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Summary 
. SUCCESSFUL cooperative marketing, developed around the needs 

of the livestock producer and built entirely upon service to him 
with a minimum of membership requirements, is demonstrated by the 
Producers Cooperative Commission Association at Cincinnati. 

The association is a cooperative corporation of the nonstock type. 
Membership is easy to obtain-the only requirement is that members 
be bona fide livestock producers. Provisions imposing compulsion 
in any form are wholly lacking. No marketing agreements or con
tracts are required. Applicants for membership make no investment 
in the association when they are accepted as members. Members 
and patrons are free to patronize or not to patronize the association. 
In maintaining business volume, the association relies on its ability 
to render satisfactory sales services. 

The association was formed to obtain for farmers certain advantages 
through ownership of their own cooperative organization. Specifically, 
farmers sought to lower costs of marketing, to improve services at the 
Cincinnati stockyards, and to correct unfair and discriminatory trade 
practices in the marketing of livestock. Through progressive policies 
pursued during its 14 years of operation, the association has done 
much to accomplish the objectives for which it was organized. An 
analysis of the operations and an appraisal of the achievements of this 
association should be valuable, therefore, to other livestock coopera
tives as a gage for measuring their own progress. 

The association functions principally as a sales agent for its mem
bers and patrons, charging a commission or brokerage fee for its 
services. All livestock handled is received on consignment and sold on 
a weight basis. Pooling is not employed in any form; each individual 
consignment is sold on its merits. Risks involved in market fluctua
tions are assumed by the producers; no prices are guaranteed. 

The association has no way of gaging its receipts in advance of 
their arrival. It never knows from day to day how little or how much 
livestock it will have to offer for sale. Each producer determines 
independently his own day and time of marketing, and this makes 
volume uncertain. The association accepts all livestock consigned to 
it by producers. In general, all stock is sold on the day of arrival. 

Growth of motortruck transportation, local markets, livestock auc
tions, and direct-to-packer marketing has exerted a pronounced 
influence on receipts at the Cincinnati market. For the market as a 
whole, receipts show an irregular downward trend, reflecting increased 
competition from these other forms of marketing. This influence has 
tended to hem in the terminal market and to insulate it from much of 
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SUMMARY v 

its former volume. Contrary to this trend, association receipts have 
shown, in general, an increase. 

Cincinnati has become almost exclusively a truck market for 
livestock. More than 90 percent of the total receipts of the market now 
arrive by truck, whereas 75 percent arrived by rail when the associa
tion first opened for business in 1925. 

The association handles approximately 35 percent of all receipts at 
the Cincinnati market. It sells a somewhat higher percentage of the 
total market truck receipts than of the total rail receipts. The asso
ciation now receives .practically no livestock from local shipping asso
ciations, although in 1925 such organizations were an important source 
of supply. Shipping associations became less popular as livestock 
trucking developed and many local associations starved from lack of 
volume. 

In 1935 the association established a branch at Dayton, Ohio, and 
in 1937 a second branch at Lexington, Ky. The branches were formed 
as integral parts of the parent organization. Local affairs of each 
branch are administered by an advisory operating committee selected 
by the members. Final decisions on policies, however, rest with the 
board of directors of the parent organization. Each branch financed 
its own organization through funds raised locally by subscription from 
producers. 

In spite of the liberal membership policies adopted by the associa
tion, only 53 percent of the 18,513 patrons who used the association 
at Cincinnati in 1937 were members. 

A study of patron deliveries for the 3 years 1935 to 1937 shows a 
startlingly large and consistent turn-over among patrons. Based on 
this study only about 45 percent of each year's patrons are regular 
consignors; the rest are "in and outers" who ship one year and drop 
out the next. Approximately 30 percent of each year's patrons use 
the association only 1 year. About 83 percent of the patrons who 
consign year after year are members; whereas 80 percent of the 
patrons who use the association for 1 year only are nonmembers. 
The regular consignors, however, supply at least 74 percent of the 
association's annual volume compared with about 12 percent for the 
group which use the association for 1 year ouly. 

The association derives all its income, with the exception of inter
est and profits on investments, from commissions charged for the sale 
of livestock. From its total income, the association pays all expenses 
of operation. Amounts remaining constitute savings of the associa
tion. Savings, at the discretion of the board of directors, may be 
distributed as patronage dividends or used for the establishment of 
reserves. 

Commissions are levied generally on a per head or per car basis and 
do not fluctuate with the value of livestock sold. The percentage of 
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value absorbed by commissions, therefore, is greater in periods of low 
prices than in periods of high prices, because co~ssions remain 
fixed, whereas wide swings occur in livestock prices. During the 
first 14 years of the association's operations, commissions amounted 
to about 2 percent of tbe sales value of the livestock, and expenses of 
operations absorbed 1.3 percent. Savings for the same period 
amounted to 0.78 percent of the sales value; patronage dividends to 
0.56 percent; and reserves to 0.22 percent; 

In the first 13 years total savings of the association amounted to 
$684,388, or slightly less than 38 cents per dollar of income. Of this 
amount $545,760 was due to members and $138,628 to nonmembers. 
The directors have adopted a liberal policy for the payment of patron
age dividends since they have become convinced that the association 
is adequately financed. During the 3 years 1935 to 1937, patronage 
dividends averaged 83 percent of total savings. .Both members and 
nonmembers have an equity in patronage dividends declared, but pay
ment of patronage dividends is restricted to members only. Members 
receive their patronage dividends in cash, whereas dividends accruing 
to nonmembers are credited to them on the books of the association. 
Total patronage dividends declared since organization amount to 
$519,755, the equivalent of approximately 71 percent of all savings. 

Reserves of the association are noninterest-bearing working capital 
accumulated from yearly savings and distributed on the books of the 
association to the credit of the members and nonmembers who have 
contributed the business. The ratio of member reserves to nonmem
ber reserves is approximately 4 to 1. In 1934 the directors initiated a 
policy of revolving reserves from year to year, but after 2 years this 
policy was discontinued. At the close of 1937 reserves of the associa
tion totaled $174,045. 



Cooperative Marketing oj Livestock at Cincinnati 

by the 

Produc~rs Cooperative Commission Association 

Introduction 

DECLI~ES in livestock prices coupled with increases in marketing 
costs following the World War tended to focu. attention of live

stock producers on marketing problems. Cost of marketing livestock 
had been gradually increasing for many years prior to 1920; 1 but as 
long as prices remained fairly satisfactory from the standpoint of the 
producer, there was little organized protest from farmers against rising 
marketing costs. When livestock prices broke sharply, however, in 
1920, and costs of distribution remained firm or showed a tendency to 
increase, agitstion began to devplop among producers for reduced 
marketing coots. Cooperative marketing was regarded as the most 
promising means of accomplishing the desired result. 

Producers were not interested merely in reducing marketing costs. 
For years complaints had been directed against poor services and unfair 
discriminatory market practices, such as the refusal on the part of 
trade interests to sell stockers and feeders direct to farmers without 
paying a margin to traders. Producers were convinced that such 
practices reacted to their detriment and loss. The Federal Trade 
Commission's report on the Meat Packing Industry in 1919 sub
stantiated this point of view. 

NOTIIl.-The author is especially indebted to George F. Benning, Department 
of Rural Economics, Ohio State UniversitYi Paul M. Mitchell and T. G. Hornung~ 
Extension Economi8~ Purdue University; and John B. Roberta,. Assistant in 
Marketing, University of Kentucky, for assistance in making contacts with pro
ducers and in obtaining field .ohedulee; and to officers and employees of the 
association for many suggestions and for much help in making records available. 

. RandN1. O. O. OOOPU.lnn: V4UHINQ OJ' UVanocJ[ IN 'I'In: 1nnf'Sl) ftA.TU BT 'rUXINAL dSOCU.~ 
non.. 0. 8. Department. 01 Alricultun., 'hob. Bull.l? 111 pp., lliua. 1(118. See p. 5. 
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2 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

Producers, however, had no way of correcting the trade practices 
of which they complained, nor were they in a position. to develop the 
facte which would substantiate and justify a complaint. Furthermore, 
there was no unbiased agency, outeide of the courts, to which a pro
ducer could carry his complaint with assurance of 11 fair hearing. The 
courte offered little protection agaiTh>t unfair practices unless pro
ducers could present convincing evidence. This they usually could 
not do. Consequently, producers felt that correction of unfair market 
practices and improvement in sales service were two of the major 
objectives which cooperative organization could accomplish. 

In June 1921, Congress enacted the Packers and Stockyards Act 
(42 Stat. 159) partly as a result of the fight put up by stockmen's 
organizations for a Federal statute. This measure, among other 
things, was designed to regulate market charges and to eliminate 
unfirir trade practices. Administration of the act was delegated to 
the United States Department of Agriculture. In ite administration 
the Department of Agriculture has emphasized the principle of open 
competitive markete for livestock, free from unjust and discriminatory 
practices. The act brought stockyard and commission charges at all 
the larger livestock markete of the country under regulation of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. Rates and charges were to be determined 
scientifically. 

Proceedings affecting rates and charges at the Cincinnati market 
have been held under the act; and yardage, feed, and commissions 
are now substantially lower than before the law was passed .. 

To many observers, passage of the Packers and Stockyards Act 
removed most of the reasons advanced by farmers for cooperative 
organization. The idea of cooperative organization for the marketing 
of livestock, however, had been steadily growing; and while the 
Packers and Stockyards Act promised relief from many inequities 
suffered by producers, ite passage did not deter them from organizing. 
On the contrary producers were apparently spurred to action. Dis
cussion of the possibilities of cooperative marketing had the effect 
of imbuing many producers with the desire of going into business for 
themselves. They became convinced that marketing coste could be 
cut through cooperative effort. Furthermore the Packers and Stock
yards Act extended certain protection to producer groups, the benefite 
of which earlier attempte at cooperative marketing did not have. 
Consequently, plans for the organization of livestock marketing asso
ciations went forward with increased vigor and greater confidence 
than before the act was passed. 

From 1922 to 1925, 21 terminal cooperative livestock sales agencies 
were formed. Most of the associations organized during these years 
closely followed the organization pattern proposed by the Committee 
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of Fifteen,' which had been appointed by the American Farm Bureau 
Federation to study livestock marketing and to draft a plan of action. 
The committee reported in November 1921. Organization of terminal 
livestock cooperative associations followed rapidly for the next 4 years. 

Development and Structure 
of the Producers Cooperative 

Commission Association 

Formation of Association 

T HE Producers Cooperative Commission Association at Cincin
nati, one of the last livestock sales agencies to be formed under 

the impetus given to cooperative livestock marketing by the report 
of the Committee of Fifteen of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
was incorporated under the cooperative marketing laws of Ohio on 
October 8, 1924; and on February 10, 1925, it opened for business. 
Preliminary work of organization was carried on with thoroughness 
and deliberateness for 2 years by producers, county agents, and others 
who had decided that there was need for a cooperative at the Cincin
nati market. On April 6, 1923, representative stockmen from 6 
southwestern Ohio counties met and focmed the Southwestern Ohio 
Livestock Shippers Association, and shortly afterward they invited 
the cooperation of Indiana and Kentucky stockmen and their organi
zations in the formation of a central sales agency. Numerous meet
ings were held throughout 1923 and 1924. A committee of 15 pro
ducers, 5 each from Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky, was selected to 
draft plans for organization. The cooperation of all organized pro
ducer groups within the Cincinnati area was sought by the committee, 
and partly as a result of these efforts of the committee, the association 
has had, from the beginning, the backing and the support of most 
organized farm groups in the area. 

Among these organizations the farm bureau, through its county and 
ita State orgu.nizations, and the granges in Ohio and Indiana were 
particularly active in fo'stering the new cooperative. In fact, 40 
percent of the farmers who were interviewed in these two States in 
connection with this study indicated that they had first heard of 
cooperative livestock marketing through t.heir local farm bureaus and 
granges. Active support of the two organizations enlisted wide 
interest and enabled the association to carry its program to the 
individual livestock producer at a minimum cost. 

