science 
 humanities or social sciences 
 other (please specify)  

Guarantees--Used Equipment 

1. You would buy more used equipment if it carried an acceptable guarantee. 

 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

2. Dealers should guarantee used equipment even though they may not have full knowledge of its 
condition. 

 strongly agree   agree   ^disagree strongly disagree   no opinion. 
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Which of the following alternative time periods and arrangements for labor and parts cost would 
constitute a fair minimum guarantee on used equipment?   (please check one item in each 
column) 

3. 
Time 

4. 
Labor Costs 

5. 
Parts Cost 

30 days 

■Oy) 

all labor all parts 
60 days 
90 days 

no labor 
1/2 labor 
other (specify) 

no parts 
1/2 parts 

other (spec other (specify) 

6. Used equipment guarantees should cover all breakdowns for a short period,   and only major 
breakdowns for a longer period. 
 strongly agree    agree   disagree    strongly disagree   no opinion 

7. Guarantees on used equipment should generally cover only major breakdowns. 

 strongly agree    agree   ^disagree strongly disagree   no opinion. 

Please indicate what you feel would constitute a fair minimum guarantee for major breakdowns 
onlY_.    (please check one item in each column. ) 

8. 
Time 

9. 

Labor Costs 

10. 

Parts Costs 

30 days 

cify) 

all labor all parts 
60 days 
90 days 

no labor 
1/2 labor 

no parts 
1/2 parts 

other (spe< other (specify) other (specify) 

11. You would prefer to have no guarantee on used equipment and buy it at a somewhat lower price. 

 strongly agree   agree   disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

12. Used farm equipment is generally a good buy. 
 strongly agree   agree   ^disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

Farm Service Centers 

There is talk of developing "Farm Service Centers. "   These centers would be "supermarkets" 
or "shopping centers" where farmers could obtain from various companies at one location all their 
various farm supplies,   arrange for financing and insurance,  sell their crops and purchase other 
products and services. 

1.   Having these products and services all at one location would be more convenient? 
 ^substantially more convenient 
 somewhat less convenient 
 less convenient 
 no more or no less convenient 
 no opinion 
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2. You would prefer to conduct your business at such a farm service center rather than at several 
locations around town. 
 strongly agree   agree   ^disagree   strongly disagree   no opinion. 

3. What is the greatest distance you would likely drive to patronize such a center,  assuming the 
services there were good? 

 100 or more miles 
 50-100 miles 
 25-50 miles 
 10-25 miles 

less than 10 miles. 

Should such a farm shopping center house competing suppliers of products and services,  or only 
one supplier of each product or service ? 

 competing suppliers 
 single suppliers 

5.   Should the center be located outside the city limits of town? 

 yes 
 no 
 no opinion 

6,   Should the center be run as a farmers' cooperative or as independent businesses,  or a combina- 
tion? 

 cooperative 
 independent 
 combination 
 no opinion 

Please check those products and services which you feel should be housed in a farm shopping 
center. 

_feed 
_fertilizer 
_chemicals 
jpetroleum products 
_attomey 
_CPA or public accountant 
_farm record keeping service 
_farm management service 
_farm machinery 
_lumber and building supplies 
_life insurance 
_property insurance 
_crop insurance 
_ASC office 
_grain buyer 
_plumbing supplies 
_electrical Supplies 
paint 

_custom farming business 
livestock buyer 

_PCA 
_land bank 
_commercial bank 
_auto dealership 
_truck dealership 
_blacksmith and machine shop 
_well drilling and well service 
_irrigation supplies and equipment 
animal health 

_hardware and power tools 
_lawn and garden supplies 
_seed cleaning and treating 
_tires, batteries and accessories 
_other (please specify) 
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Information Services 

1.   Which of the following educational services would you like to see machinery dealers offer? 

 how to evaluate used equipment 
 how to make minor engine repairs 
 how to tune engines 
 how to properly maintain machinery and equipment 

_how to decide when to replace equipment 
how to manage equipment--records to keep,  use of the records,  etc. 

_how to plan the best set of equipment for a farm 
_how to decide which piece of equipment best fits the job 
hydraulic systems--their operation and maintenance 

_which depreciation method to use 
_equipment leasing:   advantages and disadvantages 
_other (please specify) 

2.   Should these educational services be conducted by an instructor or be provided in booklet form? 

 instructor 
booklet 
both 

3,   What is the maximum price you would pay to attend each of the courses you indicated above, 
assuming they were taught by a competent instructor? 

 more than $30 
 $20-$30 
 $10-$20 
 $5-$10 
 less than $2. 50 

4.   If available in booklet form, what maximum price would you pay for each of the courses you 
marked above? 

 more than $20 
 $10-$20 
 $5-$10 
 $2.50-$5 
 less than $2.50 