I Nourse. S. 0., and J[napp, J. O. ft. COOPERA""'. IU.REftIlrfO 01' IJVU'fOCK.. BrooklDp lut. 
inst. Roon. Pub. co. f8II pp., Dlus. lD3l. See pp. lZt-l66. 
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The original capital of the association consisted of $36,000 raised 
by a campaign in Indiana and Ohio. Kentucky did, not participate 
in the early financing. Equal amounts were assigned to the two 
States, and definite quotas were apportioned among counties lying 
within. the market area, The total amount raised was loaned by 
State farm bureaus of Ohio and Indiana, county fium bureaus in 
territory adjacent to the Cincinnati market, livestock-shipping 
associations in Ohio and Indiana, and the Ohio Livestock Cooperative 
Association. As evidence of their loans, organizations were given 
conditional notes bearing 6 percent interest and payable when 
earned, and individuals making subscriptions to county quotas were 
given certificates of indebtedness. 

At the close of the first year's business the association had retired 
$18,000 in conditional notes and certificates of indebtedness, paying 
them from savings; and 1 year later it had paid off the balance of its 
loans with interest. Thus within 2 years the association had retired 
its original indebtedness completely. Furthermore, it had also 
established reserves from savings aggregating approximately $28,782. 

As the association has grown, it has expanded from a single central 
sales unit at Cincinnati to include a branch agency established in 
1935 at Dayton, Ohio, and another established in 1937 at Lexington, 
Ky. In order to stimulate competition and maintain a clear-cut 
distinction at all ~es between the buyers' and, sellers' interests, it 
has organized the Farmers Feeder & Order Co. which was incor
porated as a subsidiary of 'the Producers Cooperative Commission 
Association in 1934. This company serves entirely as a buying 
organization through which orders from producers for feeder livestock 
and from out-of-town packers for fat stock are cleared. 

Membership 

Requiremmts 

Membership in the Producers Cooperative ComInission Association 
is entirely voluntary, and compulsion in any form, such as contracts 
or marketing agreements, is wholly lacking. Applicants for member
ship make no investment in the capital structure of the organization, 
and membership costs nothing. The association is extremely demo
cratic and is not selective except for the provision in the bylaws that 
membership "is limited to individuals, partnerships, associations 
and corporations who are bona fide producers of livestock * * • 
and cooperative livestock marketing associations and corporations 
composed of producers of livestock," 

The terms of this membership provision have been arrived at after 
extensive revision with changes tending in general toward liberaliza-



MARKETING LIVESTOCK IN CINCINNATI 5 

tion. As originally planned, membership in the association was made 
contingent upon membership in the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation, the 
Ohio Livestock Cooperative Association, the Indiana Farm Bureau 
Federation, or in some local service organization in Indiana. No 
proviSion was made at the outset for members from Kentucky, 
because the State had no active farm organization and the organizers 
wished eventually to place membership in Kentucky on the same 
basis as membership in Ohio and Indiana. The question of member
ship in the State, however, came to a head when the association began 
to handle shipments of livestock from Kentucky immediately after it 
first opened for business; and at that time, after careful consideration, 
the association decided to waive its requirement of membership in a 
farm organization in the case of Kentucky and States other than 
Ohio and Indiana, and to put membership within these States on an 
individual basis. 

In 1930 direct membership was made available to livestock pro
ducers in Indiana and Ohio also. Members of the farm bureau in 
these two States are still members of the association as formerly, but 
farm bureau membership is no longer a prerequisite to association 
membership. The bylaws as amended at that time provide that 
individual members may receive patronage dividends from the 
association without the necessity of belonging to the farm bureau. 

While the vote was overwhelmingly in favor of the amendments to 
open membership, the decision was received with reservations in some 
quarters. Farm-bureau leaders pointed out that if individuals could 
participate in the benefits of the associations without belonging to 
the farm bureau, the value of farm-bureau membership was lessened. 
On the other hand, it was contended that there were thousands of 
livestock farmers who were interested in cooperative livestock mar
keting, but who were not interested in the general farm-bureau pro
gram and probably would never become members of the farm bureau. 
Consequently, it was argued that, if farm-bureau membership should 
be required as a prerequisite to membership in the association, it 
would have a tendency to limit the association's effectiveness by 
limiting its growth and its field of operation. 

A survey of livestock producers undertaken in connection with this 
study showed that many farmers still feel that membership in the 
farm bureau is prerequisite to membership in the association. 

There are at present (1939), as a result of this 1930 amendment, 
two methods by which producers become members; first, patrons 
may be inducted into membership by virtue of belonging to a farm 
organization approved by the board of directors, and second, patrons 
may become members by signing an application for membership in 
the association. 
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A membership card for the latter group is obtained without cost. 
However, the patron agrees that 25 cents, the subscription price to 
the National Livestock Producer, may be deducted from proceeds due 
him from the sale of his livestock or from savings which may accrue 
to his credit. To date subscriptions have been paid by the association 
from accrued savings. 

Associations applying for membership on behalf of their members 
are required to file a certified list of their membership with the Pro
ducers Cooperative Commission Association. Originally the bylaws 
provided that a nontransferable certificate of membership should be 
issued by the association to each member. The association found this 
provision cumbersome, and in February 1927 tbe bylaws were amended 
to provide that ouly a record of membership should be made by the 
association. 

With respect to tenure of membership, the bylaws, as first adopted, 
provided that any member who ceased to ship through the association 
for 1 year forfeited his membership. This provision was somewhat 
dilIicult of application, however, and at the second annual meeting the 
bylaws were amended to provide for forfeiture of membership only 
after a member had ceased to ship for 3 consecutive years. A still 
later amendment provides for continuous membership until terminated 
by the board of directors. 

The association requires no contracts or marketing agreements 
with members. There is, in fact, no requirement other than a moral 
one on the part of members to market their livestock through the 
association. The association legally has little protection, therefore, 
against the solicitation of competitors. In effect, the association says 
to the producer, "Join with us, but if you are not satisfied, go elsewhere 
and see if you can do better." Private interests are free to solicit and 
to win business from members of the association if they can convince 
them that such a course is to their interest. Members are frequently 
subjected to pressure and persuasion to abandon their association, and 
undoubtedly this is responsible for part of the patronage turn~ver 
from year to year. 

Under these conditions, the association has no guarantee of volume. 
It is perhaps surprising, therefore, that an organization having so few 
membership requirements should rise to the position of leadership held 
by the association ever since its formation. It would seem that the 
association might find itself weak and impotent. On the contrary, it 
is recognized as the strongest single factor on the selling side of the 
market througbout the Cincinna ti area. Looseness and flexibility of 
organization, which are ordinarily regarded as points of weakness 
rather than points of strength in any organization, apparently have 
not handicapped the association. Instead freedom of action and of 
individual decision, which finds no restriction through membership 
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in the Ollsociation, hOll had its appeal to the average livestock producer; 
and members of this association ue relieved of the straight-jacket 
feeling which iron-clad contracts so frequently entail. 

Livestock cooperatives, in genera.!, have made little use of muket
ing agreements. Associations have developed without the necessity 
of cOntrac~ because livestock is muketed under conditions different 
from those of other agricultural products and presents different prob
lems. Livestock assoCiations rarely incur extensive debts at organ
ization. They seldom require luge investments in facilities. Most 
Ollsociations sell for cOllh and make immediate final settlement with 
patrons. A volume sufficiently large to pay overhead expenses is 
essentia.!, but livestock Ollsociations have felt little necessity to 
employ muketing agreements to guuantee patronage and volume. 

The flexibility of the cooperative organization is bOIled on the 
theory that if the association delivers a superior service, the producer 
will make use of this service in the muketing of his product. And 
conversely, if the association does not render satisfactory service, it 
hOll no right to expect or demand the patronage of the producer. On 
this bOllis the association has built its business and established its 
reputation. 

The loose form of organization coupled with open competition for 
business hOll in fact tended to keep the association active, aggressive, 
and self-reliant. In establishing itself and in maintaining its present 
position, the association has had to withstand strong competition. 
It hOll had no opportunity to take root and to develop in a sheltered 
spot. It hOll been exposed to attack from many sides and hOll been 
forced to meet the test of "surviva.! of the fittest." Sincerity of 
purpose and honesty of administration have helped to gain for it the 
confidence of producers throughout the trade territory. These at
tributes, however, have not been substitutes for service. Service is 
still the strongest factor by which each member measures the ef
ficiency and the success of this cooperative association. 

wowth in Number of Patrons 

The number of producers served by the association has increased 
from 8,589 in 1925 to 18,513 in 1937, as shown in table 1. This 
represents an increase of 115 percent in 13 years. Marked changes 
in the distribution between member and nonmember patrons have 
occurred during this time. The number of members as reflected by 
tJ,eir patronage records has doubled, reaching a high of 13,864 in 
1934, and the number of nonmembers has trebled, reaching a high of 
8,724 in 1937. Steady increases in the number of members during the 
yem'S 1930 to 1934, inclusive, followed the opening of membership to 
any bcna fide livestock producer. Declines to 9,789 during the suc-
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ceeding 3 years at Cincinnati may be attributed to the opening of 
the branch agencies at Dayton and Lexington. It mu~t be remem
bered that this is not a real decline, since each branch served many 
members in place of the central unit at Cincinnati. In 1937 the 
Dayton branch handled business for 2,529 shippers and the Lexington 
branch for 6,492. The upward swing in the nonmember patrons at 
Cincinnati was sufficiently strong to maintain steady increases in spite 
of the opening of the local markets at Dayton and Lexington. 

TABLE 1.-MEMBER AND NONMEMBER PATRONS OF THE PRODUCERS 

COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

PatrOQS I ProportioD oCtotal patrons 

Vea' -
Member Nonmember Total Member Nonmember 

Number Nu,""" Nu,""" hr,"" Percmt 1925 _______________ 6, 279 2, 310 8,589 73 27 
1926. ______________ 6,468 3, 963 10,431 62 38 1927 _______________ 7,076 4, 579 11,655 61 39 1928 _______________ 10,868 5, 376 16,244 67 33 1929 _______________ 9, 268 8, 347 17, 615 53 47 1930 _______________ 9, 539 8,012 17,551 54 46 
1931 _______________ 10,217 6,508 16, 725 61 39 
1932 _______________ 10,903 7, 554 18,457 59 41 1933 _______________ 12,869 7, 008 19,877 65 35 1934 _______________ 13, 864 7, 463 21,327 65 35 1935 _______________ 12,177 7,882 20,059 61 39 
1936 ______ " ________ 10, 633 8, 684 19, 317 55 45 1937 _______________ 9, 789 8,724 18, 513 53 47 

Source: Records of the Producers Cooperative CommissIon ASSOciation, ClncinDatl, Ohio. Dayton 
8gures from Mar. 10, 1935, and Lexington llgulW from May 17. 1937. are Dot included. 

The ratio of members to nonmembers has fluctuated rather widely 
from year to year. Oddly enough, the largest percentage of members 
and the smallest percentage of nonmembers occurred in 1925 during 
the association's first year of operation. Particularly significant 
among the changes is the irregular downward trend since 1925 in the 
percentage of members as compared with the percentage of non
members. In 1928, 67 percent of the total patrons were members; 
whereas, in 1929 only 53 percent were members, representing a decline 
of 14 percent. Several other years show variations of from 5 to 10 
percent. The relatively steady increase in the nonmember group has 
continued in spite of the fact that every year the association makes 
substantial expenditures for educational and membership work 
throughout its territory to interest as many producers as possible in 
cooperative livestock marketing. 
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When the association voted to open ite membership in 1930, a pro
nounced increase in membership followed, but it did not result in a 
correspondingly pronounced decrease in nonmembers as might have 
been expected. Membership in the association increased 45 percent 
during the 5-year period 1930 to 1934, following the passing of the 
amendment, but the number of nonmembers declined only 7 percent. 
In recognition of the tendency for nonmembers to increase in number 
when the association opened ite branch agency at Lexington it adopted 
the policy at Lexington of making every patron a member. 

An effort was made to gage the percentage of total business fur
nished by members and the percentage furnished by nonmembers by 
using as a yardstick the changes in the patronage refunds paid to mem
bers and the patronage refunds held for nonmembers. In 1937, the 
directors declared a patronage refund of $35,781, the eqnivalent of 25 
percent of the commissions paid that year. Of this amount the asso
dation refunded $26,892 to members and credited $8,889 on ite books 
to nonmembers. If it is assumed that the association paid patronage 
refunds to all members who were eligible to receive them, 75 percent of 
the total 1937 business of the association came from members and 25 
percent from nonmembers (table 2). In the same year, 53 percent of 
the total patrons of the association were members, Bnd 47 percent were 
nonmembers. Thus of the total business handled by the association, 

TABLE 2.-PROPORTIONS OF TOTAL BUSINESS CONTRIBUTED BY MEM
BEkS AND BY !\ONMEJdBERS OF THE PRODUCERS COOPEIlATIVE COKlflS

SiaN ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, AS INDICATED BY YEAlt.LY 
SAVINGS AND PATRONAGE REFUNDS, 1925-37 

~tsge 01 total A~_'('1Dc A_ .......... 
b",""", '"""'" 

Year 
From 000- 1 Ptr mem-..... ........ N. to Reid for 

... m .... mom .... ... mom ... mom_ .onmom-.... 
Pm<wI -"01 - DoIIo .. DoIIo .. -1925 _______________ . 

86 14 2.73 I. 21 1.38 (l61 
1926 ____ .. _._. ______ 80 20 3. 21 2. 17 I. 82 .74 
1927 ________________ 78 22 4. 02 1.77 I. 93 .85 
1928 ________________ 76 24 4. 01 2.55 2.27 1.44 1929 ________________ 

74 26 4. 16 I. 61 2.72 LOS 1930 ___________ . ____ 77 23 3.39 1.17 2.60 .90 
1931 ______ . __ . ______ 82 18 4.56 1.60 2. 89 1.02 1932 _________ . ______ 

84 16 4.38 1.32 3.55 .97 
1933 ____ . __ . __ ._. ___ 88 12 I 5.80 1.48 4. 15 LOS 
1934 ________ • _______ 81 19 ' 4. 49 2. 01 3.54 L 59 
1935 ____ .. __ .. ______ 77 23 1 3.96 1.84 3. 19 1.48 I 1936 ________________ 

78 22i 4.55 1.58 ~03 1.39 1937 ________________ 
15 25

1 

3. 51 L30 2. 75 L02 
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75 percent was supplied by the 53 percent of the patrons who were 
members, and the remaining 25 percent by the 47 percent of the 
patrons who were nonmembers. In other words, the arulUaI volume 
of business consigned by an average member in 1937 was nearly three 
times larger than the volume of business furnished by IIJl average 
nonmember. Annual consignments by members have averaged 
substantially more in size than consignments from nonmembers each 
year since the association began business. 

On the basis of these figures, the incentive to become a member of 
the association seems to be less for the small patron tblUl for the large 
patron. The business of the small patron entitles him to only a 
modest patronage refund because his volume is limited, while that of 
the large patron brings a sizable patronage refund in the course of a 
year's operations. If the refunds of the small patrons were more 
significant, doubtless more of them would become members in order 
to get these refunds, if for no other reason. -

Average patronage refunds per member showed a rising trend for 
the first 9 years, reaching a peak of $4.15 in 1933. Since that date 
average patronage refunds per member have declined somewhat, 
although 1936 showed IIJl average refund of $4.03. Average non
member refunds also showed a general tendency to increase, although 
there has been considerable fluctuation from year to year. With the 
exception of 1928 the average annual volume of business from each 
member has been more than double that of each nonmember. 

Patron Tum-over 

There is a startlingly large and consistent patron turn-over from 
year to year. For the 3-year period from 1935 throuih 1937 it is 
estimated on the basis of a representative eross-section of the associa
tion's business during that period that 33,500 producers used the 
services of the association. An analysis of the extent to which these 
patrons deliver consistently or withdraw in 1 year, in some instances 
to return in another, is shown in table 3. On the basis of the sample 
taken, it appears that from « to 47 percent of each year's patrons 
continue to ship to the association for 3 years or longer; an additional 
14 to 15 percent, on the average, continue to use the association for 2 
consecutive years; approximately 6 percent of the patrons use the 
association every alternate year. The sample indicates that 28 to 
33 percent of each year's patrons are shippers who use the association 
but 1 year. Part of these I-year shippers may have used the associa
tion prior to 1935, and part of them may become regular shippers 
subsequent to 1937. 

Ordinarily, a high rate of turn-over is ~ed as an indication of 
dis."IItisfaction, generally because the service is poor. Contacts with 
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farmer-patrons, however, gave no confirmation of dissatisfaction on 
their part commensurate with the indicated yearly tum-over, as 
apparently less than 7 or 8 percent of each year's patrons stopped 
using the association through dissatisfaction with the services rendered. 
(See p. 73.) 

TABLE 3.-PATRON PERFORMANCE OF THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 

COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, DURING THE 3-YEAR 
PERIOD, 1935-37 

Peroentap of patrollB who dellvered ID-
Period .. of delivery , ... 1036 '93' 

PerMIt Ptrum Perenal 
1935,1936,1937 ____ ._. ___ . ___ ... _______ . 46 44 47 
1935,1936______________________________ 15 14 _________ _ 
1935,1937. _____ ._._____________________ 6 ._________ 7 
1936,1937 ______ .________________________ __________ 14 15 
1935 _________ .__________________________ 33 ___________________ _ 
1936 _______ .____________________________ __________ 28 _________ _ 

1937 _______ ..•. _ •.•.•. _. ___ .• __ ._ •• _ •. _. __ ._. __ ._ .. ______ ... 31 

All groups 1 __ _____________________ _ 100 100 100 

I In 19M tbl;1o association did bl18lnoss with 20,0$ patrons, in IQ36 with UI,317, and in um with 18.513. 
80uroo: Rooordll or the Produoors Cooporatlve Commission Association, Cincinnati, Ohio. Computa

tions of tho nwnhor of patrons making delIveries are based on percentages obtained I'rom B somple or 1.000 
members and nonmembers. 

A large proportion of the association's total receipts eomes from 
patrons who used tile association during all 3 years, as shown by table 
4. For example, in 1937, 47 percent of the patrons accounted for 54 
percent of the cattie, 70 percent of the calves, 75 percent of the hogs, 
and 85 percent of the sheep handled by the association. These figures 
definitely show that there is a group of consistent consignment patrons 
witilin the association who furnish the bulk of the volume from year 
to year. While this group is somewhat larger than the group of 
patrons using the association for 1 year only, it is several times more 
important from the standpoint of business volume. 

Shippers who use the a.ssociation for 1 year only, as indicated by 
such figures as are available, contribute volume that may be called 
of the windfall variety-that is, it comes to the association for no 
particular reason, and it leaves for no particular reason. This con
clusion is borne out by tbe fact that well over 70 percent of the shippers 
who use the association for 1 year only make one consignment; 53 
percent of the consigllments made consist of only one head; 80 per
cellt of these patrolls are nonmembers. In other words most of the 
oonsignments from Utis group of patrons appear to come from in-and-

141~1 D-39--2 
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out shippers who are drifters or floaters, some of whom have but an 
acre or two on the outskirts of town and who sell only one or two veal 
calves a year. Their income from livestock is probably not a suffi
ciently significant part of their total income to give them any decided 
opinions on livestock marketing. Consequently, the shipper of this 
type is apt to use the association occasionally along with most other 
available forms of livestock marketing. 

TABLE 4.-PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RECEIPTS OF THE PRO

DUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 

FROM PATRONS IN SPECIFIED DELIVERY GROUPS, BY KIND OF L,VE
STOCK, 1935-37 

Pereentage of sample delivered by group 
Group 

Cattle Calves Hogs Shoe. 

1935 patrons delivering in- PeTCfflt Pnrffll PtTcnlt PmmJ 
1935, 1936, 

1937 ___________________ 
59 72 82 80 

1935, 
1936 ________________________ 14 9 6 9 

1935, 
1937 ________________________ 4 6 2 1 1935only _________________________ 23 13 10 10 

ToUO. __________________________ 100 100 100 100 

1936 patrons delivering in-
1935, 1936, 1937 ___________________ 33 72 73 80 
1935, 

1936 ________________________ 13 8 3 11 
1936, 

1937 ________________________ 14 10 13 4 1936only _________________________ 40 10 11 5 

Total ___________________________ 
100 100 100 100 

1937 patrons delivering in-
1935, 1936, 1937 ____ . ______________ 54 70 75 85 
1936, 1937 ________________________ 16 11 13 7 
1935, 

1937 ________________________ 
4 4 2 1 

1937only _________ . _______________ 26 15 10 7 

Total._. __________ .. ____________ ·100 I 100 I 100 I 
100 

Rollroe" RPrord!lt of Produrer<' COOJ'I8MtlVf' CnmmllllSioD .\!ISOt'htl'ln, Cln,.inn.1.ti • Ohio. 

. Approximately 83 perc.ent of the 3-year shippers were membl'rs; 
17 percent were nonmembers. ,'1llle the ratio of members to non
memhers is higher for this group than for any other, it would seem that 
an even larger percental!e of thf:' n~sn('intion'~ ron<::i~tf':nt ronsif"no""S 
would have become members "ftcr shipping to the associati"n for 3 
successive years. 

Most patrons of the association use its services infrequently. 
This is because they either consign only part of their livestock to 
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the association or have only a limited quantity of livestock to sell. 
Producers who ship consistently year after year use the association 
most in .ach yelLr, whereas patrons who ship for 1 year only use it 
least. The group of patrons who made shipments during each of the 3 
years from 1935 to 1937 averaged between 4 and 5 consignments per 
year per patron, while those who used the association for 1 year only 
averaged less Ulan 1.5 consignments per patron per year. Over 70 
percent of the I-year shippers made only one consignment to the 
association. The average member uses the association much more 
frequently than the average nonmember. About 65 percent of tbe 
total nonmembers made but one consignment a year compared with 
only 23 percent for members. Very few nonmembers make more 
thaD 4 consignments a year, whereas about 50 percent of the members 
deliver from 3 to 8 consignments a year. 

Organization Control 

Ultimate control of the association is vested in the membership. 
since the official acts of the association are subject to approval of the 
membership. Each member is entitled to vote upon policy and other 
matters that come up for decision at meetings. Furthermore, the 
members elect the directors, to whom they delegate the power of repre-
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OPERATING 
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Cincinnati. Ohio 
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DIRECTORS 

1l~ 

THREE 
INDIANA 
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BRANCH FARMERS 
L«.ineton 
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AND ORDER 
COMPANY LEXINGTON 

AIMSORY 
OPERATING 
COMMJnEE 

MEMBERS 

FIGURE I.-PLAN OF ORGANIZATION OF THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO. 

The auoei.tioD is governed by & board of nine directon elected by the members. The 
branch agencies at DaytOn, Ohio, and Lexington, Ky., are supervised by local advisory 
and operatin! committees elected from the mew.berablp of each branch. 
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senting them in the s.dministration of the association. The directors 
select the manager, and he in tum chooses the peI'!IOnnel actively 
responsible for the conduct of the association. The plan of organi
zation is shown by figure 1. 

Each of the branch agencies at Dayton and vxington has an 
advisory and operating committee selected from members and patrons 
of the branch to advise the board of directors of the parent association 
and to carry out policies determined by the board. One or more of 
the directors serves on each committee, and in this way a close 
working relationship is maintained with the board. 

roting Priui/eges 

Voting privileges as outlined in the bylaws provide that every mem
ber shall be entitled to one vote, with the added provision that when 
members of the association are also members of local cooperative 
associations, such members may be represented by delegstes, and the 
delegstes may cast a number of votes equal to the entire list of mem
bers of such local cooperative association. 

Previous to 1935 the provision that the voting power of members 
should be equal and that each member should have one vote was 
partially nullified, particularly for Ohio and Indiana, by a further 
provision that one delegste might be seated for each 100 members of a 
local cooperative association. Under this plan it is conceivable that 
the number of members of the farm bureau in any county, for example, 
might have determined the number of voting delegstes from that 
county at meetings of the association. Thus the voting power in 
Indiana and Ohio was based on farm bureau membership rather than 
patronage and active participation in the association. Under this 
plan of representation there might be little connection between the 
number of active members of the association from any county and the 
number of voting delegstes seated at meetings of the association 
from that county. One county might have a farm-bureau membership 
of 500, who might all be patrons of the Producers Cooperative Com
mission Association, while another county might have a farm-bureau 
membership of 500 with only 200 patrons of the association. Under 
the bylaws of the Producers Cooperative Commission Association 
each county would be entitled to five delegstes at meetID",as. 

Since February 1935 only members who have transacted "business 
with the association since the beginning of the past calendar year" 
may be counted in determining the number of delegates. Thus, if a 
county farm bureau or local cooperative corporation has a membership 
of 500, but only 200 of its members actively patronize the Producers 
Cooperative Commission Association, the organization is entitled to 
only 2 delegates rather than 5, as formerly. This change in the bylaws 
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not only places control of the association in the hands of its active 
patrons, but equalizes the voting rights of members and eliminates 
the danger of loading a meeting with delegates representing producers 
who are not patrons of the association. 

Producer patrons from States other than Ohio, Indiana, and Ken
tucky have no direct vote in association affairs, although they may 
qualify as members and receive patronage dividends from the associa
tion. The volume of business received from outside States, however, 
is small. 

Directors 

The bylaws of the association provide for a board of nine directors 
elected for a term of 3 years. Since 1935 the market area has been 
divided into three districts consisting of district 1, the territory west 
of the Ohio-Indiana State line and north of "the Ohio River in the 
State of Indiana; district 2, the territory east of the Ohio-Indiana 
State line and north of the Ohio River in the State of Ohio; district 3, 
the territory south of the Ohio River in the State of Kentucky. Each 
district is divided into three subdistricts, and provisions are made for 
the nomination of directors "by patronizing members of each sub
district transactirig business with the association since the beginning 
of the past calendar year." Directors are nominated at or before the 
time of the annual meeting. After nomination in the subdistricts the 
names of the nominees are presented to the general meeting, and the 
directors are elected by vote of the members from all States, the same 
as formerly. 

The turn-over among directors from 1925 to 1939 has not been 
large. During a period extending over 14 years there have been but 
13 replacements. Four directors have been defeated for reelection; 
5 have resigned to assume other duties, and 4 have died in office. 
The last incorporating director on the board died in March 1939; 
four directors have served on the board for 11 years or more, and 1 
has served for 10 years. 

Director8' aUenMnce at meeting8.-During the first 3 years the board 
of directors met quarterly; later, as business expanded, bimonthly; 
and since September 1929, at monthly intervals. In addition to 
regular meetings, special board meetings have been called occasionally 
to consider emergency matters arising in connection with the conduct 
of the association. 

Attendance at board meetings has been well maintained and shows 
keen interest on the part of directors in the affairs of the association. 
Over the 13-year period since organization the attendance record, 
which makes no allowance for absence for any cause whatsoever-
injury, sickness, or death within a director's family-shows an average 
attendance of 92 percent. Three directors have an attendance record 
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of better than 96 percent for a: lO-year period; and one director has 
missed but 3 of the 143 meetings held during the 13 years. Directors 
are paid a per diem allowance oUI0 a day plus actual and necessary 
expenses incurred in connection with their attendance at meetings. 
They receive no other compensation, although they may devote much 
additional time to association affairs throughout the whole year. 

The minutes of the board meetings show full discussions and careful 
consideration of all probleIDS with which the association has been 
faced. With few exceptions, all major decisions of the board have 
been unanimous. In fact, time and effort have been contributed so 
freely and unstintingly in the formulation of sound policies for the 
conduct of the association that much of the credit for the association's 
achievements can be laid at the door of the directorS. 

Significant polU:ies adopted.-The more significant policies adopted 
by the board of directors include a roll-call vote on all motions carry
ing an appropriation of funds; a provision in the bylaws that "no 
director shall serve as manager, salesman, or employee of the associa
tion"; and another provision against speculation of any kind in con
nection with the conduct of association business. 

All major policies are worked out by the entire board of directors, 
and each director assumes equal responsibility with the others for 
the conduct of the association and the determination of policies. 
There is DO executive committee. The association has never felt 
the need of an executive committee since the board of directors as 
now constituted is neither large nor cumbersome, and the market 
area served is fairly compact, so that costs of holding meetings of the 
full board are not prohibitive. Thus the association has avoided 
the friction that sometimes develops between executive committees 
and boards of directors. 

Field work of dirutor8.-In addition to attending the regular 
monthly meetings of the board, all directors do a certain amount of 
field work for the associstion. Frequently they are scheduled to 
speak at local meetings and farmers' institutes in their districts; and 
they are constantly called upon to discuss informally association 
affairs. 

While directors are not paid for field services performed for the 
associstion, an unusual situation exists in Indiana. Since 1926 the 
association's field service work in that State has been performed 
under the direction of the Indiana Farm Bureau Federation by two 
men who had already been elected to the board of directors of the 
Producers Cooperative Commission Association. They are em
ployed and paid by the Indiana Farm Bureau Federation rather 
than by the association. A large part of the funds that make their 
employment possible, however, ia derived by the Indiana Farm 
Bureau from the association. 
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Kupillg diTtdon iroformM.-The diredors must keep themselves 
informed about association affairs, since members' opinions of both 
the directors and the association are apt to be based on the directors' 
knowledge of the policies of the association. Se ... enol means toward 
this end have been adopted. Personal copies of the minutes of all 
meetings are mailed promptly to each director, so that each may 
..,..all dearly the steps by which the board reached its decisions. or 
course, the association expects each director to exercise reasonable 
diseretion in the care and use of the minutes entrusted to him. 

Each director receives a copy of the balance sheet and the operating 
statement, together with a statement showing the volume and the 
origin of all livestock handled.· Since a standard form has been 
adopted for th...., reports, ch8lll!"'l in balance sheet, income and 
e.-q>ense aecounta. and volume from month to month are readily 
apparent and ea..<:iIy checked. In addition, their accessibility helps 
the directors in interpreting the reports of the manager and in recalling 
the diseussions that ensued at board meetings. 

In re<"ent years the association has followed the practice of issuing 
weekly -mimeographed news letters, which are circulated to directors, 
county Bgt'Ilts, and livestock marketing committeemen. The letters 
usually gi ..... a brief summary of the livestock markets, together with 
the volume of business handled by the association for the week; and 
frequE'ntly th"Y also give timely marketing ad'rice to livestock shippers. 
Announct'ments of market tours and association meetings are also 
carried by the weekly lE'tt .. rs. 

Furthermore, each director receives the National Li..-estock Pr0-
ducer. whim keeps him informed on national developments in coopera
ti ..... livestock marketing. 

For a number of years the directors of the association have attended 
at association e:!<pE'DSe the annual meetings of the National Livestock 
Marketing Asoociation and the annual meetings of the American 
Institute of CoopE'ration. Meetings of this nature exert a broadening 
influence on directors by gi..-ing them an opportunity to look bpYond 
the problelDS of their own association and to see the larger aspects of 
marketing through the int .. rchange of ideas with other directors and 
with leaders in other marketing fields. Many of the ideas and mucll 
of the information absorbed ean be applied to the marketing probleIDS 
confronting their own coopE'rati ....... 

As a general rule the e""OCiation endeavors to pnt copies of the 
&gftlda of ell meetings in the hands of directors as far in advance of 
each meeting as possible. This prooedure not only serves to advise 
each dire<"tor of the topies to be diseussed; but it affords him a better 
opportunity to 1rci"ah pros and cons of proposed actions in advanre of 
meetings, and thus tends to prevent ill.-nsidered actions, .... hich 
frequently are those enacted on the spur of the moment. 
.............. .....,. ......... ___ .z 95 pp.......-. 
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Meetings 

The bylaws of the association provide for an annual membership 
meeting and such special meetings as may be called by the president 
or requested by a majority of the board of directors. A majority of 
the members present at any annual or special meeting of the member
ship constitutes a quorum for the transaction of business. No special 
membership meetings have ever been called. The annual meeting of 
the association has thus been the only general membership gathering 
held in any year. 

The annual meeting has come to be regarded 8S a gala event--a 
sort of field day or holiday-where producers are welcome to come 
and bring their families. Attendance has been steadily increBSing 
for several years, lmtil on February 24, 1938, it reached 1,626 (fig. 2). 
This may be compared with an attendance of 250 at the fifth annual 
meeting held February 20, 1930. 

The date is set several weeks in advance, and wide publicity is 
given it. Speakers of national prominence are scheduled on the 
program. Dinner is provided by the association free of charge for 
all those in attendance. Costs for advance announcements by 
pamphlet and radio, for entertainment, dinner, and other expenses, 
which together approximate $2,000 for each annual meeting, during 
recent years have been paid from educational reserves. As a demo
cratic gathering of livestock producers, the annual meeting has 
value from an organization standpoint, and attendance should be 
encouraged. 

There is no doubt that large enthusiastic meetings have a certain 
inspirational effect difficult to obtain in any other way. Nevertheless 
they have very definite limitations from the standpoint of accomplish
ment. Even though the programs are planned carefully and executed 
with dispatch, the very size of the meeting presents obstacles which 
are difficult to overcome. Large meetings are generally awkward and 
somewhat cumbersome. There is always a certain amount of con
fusion. The audience frequently has difficulty in hearing the program. 
Large crowds are an effective ban to free" and open discussion since 
many members prefer to remain silent rather than attempt to speak 
before a large audience. The program must of necessity be limited to 
general reports covering operations of the association. It is impossible 
to give more than the highlights in the time that is available. The 
day is always crowded, and but litt1e opportunity can be afforded 
the membership for discussion of marketing problems. Consequent1y 
the annual meeting is not a good place to give or receive much 
information concerningj the conduct of the association. 

With an attendance of from 1,500 to 1,600 people each year, it 
would seem that the association was enjoying a high degree of mem-
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F,GURE 2.-ANNUAL MEETING HELD IN FEBRUARY 1938. 
Attendance i. & good gage of membership participation and interesL 

bersIlip pn.rticipation. That would mean, however, a turn-out of 
only 16' percent of the members and 9 percent of the patrons-pro
vided all those in attendance are either members or patrons, and 
clearly not all of them are members or patrons. 

An analyeis of the registration cards, which sbowed the names, the 
addresses, tbe counties, and the States of those attending the annual 
meeting held in February 1938, yields some interesting information 
on patron and member attendance. Altogether 1,626 were reported 
present. Of this number 882 were men and 744 were women. The' 
association would be overlooking a most valuable contact if it failed 
to encourage the attendance of wives of members and patrons at 
annual meetings. When attendance was counted by families, rather 
than by individuals, the percentage of members and patrons was so 
sharply reduced that it represented not more than 9 percent of the 
members or 5 percent of the patrons. Even these figures may be 
somewhat In.rge, since only 62 producers out of a total of 599 inter
viewed during the course of this study indicated that the, had ever 
attended an annual meeting of the association. 

Members attending the meeting do not represent as widely distrib
uted territory as might be wished for the association. While the Cin
cinnati market area is relatively compact, a round trip of 200 to 250 
miles, which is too great a distance for many fa.rmers-particulti.rly 
during bad winter weather-causes many of the outlying counties that 
contribute considerable volume to the association to bave very little 
attendance, if any, at the annual meetings. 

This is borne out by analyeis of the attendance record at the thir
teenth annual meeting. Ninety percent of the representation at ilie 
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DISTRIBUTION OF ATTENDANCE 
AT ANNUAL MEETING IN FEBRUARY 1938 b..-F' 

ILLlNOIS 

KENTUCKY 
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The thirteenth annual meeting had an attendance of 1,626 persons; 1,071 from Ohio, 420 
from Indiana, and 112 from Kentucky. Ninety percent of those attending lived within 
a radiu8 of 60 miles of Cincinnati. 

, meeting came from areas within 50 to 60 miles of the Cincinnati mar
ket (fig. 3, table 5). or the total attendance 25.8 percent came from 
Indiana, 65.9 percent from Ohio, 6.9 percent from Kentucky, and 1.4 
percent from other States. Butler County, Ohio, with 28.4 percent 
of the total of those attending the meeting, led all other counties in 
attendance. Union County, Ind., with 8 percent of the total, was 
second. Outlying counties like Knox and Daviess Counties in Indi
ana; Adams, Clarke, and Darke Counties in Ohio; and Grant, Scott, 
Owen, and Harrison Counties in Kentucky each had only one or two 
representatives present. 

Since organization of the Dayton and the Lexington bra.nches, the 
associntion has partially adopted the policy of holding district meet
ings. In 1938, branch meetings were held at both Dayton and Lex
ington. The areas served by each of these branches roughly cor
respond to two of the nine director districts outlined in the bylaws. 
Nominations for directors to serve from each of these districts could 
be made at the annual meeting of the branches and confirmed at the 
yearly meeting of the lLSSoeistion at Cincinnati. From this beginning, 
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the policy of holding district meetings could easily be expanded uotil 
it would embrace all districts. 

The district meetings have had a number of distinct advantages. 
In the first place, the meeting is brought close to the membership and 
brings out producers who would oot attend the more distant centra.! 
meeting at Cincinnati. Next, the smaller district meeting gives the 
membership more time for consideration and discussion of the market
ing problems of the particular area, emphasizes the importance of 
loca.! committees, and gives these committees more opportunity to 
function and to participate in the a.fI'airs of the association. 

TABLE 5.-ATTENDANCE AT ANNUAL MEETING OF PRODUCERS CooP
ERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, BY DIRECTOR 

DISTRICTS, FEBRUARY 1938 

Slate aDd district 

Indiana, district 1: 
Subdistrict A ________________ w _________________ _ 

Subdistrict B __________________________________ _ 
Subdistriot C I. _______________________________ .:. 

To~ _______________________________________ _ 

Ohio, district 2: 
Subdistrict A __________________________________ _ 
Subdistriot B __________________________________ _ 
Subdistriot C __________________________________ _ 

To~ ______________________________________ _ 

Kentuoky, distriot 3: 
Subdistriot A __________________________________ _ 
Subdistriot B __________________________________ _ 
Subdistriot C __________________________________ _ 

To~ _______________________________________ _ 
OtherStates ______________________________________ _ 

To~attsndan .. ____________________________ _ 

Attendance 
r..m .... 

Numb.,. 
413 

5 
2 

420 

723 
291 

57 

1,071 

93 
18 
1 

112 
23 

1,626 

P"""""" of total 
attendance 

P.,.cem 
25.4 

.3 

.1 

25.8 

44. 5 
17.9 
3.5 

65. 9 

5.7 
1.1 
.1 

6.9 
1.4 

100.0 

I Tbe dlrector from subdlsUict C of district No. lts nominat.ed by the Indiana Farm Bureau Federation 
and la eillKlted at larp. 

Source: Records of ProduOII'S Cooparatlve CommlssioD A.saoc1alion. ClDclDDati. Ohio. 
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Major Trends in Receipt~ 

MARKED changes have occurred in the character and the volume 
of livestock receipts at the Cincinnati market since the associa

tion opened for business. These changes become apparent through 
consideration of market receipts; association receipts; receipts of the 
market and the association as ehown by rail and truck deliveries and 
by consignments from ehipping associations; and variations in receipts 
by States, by months, and by days. 

Receipts at the Cincinnati Market 

Receipts at the Cincinnati market during the years 1925-37 have 
declined for all species of livestock, for some more than for others, so 
that the total receipts for each species were lower in 1937 than in 1925 
(Appendix, table 23). Some species have fluctuated widely; others 
have declined more or less steadily. Hogs have twice established new 
highs of well over a million head only to be followed a year or two 
later by new lows. Part of the losses in hog receipts since 1933 can 
be attributed undoubtedly to the reduction program of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Administration. In 1936 and 1937 hog receipts 
recovered substantially from their low of 1935. 

Total cattle receipts declined steadily from 1925 until 1932, when 
they showed a slight upward trend, which has continued from year 
to year until 1937. Total calf receipts ehow a declining trend from 
1925 through 1937. A low point was reached in 1937. 

Sheep and lamb receipts have also fluctuated widely over the 13-
year period. Low points were established from 1928 to 1930 to be 
followed by gains in 1931 and 1932. The gains came chiefly when 
several Kentucky auction markets, at the insistence of buyers, agreed 
to establish a 3-percent shrink on lambs. This practice was regarded 
as unfair and discriminatory by growers; as a result many pro
ducers abandoned the auction markets, and receipts at the Cincinnati 
market, where lambs were sold on their seale weights without ehrink
age, increased eharply. When the 3-percent ehrink was later removed 
by several auctions, a large part of the Kentucky lamb business 
drifted back to the auctions, and receipts at Cincinnati declined to 
another low in 1937. 

Association Receipts 

The volume of business handled by the association has given it a 
dominant position at the Cincinnati market. Association receipts 
may be advantageously discussed from the standpoint of percentages 
of total market receipts, number of head, and size of consignments. 
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FIGURE -i.-LIVESTOCK CONSIGNED FOR SALE AT CINCINNATI UNION 
STOCKYARDS AND PORTION OF TOTAL SOLD BY PRODUCERS COOPERA

TIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, 1925-37, 

Rettipts of the auociatWn show an upward trend in both numbers and percentages4 
Cincinnati market ~ipts fluctuate more sharply from year to year than those of the 
association. 
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Major Trends in Receipt~ 

MARKED changes have occUlTed in the character and the volume 
of livestock receipts at the Cincinnati market since the associa

tion opened for business. These changes become apparent through 
consideration of market receipts; association receipts; receipts of the 
market and the association as shown by rill and truck dcliveries and 
by consignments from shipping associations; and variations in receipts 
by States, by months, and by days. 

Receipts at the Cincinnati Market 

Receipts at the Cincinnati market during the years 1925-37 have 
declined for all species of livestock, for some more than for others, so 
that the total receipts for each species were lower in .1937 than in 1925 
(Appendix, table 23). Some species have fluctuated widely; others 
have declined more or less steadily. Hogs have twice established new 
highs of well over a million head only to be followed a year or two 
later by new lows. Part of the losses in hog receipts since 1933 can 
be attributed undoubtedly to the reduction program of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Administration. In 1936 and 1937 hog receipts 
recovered substantially from their low of 1935. 

Total cattle receipts declined steadily from 1925 until 1932, when 
they showed a slight upward trend, which has continued from year 
to year until 1937. Total calf receipts show a declining trend from 
1925 through 1937. A low point was reached in 1937. 

Sheep and lamb receipts have also fluctuated widely over the 13-
year period. Low points were established from 1928 to 1930 to be 
followed by gains in 1931 and 1932. The gains came chiefly when 
several Kentucky auction markets, at the insistence of buyers, agreed 
to establish a 3-percent shrink on lambs. This practice was regarded 
as unfair and discriminatory by growers; as a result many pro
ducers abandoned the auction markets, and receipts at the Cincinnati 
market, where lambs were sold on their scale weights without shrink
age, increased sharply. When the 3-percent shrink was later removed 
by several auctions, a large 'part of the Kentucky lamb business 
drifted back to the auctions, and receipts at Cincinnati declined to 
another low in 1937. 

Association Receipts 

The volume of business handled by the association has given it a 
dominant position at the Cincinnati market. Association receipts 
may be advantageously discussed from the standpoint of percentages 
of total market receipts, number of head, and size of consignments. 
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From 1925 to 1937 notable progress was made in increasing and 
maintaining the percentage of business handled by the association. 
In 1934 the association handled 40.9 percent of the total business at 
the market, which is the largest percentage of the market receipts 
sold by the association in any year since organization. In 1937 receipts 
dropped again; that is to 34.7 percent of the total livestock sales 
at Cincinnati, the lowest percentage of total receipts the association 
has handled since 1932. The loss, which was particularly heavy in 
the case of cattle and sheep mostly from Kentucky, can be traced 
directly to the opening of a branch agency at Lexington in May 1937. 

The association's percentages of total market business by species 
with but few exceptions have increased steadily in all departments 
from year to year. Its early business, like that of most livestock 
cooperatives, was confined largely to hogs and calves. In 1926, only 
1 year after organization, the association handled 13.8 percent of the 
calves, 19.1 percent of the hogs, 7.2 percent of the cattle, and 8.2 
percent of the sheep and lambs sold at the Cincinnati market (fig. 4, 
Appendix, table 23). Since 1926 percentages in the cattle department 
have shown a healthy growth, but this department is still somewhat 
behind the calf, the hog, or the sheep departments. 

Calf receipts reached 38.7 percent in 1934 and have shown but 
slight variation from 1933 to 1937. The highest percentage of hog re
ceipts came in 1934, with 44 percent of all market hog sales. The 
sheep department has shown a rapid growth since 1932 in terms of 
percentages of total Cincinnati sales, increasing from 27.8 percent 
in that year to 46.5 percent in 1936. From 1936 to 1937, however, 
the percentages of t.otal Cincinnati market receipts declined 10.3 
percent, undoubtedly because many patrons marketed their lambs 
at Lexington rather than at Cincinnati. 

In terms of number of head sold, the association handled its largest 
volume of cattle, 44,711 head, representing 23 percent of total market 
receipts, in 1936. Its largest volume of calves, 45,235 head, which 
was equivalent to 38.7 percent of the market receipts, was sold in 
1934. In 1933 hog sales swelled to 404,811 head partly because of the 
heavy marketings resulting from the pig-reduction program. This 
total was 38.9 percent of the total market receipts at Cincinnati. 
The largest numbers of sheep and lambs handled occurred in 1932 
when the total reached 116,741 head, or 27.8 percent of the total 
market receipts at Cincinnati. 

Association receipts appear to be more stable than those of the 
market. Over a period of years they show less fluctuation and do 
not reach the sharp peaks and valleys shown by receipts for the mar
ket. For example, in the case of hogs, market receipts from 1928 to 
1931 fell precipitously, but receipts of the association declined only 
moderat~ly; and in the case of sheep, market receipts rose sharply 
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TABLE 6.-PROPORTION OF TOTAL CONSIGNMENTS RECEIVED FROM 

MEMBERS AND FROM NONMEMBERS OF PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COM
MISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, CLASSIFIED BY NUMBER 
OF SPECIES IN EACH CONSIGNMENT, AVERAGE FOR THE 3 YEARS 1935-37 

Oonslgnments consisting 0(- Members Nonmembers Total 

1 species only: - ]>a"", -CatUo ______________________________ 
13.8 16. 7 14. 6 

Cal\'es~ _____________________________ 34. 5 42. 6 36.4 
F10gB_. _____________________________ 

26.4 21.4 25. 1 
Sheep ___ . ___________________________ 

13. 5 13. 0 13.4 

Total _____________________________ 
88. 2 93.7 89.5 

2 speci~ ________________________________ 11.0 6. 1 9.7 
3 or more species _________________________ .8 .2 .8 

Total _____________________________ 
100.0 100. 0 100.0 

Sourro: Reeord!O of Producers CoopcraUVI!I Comml&!ion Association. Cincinnati. Ohio. 

T'BLE 7 . ...:.-PROPORTION OF TOTAL RECEIPTS AND CONSIGNMENTS TO 

THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMl4ISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI .. 
OHIO, BY SIZE OF SHIPMENTS, AVERAGE FOR THE 3 YEARS 1935-37 

PercentBge of total reeeipts Percentage of total consignments 

Si&e of shipment (bead) 
Cattle Col_ a""" Sheep Cattle Col ... B ... ...... 
p",,", - - - - - """'" -1. __________________ 
21.3 62. 9 1.6 0.6 59.2 80. 3 17.2 1L 1 

2 ... _______________ . 10.9 23. 7 1.6 .9 15. 2 15.2 8.8 7.9 
3_ .... ______________ 6.0 6.7 1.5 .9 5.6 2.9 5.4 5.2 
4 __ . _____________ . __ 5.9 3.1 2.0 L6 4.0 1.0 5.5 6.9 5 ______________ . ____ 

3.9 1.5 2.6 1.8 2.1 .4 5.9 6.2 
6. _. ________________ 5.1 _._--- 2.8 1. S 2.4 ------ 5.2 5.3 7_._. _______________ 

5.7 ------ 2.8 LS 2.3 ------ 4.4 4.3 
8. __________________ 7.4 .6 2.7 2.4 2.6 .1 3.7 5.2 9 .. _. _______________ 

4.8 .3 2.7 1.0 L5 (1)" 3.3 1.9 
10._. _______________ 4.2 .4 3.8 3.2 1.2 (') 4.1 5.4 11-20 _______________ 

24.8 .8 27.2 18. 6 '3.9 '. 1 19.7 22. 7 21-30 _______________ -._--- ------ 23.3 9.5 ------ ------ 1D. 2 6.8 
31-40 __ . ____________ ---.-. ------ 12. 1 5.3 ------ ------ 3.8 2.6 
41-60. ______________ ------ ----.- 11.2 11.1 ------ ------ 2.5 3.4 
61-100 __ . _________ ._ ------ -----. 2.1 8.6 ------ ------ .3 L8 
101-160 _______ . _____ ------ -----. ------ 30. 9 ------ ------ ------ 3.3 

TotaL _______ 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 

11.- than 0.1 peroen\. • AU aonsipmeDts of men t.barI 10 hMd. of cattle and 01 ea1ves.. 
SounIIo; RooordI of ProdUOl'l'fl Coopantt" Commission ASIIOCialioD. CiDciDnat1. Ohio. 
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from 1930 to 1933 and then fell back while receipts of the association 
maintained practically all their gain. . 

Most consignments handled by the association consist of only one 
species' of livestock (table 6). From 1935 to 1937, l-species consign
ments made up 89.5 percent of the total of all its consignments. 
Straight consignments of calves accounted for 36.4 percent of the 
I-species total. Only about 10 percent of the consignments handled 
by the association are mixed consignments consisting of more than 
one species. Nonmembers deliver fewer mixed consignments than 
members. 

The size of the average livestock consignment handled by the asso
ciation has been decreasing since 1925. The loss in size of the indi
vidual consignments, however, has been offset by more frequent con
signments, and the total volume of business of the association has 
been expanding. The trend indicates a sharp increase in small con
signments and a marked decline in large and carlot consignments. 
To an ell;tent this trend is accOlmted for and measured by the shift 
from rail to truck transport,ation. An estimate of the size of con
signments by species and the percentage of total receipts in each group 
for the 3-year period 1935 to 1937 is shown in table 7. 

Eighty percent of the association's cattle consignments consisted 
of lots of 3 head or less; 98.4 percent of the calf consignments con
sisted of 3 head or less; 74 percent of the hog receipts were in lots of 
from 11 to 60 head; and 50 percent of the sheep and lamb receipts 
in lots of 41 head or more. About 59 percent of the association's 
cattle consignments and 80 percent of its calf consignments consisted 
of only 1 head. 

Rail and Truck Receipts 

Rail receipts of all species have declined sharply since 1925 (fig. 5) 
both for the market as a whole and for the association. The asso
ciation has held its rail business' much better than the general market, 
as is clearly shown by the increases in percentage of total rail business 
handled by the association from year to year (fig. 6 and Appendix, 
table 24). Its rail consignments come mostly from local shipping 
associations (p. 33). 

In the case of cattle the market rail receipts totaled 178,098 head 
in 1926. The association handled 5 percent of this total. In 1937 
rail receipts of cattle for the inarket totaled only 26,540 head, and the 
association handled 3,714 head, or 14.0 percent. Between 1926 
and 1937, rail receipts of cattle at the market declined 85.1 percent, 
while those of the association decreased only 58.5 percent. 

Market rail receipts of calves have declined steadily from 1925 to 
1937 at. a greater rate than association rail receipts. In fact, during 

I Although cattle and calves are of ODe species, It S88lD3 desIrable to show calves separately inasmuch as 
they are handled DS a separate division of the business. 
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During the period from 1925 to 1937, Cincinnati has become almO$t exclusively a truck 

market for livestock. In 1937 more than 90 percent of all Hvestock received was delivered 
by motortruck. . 

U7821"-89--3 



28 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

-' 
HEAD 

"ThO!4a'" 
CAT7LE 

200 

ISO 

100 

SO· 

a 
100 

SO 

a 
700 100 

650 
75 

50 

25 

o 

Hm 
.• non IIII-n°n-

Sold '~'/: 0runrIC;'I'_ 

-~-~-I- --

100 

75 

50 

25 

Sold b AS8oci-..tifV'/ 

a 

100 

75 

50 

25 

~925 on °29 °31 '33 '35 '31 1925 'n 'Z' '31 '33 '35 '37 
o 
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Rail receipts of livcltock at the Cincinnati market have declined precipitously from 1925 
to 1937. The allOCiatioo', volume of rail receipts showl less decline thaD that of the 
market. 
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several years .... ociation receipts of calves gained substantially, while 
I'eceipts for the market declined sharply. Since 1926, market rail 
receipts of calves have declined 92.6 percent, while rail receipts of 
calves for the association have declined but 62.8 percent. 

In 1926, 549,013 hogs were delivered to the Cincinnati market by 
rail. Of this number the association handled 74,258 or 13.5 percent. 
In 1937, only 24,553 head of hogs were received by rail for the entire 
market, and of this number the o.ssoeiation sold 7,755 head, repre
senting 31.6 percent. That is, since 1926, rail receipts of hogs at the 
Cincinnati market have shrunk 95.5 percent, while rail receipts of 
the .... ociation have shrunk 89.6 percent. 

Rail receipts of sheep and lambs show more irregularity and sharper 
tluctuations than those of any other species of livestock. Sharpest 
increases have occurred in 1931 and 1935 and sharpest decreases in 
1933 and 1936. It is significant that in 1933 and 1934 and again in 
1936 and 1937, when market receipts of sheep by rail were smallest, 
the o.ssociation's percentage of that total was the largest. Between 
1926 and 1937, rail receipts of sheep an<llambs for the market have 
declined 95.6 percent, while rail receipts to the .... ociation have 
decreased but 3.4 percent. 

Truck rec.eipts of all species have increased sharply since the 
association began operations in 1925 (fig. 7, Appendix, table 25). 
In most insto.nces association receipts have kept pace with or exceeded 
those of the Cincinnati market as a whole, in only a few years have they 
failed to retlect general market gains. In 1931 its cattle receipts 
lagged, and in 1930 its sheep receipts were lower while those of the 
market had increased. 

Truck receipts of cattle at ti,e Cincinnati market show stea.dy gains 
from 1925 to 1936. In 1937 they were sharply lower. For the last 
10 yeArs the association has ho.ndled approximately 23 percent of ti,e 
truck receipts of cattle at the market. A large part of the loss in 
cattle volume to the market and most of the decline in truck receipts 
of cattle to tile o.ssoeiation during 1937 are traceable to the opening of 
the branch sales agency at Lexington. 

(".If receipt... by truc.k at the market have shown an irregular up
ward trend. There were 55,103 hea.d consigned by truck in 1926 and 
92.448 hea.d in 1937. The association sold 23.5 and 35 percent of 
tll""e totals, respectively. Between 1926 and 1937, truck receipts 
of calves for ti,e market increased 68 percent, while receipts of calves 
consigned to ti,e association increased 150 percent. 

In 1926, 280.429 hogs were delivered to the Cincinnati market by 
truck; and in 1937,678,944 hea.d. The association sold 30 percent of 
t.he first total and 37.9 percent of the second. In 1934, the associa
I.ion sold 40.6 percent of the total truck receipts of hogs consigned 
to tile market Compared with 1926, truck receipts of hogs in 1937 
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FIGURE 7.-TRUCK RECEIPTS OF LIVESTOCK CONSIGNED FOR SALE AT 

CINCINNATI UNION STOCKYARDS AND PORTION OF TOTAL TRUCK 
RECEIPTS SOLD BY PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIA-

TION, 1925-37. 
'Truck receipt. of livestock at the Cincinnati market have increased rapidly from 1925 to 

1937. Truck deliveries to the association have more than kept pace with the growth in 
truck receipt' at the market. 
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at the market have increased 142 percent, while truck receipts of the 
association have increased 206 percent. 

In general, truck receipts of sheep and lambs handled by the associa
tion have increased faster than those of the market as a whole as is 
clearly shown by the advance in association sales from 23.8 percent of 
the market total in 1926 to 33.4 percent in 1937. That is, since 
1926 truck receipts of sheep and lambs at the market in 1937 have 
increased 181 percent, while receipts of the association have increased 
295 percent. 

In 1925 approximately 45 percent of the livestock handled by the 
association was delivered by truck. In 1937, 87.4 percent of the cattle, 
91.6 percent of the calves, 97.1 percent of the hogs, and 87.4 percent 
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FIGUR.E 8.-RAIL AND TR.UCK SHIPMENTS RECEIVED BY THE ASSOCIA
TION AT CINCINNATI, 1925-37. 

Truck receipt. of an .pecies of livestock are continuing to espand. Loss in cattle and 
sbeep volume at Cincinnati in 1937 wa. due to the opening of • branch agency at Lex
ington that year. 
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of the lambs handled by the association came by truck (fig. 8, Appen-
dix, tsble 26). . 

Cattle receipts of the association were the last to be affected by 
truck transportstion. For several years following 1925, rail receipts 
of cattle held their own in competition with truck receipts. It was 
not until 1932 that the percentage of the association's tots! cattll' 
receipts by rail showed much decline. Since 1932, however, thl' 
percentage of the association's receipts of cattle by rail has declined 
rapidly. In 1936, it touched a low of 8.4 percl'nt of the association's 
tots! cattle receipts but recovered to 12.6 percent in 1937. 

Truck receipts of calves by the association increased steadily for the 
lO-year period 1925 to 1934. Rail receipts, on the other hand, have 
lIuctuated somewhat irregularly but bave shown a sharply declining 
trend during the last 4 years. Compared with 1925, rail receipts of 
calves by the association in 1937 showed a decline of 68 percent. 

With the exception of 1930 the rail receipts of hogs as percentages 
of all hogs handled by the association bave shown a steady decline 
from 1925 to 1937. The 1937 rail volume of hogs to the association, 
which was the smallest since operations began in 1925, was only 11 
percent of the 1925 volume. 

For several years the association's rail receipts of sheep and lambs 
bave been small. In 1933, only 4.9 percent of the association's tots! 
sheep and lamb receipts were delivered by rail. The balance came to 
market by truck. Currently about 90 percent of the association's 
sheep and lamb business is dl'livered by truck. 

Consignments from Shipping Associations 

The Producers Cooperative Commission Association, which began 
operstions at a date roughly coinciding with the crest' of the local 
livestock shipping association movement in the Corn Belt, has never 
received livestock from a great number of such local associations. 
This may be explained by the fnet that local shipping associations 
have not developed in the Cincinnati territory to the same extent as 
in othl'r parts of the Corn Belt. In Ohio, and to n certain extent in 
Indiana, linstock shipping associations are organized on 11 county 
basis; and while this tends to increase the size of tl,e opersting units, 
it restricts the number of associations formed. In Kentucky, coop
erative shipping associations have never developed I'xtensively. In 
place of shipping associations, Kentucky has had, since 1922, a system 
of auction selling through local markl'ts.· 

• Elnrortb, R. B. s,. .. 'ftS"I'D 01' F ..... IUl8' C'OOPItlU.'l'lVK Bosncas OJtGANILlnosa. 19!!O-1MS. F. f'. 
A. Bull, I!l. IS pp., iUus. 193fl. See P. 86. 

'JoImsoD, B. C. aDd PhUlipa, C. D. QVllll"l' U • F~ IX nm PIlICJ; OJ' KK!ITUCIn LAJ1118. 
KeDtucky Aer. BspL BtL BuD. 302. 122 pp.. 1Uus.. ltDO. 
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FIGURE 9.-BuSINESS SUPPLIED BY SHIPPING ASSOCIATIONS TO 
PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION. 

Shipping associations have practically disappeared from the market area. 

Shipping association volume has declined drastically since 1925 
(fig. 9, Appendix, table 27). This has been coincident with the decline 
in rail receipts, since a large part of the rail consignments came from 
shipping associations. 

The decline may be illustrated by the case of the Highland Livestock 
Co. and other associations that have been substantial contributors to 
the volume of the Producers Cooperative Commission Association. 
The Highland Livestock Co. is located at Hillsboro, Highland County, 
Ohio, about 50 miles from the Cincinnati m&rket. From 1925 through 
1928 it led all other shipping associations in volume furnished to the 
Producers Cooperath-e Commission Association. In 1928 the com
pany was paid a patronage dividend of $1,586 on business transacted 
with the association that ye&r, and it maintained a dominant position 
in cooperative livestock-m&rketing circles in the county until 1932. 
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Since that date its importance has declined rapidly, and little live
stock is being currently received from it. In fact, recent reports indi
cate that the original association is now inactive. Growth of live
stock trucking, coupled with the establishment of a privately owned 
livestock auction at Hillsboro and competition from other livestock 
cooperatives, has contributed to the decline of this local association. 

From 1929 to 1937 the Washington Township Shipping Association,' 
of Washington, Ind., and the Knox County Farm Burea.u, of Vin
cennes, Ind., each of which is located more than 200 miles from 
Cincinnati, led all other shipping associations in volume consigned to 
the Cincinnati Producers. Although until recent years these associa
tions did not feel the effect of livestock trucking to the same extent as 
associations located within 50 or 100 miles of Cincinnati, by 1937 the 
volume received from them had become very small. Livestock truck
ing and truck buyers have materially weakened both organizations 
and, since 1935, producers have marketed a large part of their volume 
direct to packers and through other channels. 

It will be seen from these facts that Ohio and Indiana have lost 
practically all their local livestock shipping associations. Kentucky 
and Tennessee did not have many even when the movement was at 
its height. In 1937 only one association in Ohio, two in Indiana, and 
one iI:l illinois-all of which, with the exception of the one at Hills
boro, Ohio, are located from 200 to 300 miles from Cincinnati-con
signed livestock to the Cincinnati Producers. Thus, it appears that 
the outlying associations, or. those located at some distance from ter
minal markets, ha.ve withstood competition and changing conditions 
best. 

The decline of the local livestock shipping association movement 
ha.s been a.scribed to numerous factors by managers and others 
formerly engaged in the movement. Chief among these causes are 
(1) inexperienced management, (2) failure of the associations to 
adopt new operating practices to meet changing conditions, (3) 
growth of interior packers and privately owned local markets and 
auctions, (4) extension of direct-to-pack~ marketing, and (5) increa.se 
in the number of trucks and truck buyers. 

The loss of shipping-association business ha.s presented a major 
problem to the Producers, necessitating changes in its operating 
methods. First, the loss ha.s forced the association to pay more 
attention to the development of trucking. Second, as shipping 
associations a.cted a.s assembling units and points of local contact 
between the livestock producer in the country and his marketing 
agent at Cincinnati, their loss has necessitated changes in the field 
service and business-getting methods employed by the organization 

, Reorpnl&ed as the Davless Oount, Shipping Association in 1933. Bee Lister. 1. H., and Randell, C. O. 
"'"ALYSIa OJ' TIlE OPBRA'1'IONfJ or A COOPBRAm. LIVU'I'OClE. CONQNTBATION POINT, '0. B. Dept. Agr. Olro. 

1"2. 32 pp., lIlus. 1931. 
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in order to reestablish in some cases and to maintain in others its 
membership relations. Most of the shipping associations of the area 
had grown up around general farm organizations, and in its plan of 
field service close working relationships between the general farm 
organizations and the association in Cincinnati had seemed logical. 

Many observers of marketing trends feel that the livestock-ship
ping-association movement is decadent and will never be restored 
to a position of importance as a factor in the cooperative marketing 
of livestock. In fact, some further contraction in .Ilhipping associa
tion numbers is expected. 

Recently, however, some terminal marketing associations have 
taken the lead in encouraging the formation of local shipping asso
ciations I for the assembly and the transportation of livestock to 
market by truck. Among these may be listed the Central Cooper
ative Association at St. Paul, the Equity Cooperative Livestock 
Sales Association at Milwaukee, and the Producers Cooperative 
Commission Association at Cleveland. The development of truck 
associations may result in the restoration of many local shipping 
associations that formerly depended solely on rail transportation. 
The Producers has taken no part as yet in the development of 
truck shipping associations. 

Variations in Association Receipts, by States 

Receipts of livestock from each State of the market area show a 
sharp upward trend since organization of the association in 1925. 
Marked fluctuation occurs by States (fig. 10 and Appendix, table 28). 
During the first 2 years of operation, the bulk of the association's 
cattle receipts came from Ohio a.nd Indiana. Kentucky furnished 
only about 11 percent. Since 1927, however, the percentage of the 
association's cattle volume originating in Kentucky has climbed 
sharply and declined only with the opening of the Lexington branch 
in May 1937. This does not indicate an unfavorable downward trend 
in the number of head of cattle received from Ohio and Indiana. On 
the contrary, volume from these States has not only been maintained 
from year to year but has shown some growth. The 1937 cattle 
business from Ohio was more than double that of 1926. It indicates 
only that the Kentucky cattle business has increased at such a rapid 
rate sinc~ 1931 that it has overshadowed the increased receipts from 
Indiana and has somewhat mimmized the large gain in cattle volume 
shown by Ohio. 

The upward trend is manifest in the receipts of calves from all 
States of the market area but is more pronounced in the case of 
Ken tucky than in the case of Ohio or India.na . 

• For dlsco_hm see Potter . .'\.. F. 0I'au.'IIOlI AND nlfA,lItDIO 01' XOfOaBUCQ B"1' COOPIDU.'IITD. 
~ CoopInUoa.. 1" J71..1'lI. 



36 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

CATrLE' 

/:.. 
-......: f r>C_ 

19 5 
- '-

0 
HOGS l'~ 

5 I 
II" 
I / 5 

\ " / 0 

/, 't r 5 L.J 
jJ L_, 

Oil 
5, 

0 

18 

16 

ISO 

13 

12 

10 

9 

7 

6 

-J , I I 

CALVES 

1--.... -
./ 

V. I 

~GS 

4 5 

30 ----- -......:;: 

5 A --/. :':-V 
I 

90 
SttEE~ 

! '\ ~ 
\ 

i • = 
I 

0 

-~ 
--. -::o.or I • I 

75 

60 

30 

15 

SH~EP 

~. V"\! 
"yC" l'-...t' 

" --
I I I I 

PERC [NT 

---J.. '. 

I 

-=--

I I 

~ 
.~ 

\ 
.../ 

1--..... 
1--'-

80 

60 

20 

o 
100 

80 

60 

20 

o 
100 

80 

60 

20 

o 
100 

80 

60 

40 

20 

FIGUII.E IOo-LIvESTOCk RECEIPTS BY STATES SHOWN BOTH AS NUMSEII. 
OF HEAl> AND PEllCENTAGE OF TOTAL AssOCIATION RECEIPTS, 1925-370 

Growth in volume of liveatodr: rettipu: since organization bu beca much IDQIe marked iD 
some States than in othen. Kentucky showed the greatest growth in cattle and sheep 
busineu until the alllOCiation opened a branch agency at Lain@1OQ in 1937. 



MARKETIXG LIVESTOCK IN CINCINNATI 37 

Ohio and Indi&na together have furnished from 85 to 90 percent of 
tl,e hog volume handled by llIe association since organization. Ken
tucky is not a hog-producing State primarily, and her hog volume 
has boon relatively small. From 1925 tlIrough 1929 Ohio consigned 
more hogs to llIe association than Indiana; in 1930 Indi&na assumed 
the leadership, but since 1935 llIe hog volume from Ohio has again 
exc..ooed that of Indiana. 

From 1925 to 1930 sheep and lamb receipts of the association were 
relatively unimportant. The areas of Ohio and Indi&na tributary to 
the Cincinnati market are not heavy sheep-producing districts; and 
in Kentucky, where most of the lambs received at the Cincinnati 
market originate, the association had not been suecessful in develop
ing much Jamb business. In 1931 the volume of Kentucky lambs 
sold by the association, as compared with the receipts of the previous 
year, inc.re&SI'd more than 500 percent. Kentucky lamb volume ·has 
been well maintained since 1931, and the receipts from both Ohio 
and Indiana have increased sinmltaneously. Cincinnati volume of 
Kentucky lambs was cut sharply in 1937 tlIrough the opening of a 
branch sales agency at Lexington. 

Reasons for the shifts in the association's volume between States 
of llIe market area for llIe most part are difficult to identify. There 
has been no marked change in production tlIroughout the area. 
Competition for business is no less keen in one State than in anollIer. 
F.mds expended for field service and educational work have been 
allotted on the same basis for all States. 

For Kentucky, cattle and lamb .. olume show a sharp increase since 
1931 coinddent ",;th the employment of well-known native-born 
Kentuc""y cattle and lamb salesmen to give advice and service to 
produceJ'S in the State in connection with their marketing problems. 
Amendments to the bylaws of the association extending equal repre
S<'ntation to Kentucky on the board of directors also exerted an 
influl'nce in the dire<-tion of increased volume. The same reasoning, 
ho .... e .. er, does not e.~lain the trend in husiness volume shown by 
Ohio and Indiana. Both States have had equal repreS<'ntation on 
the board of dire<-tors since 1925, Furthermore, the association 
.. mploy'" saI.smen from bollI Ohio and In.liana shortly after the 
organization was lonn .... 

Monthly Distribution of Receipts 

Livestock re.:eipts "ary from year to year, but the peaks and valleys 
01 each year's volume are confined within definite seasonal limits and 
rome at approximately the same time each year. Droughts, rainfall, 
and price le .. els may temporarily shift the time nf marketing slightly 
forward or bacI.-ward, but over a period of years these temporary shifts 
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are leveled out. Figure 11 and Appendix, table 29, show the distribu
tion of the association's receipts by months from each State of the 
market area based on 7-year averages. 
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FIGURE H.-DISTRIBUTION OF RECEIPTS BY MONTHS AND BY STATES, 

BASED ON 7-YEAR AVERAGES, 1929-35. 
Livestock receipts from the different States of the market area form a de:6nitc pattern 

from year to year. 

Heaviest marketings of cattle at Cincinnati occur normally in Octo
ber and November. During the late summer and fall months there 
is always a marked expansion in receipts of Kentucky grass cattle. 
In fact, receipts of Kentucky cattle largely account for the October 
and NQvember seasonal peak, since marketings of cattle from Ohio 
and Indiana are not unusually heavy at that season of the year. 
Heaviest receipts of cattle from Ohio and Indiana occur normally in 
April. Lightest cattle receipts from Ohio and Indiana come in 
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August and September. In many respects, cattle receipts from the 
different States of the market synchronize with one another in that 
seasons of heaviest receipts from one State coincide with seasons of 
lightest receipts from other States. The Cincinnati market, there
fore, does not have the problem of seasonal cattle receipts to the same 
extent as many other livestock markets of the country. 

Dairying is followed extensively in much of the trade territory of 
the Cincinnati market. Cows are usually bred to freshen in the 
late winter or early spring. 

The peak movement of calves from Ohio and Indiana comes during 
March and April, whereas the peak from Kentuck-y is not reached 
until May and June. Lightest calf receipts from Ohio and Indiana 
come in August and September, from Kentucky in November and 
December. 

There are two peaks in hog receipts each year at the Cincinnati 
market. One is established during April and May, and the other 
during October, November, and December. On the basis of market
ings, the spring pig crop in the area appears to be somewhat larger 
than the- fall crop. This is generally true for the country as a whole. 
Seasonal low points in hog receipts occur during February and July. 
Hogs show the least variation in receipts from month to month of any 
species of livestock handled at Cincinnati. 

Receipts of sheep and lambs at the Cincinnsti market are highly 
seasonal. In a normal year, more than 70 percent of the annual 
receipts of the association arrives during the 4-month period from 
June through September, and this leaves only 30 percent to be mar
keted during the remaining 8 months of the year. Receipts consist 
principally of spring lambs from Kentucky marketed largely from 
June to September. Very few western lambs are fed in the Cincinnati 
market area, and for the first 4 months of the year sheep receipts at 
Cincinna ti are exceedingly light. 

Total monthly receipts by species for the market and for the as
sociation expressed as percentages of the total head marketed over the 
7-year period from 1929 to 1935 are shown in the Appendix, table 30, and 
figure 12. Figure 12 shows the seasonal distribution and variation in 
receipts between the market and the association. In general, the 
trade territory of the association and of the market are identical, and 
receipts of the association should closely parallel those of the market. 

The slight differences between market and association receipts may 
be explained by the fact that the 8SSOClation does not draw uniformly 
from all parts of the market area; some areas give it strong support, 
others have few members and little business. In general, the peak 
periods for receipts of each species for the market coincides with those 
of the associa tion. 



38 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

are leveled out. Figure 11 and Appendix, table 29, show the distribu
tion of the association's receipts by months from each State of the 
market area based on 7-year averages. 
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FIGURE ll.-DISTRIBUTJON OF RECEIPTS BY MONTHS AND BY STATES, 

BASED ON 7-YEAR AVERAGES, 1929-35. 
Liveatock receipts from the different States of the market area form a definite pattern 

from year to year. 

Heaviest marketings of cattle at Cincionati occur normally in Octo
ber and November. During the late summer and fall months there 
is always a marked expansion in receipts of Kentucky grass cattle. 
In fact, receipts of Kentucky cattle largely account for the October 
and N()vember seasonal peak, since marketings of cattle from Ohio 
and Indiana are not unusually heavy at that season of the year. 
Heaviest receipts of cattle from Ohio and Indiana occur normally in 
April. Lightest cattle receipts from Ohio and Indiana come in 
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August and September. In many respects, cattle receipts from the 
different States of the Jl18.I'ket synchronize with one another in that 
seasons of heaviest receipts from one State coincide with seasons of 
lightest receipts from other States. The Cincinnati market, there
fore, does not have the problem of seasons! cattle receipts to the SSDle 
extent as DlSny other livestock Jl18.I'kets of the country. 

Dairying is followed extensively in much of the trade territory of 
the Cincinnati market. Cows are UBuslly bred to freshen in the 
late winter or early spring. 

The peak movement of cs!ves from Ohio and Indians comes during 
March and April, whereas the peak from Kentucky is not reached 
until May and June. Lightest calf receipts from Ohio and Indiana 
come in August and September, from Kentucky in November and 
December. 

There are two peaks in hog receipts each year at the Cincinnati 
market. One is established during April and May, and the other 
during October, November, and December. On the basis of market
ings, the spring pig crop in the area appears to be somewhat larger 
than the fsll crop. This is generslly true for the country as a whole. 
Seasons! low points in hog receipts occur during February and July. 
Hogs show the least variation in receipts from month to month of any 
species of livestock handled at Cincinnati. 

Receipts of sheep and lambs at the Cincinnati market are highly 
seasons!. In a norms! year, more than 70 percent of the snnns! 
receipts of the association arrives during the 4-month period from 
June through September, and this leaves only 30 percent to be Jl18.I'
keted during the remaining 8 months of the year. Receipts consist 
princips!ly of spring lambs from Kentucky marketed largely from 
June to September. Very few western lambs are fed in the Cincinnati 
market area, and for the first 4 months of the year sheep receipts at 
Cincinnati are exceedingly light. 

Tots! monthly receipts by species for the market and for the as
sociation expressed as percentages of the tots! head marketed over the 
7-year period from 1929 to 1935 are shown in the Appendix, table 30,and 
figure 12. Figure 12 shows the seasons! distribution and uriation in 
receipts between the market and the association. In genersi, the 
trade territory of the association and of the market are identics!, and 
receipts of the association should closely parsllel those of the market. 

The slight differences between market and association receipts may 
be explained by the fact that the assoClBtion does not draw uniformly 
from sll parts of the market area; some areas give it strong support, 
others have few members and little business. In general, the peak 
periods for rec.eipts of each species for the market coincides with those 
of the association. 
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FIGUR.E l2.-AVERAGE MONTHLY RECEIPTS SHOWN AS PERCENTAGES 

OF AVERAGE ANNUAL RECEIPTS, 1929-35. 

There i, a dose correl&tion between receipts of the market and those of the association. 
Association receipts show a slightly more even distribution among months of the year 
than those of the market. 

If volume were distributed uniformly throughout the year, 8.3 per
cent of the total yearly receipts of all species would be handled each 
month. It may be merely a coincidence but in the cases of cattle, 
calves, and sheep, the receipts of the association, based on 7-year 
averages, shawl' slightly more even distribution from month to month 
than those of the market. In the case of hogs, the seasonal peaks of 
association receipts during the period occurred before those of the 
market and went slightly higher than those for the market. On the 
other hand, the low point in association receipts established in July 
was less than the low point in market receipts. 
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Daily Distribution of Receipts 
Importance attaches to the distribution of re<'eipts between days 

of the week because of the influence exerted on the day-to-day trend 
in prices and on the general tone of the market. While packers' 
slaughter ordinarily is gaged with an eye to prospective receipts, 
together with prospective demand, undue concentration of volume on 
any day may unsettle and glut the market. Table 8 and figure 13 
have been prepared with a view to showing the distribution of receipts 
by species among the d·ays of the week. The percentages are based on 
daily receipts covering a full calendar year. In determining the 
perc.entage of cattle receipts arriving on Monday, for example, the 
cattle receipts of all Mondays throughout the year were totaled and 
this total was then related to the yearly receipts in terms of percentage. 

Receipts for Monday were the largest in the week for cattle and 
for hogs. On the average, 43 percent of each week's cattle receipts, 
which is the greatest concentration of volume for any species on on(\ 
day, arrives on Monday. Tuesday is the largest day lor calves and 
for sheep. In the cnse of calves, this is partially accounted for by 
the fact that many truckmen use Tuesday as a pick-up day for single 
head and small lots of livestock. Saturday's volume is insignificant 
for all spedes as it averages about 5 percent of the week's total. Dis
tribution during the remaining week days for each species is fairly 
even. 

For the most part, the day of the week to market livestock, barring 
storms and blocked highways, is entirely up to the producer and his 
preference, judgment, or convenience. Some producers prefer Mon
day. Others select some other day. There is no conclusive evidence 

TABLE S.-PROPORTION OF RECEIPTS ARRIVING EACH DAY OF THE 

~NEEK AT THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION~ 
CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1931 

Peroentap of totalreoMpts tor the year 
Daysofweet ------------

Cattle Cal.., H.., Sh ... -, -- -., "" .... 
~ondays-------- __ ----------- 43 17 23 16 1rueodays _______________ . _____ 13 28 20 27 
VVedn .. days .... ____ . __ . ______ . 13 19 15 17 
Thursdays. ___________________ 12 16 16 17 
Fridays ..... _ .. ____ .. ________ . 14 17 19 19 Saturdays _____________________ 

S 3 7 4 

Total... ________________ 100 100 100 100 

Bourc.: RecardI Dllbe Produc...ra C'ooperaUvtI c.nmt.ioD AsbItauoa. ClltciDDali. Ohio. Tbe y...-
1811 wu ~ becaWle ",,*pl:s In that)'Wl' ... Dot. atrtoced b'S drouIb' QI' b7 m. Apic:uRuraI. AdJUSI. 
mID' prGI1'UQ. 
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FIGURE H.-DAILY DISTRIBUTION OF RECEIPTS AT CINCINNATI BASED 

ON l-YEAR AVERAGES. 

Receipts of all species ue distributed unevenly among the days of the week.. The greatest 
concentration of volume usuallyoc:curs on the first 2 days of each week.. Saturday is always 
the smallest market day. 

to show that one day is consistently better marketwise tiJan another.' 
Undue concentration of volume on any day, however, should be dis
couraged from the standpoint of the producer, because when daily 
receipts are too large to be readily absorbed by the trade, they con
tribute to glutted, demoralized markets and emphasize short-term, 
day-to-day, price fluctuations. When prices break as a result of 
bunching shipments, several days of moderate receipts may be 
required before prices recover their former levels. 

From the standpoint of Mministration and ope .... tion of a livestock 
sales agency, undue concentration of volume on any day creates a 
problem of utilization of labor. Most employees are hired by the year 
and paid by the month irrespective of the volume of business. When 
a large part of the total weekly volume is handled on 1 or 2 days of 
the week, the association of neeessity is foreed to empioy more labor 
to handle the peak loads than would be needed if the volume were 
equally distributed. Thus concentration of cattle volume on Mon-

'R. Y. B. C2UlfGItfJ or ~T BOO R-=ans ~ I'ItltSL Armoor"a Ltvestoak Bureau. Moo.thlJ 
lAt. 10 ADImal BusbaocbD-. XIV-&. U pp., illus. 1-. 



MARKETING LIVESTOCK IN CINCINNATI 43 

days may partially account for the relatively higher operating costs 
in the cattle department. 

Aside from the efforts of the association, producers have received 
little encouragement to distribute their marketings between days of 
the week or seasons of the year with the thought of equalizing receipts. 
Stockyard companies in the past have frequently advertised that they 
will take care of all livestock that comes, that there is room for all. 
Commission men have advised farmers to get their livestock to market 
on a certain day. As a result, livestock is sometimes bunched dis
astrously. The association frequently warns its patrons of market 
gluts and lower markets in an effort to protect their interests. Yet for 
the Cincinnati market as a whole, it was noted that more than 64 
percent of the week's supply of cattle arrived on some Mondays. .As 
high as 40 percent of the calves, 33 percent of the hogs, and 47 percent 
of the week's supply of sheep and lambs have arrived on other single 
days of the week. 

It must be remembered, however, that from the standpoint of the 
packer, daily receipts are a significant measure of the selling pressure 
which producers are exerting on the market on any particular day. 
Under ordinary conditions packers aim to gear the urgency of their 
demand to prospective receipts. When receipts are heavy, buyers 
usually are less active bidders than when receipts are light. Througb 
education the association has an opportunity to further discourage 
undue concentration of volume on any day of the week. 

Operating Statistics 

T HE Producers Cooperative Commission Association derives all its 
income, with the exception of interest and profits on investments, 

from commissions charged for the sale 10 of livestock. The association 
has never felt the necessity of a retain 11 for capital purposes because 
operations have been profitable from the beginning and the association 
has strengthened its financial position from earnings year after year . 
.As the association has improved its financial position through the 
establishment of reserves, the proportion of income derived from com
missions has tended to decline and the proportion derived from other 
income, to increase. From its total income the association pays all 
expenses of operation. Amounts remaining after payment of operat
ing expenses constitute the savings of the association. Savings are 

'1 Commission on orders: for feeders and UVt!8tock purohued. tor slaughter purpoau are cndit.ed t.o the 
Farmers Lh-eslock Feedfl' &: Order Co., • subsidiary orpNqUOD. 

II While thecharprs rnr_llinI Uvestoclr. at tbeterminal markets uesub)ect. toregu1aUon under the Pactws 
and Stockyvdl! Act, It is believed lIle members of. oooperaUve a:ssocIaUou of producers may acree to tIui 
deduction of. dllftnlte retain fur capital purpoaesU they choose. 

a7821--39-----4 
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available for the declaration of patronage dividends or the establish
ment of reserves at the discretion of the board of directors. Reserves 
are invested principally in bonds, livestock loans, and other interest
bearing obligations. It is the return from these investments which 
makes up the major portion of other income. The association has 
been fortunate in its investment policy. 

Commissions, Costs, and Savings 

Relation. to Sales 17 alue 

CommisSions for the purchase and sale of livestock are levied 
generally on a per head or a per car basis at uniform rates by all 
agencies operating at the same terminal market." Ord:ina.rily com
mission charges are not influenced by the value of livestock sold. 
In other words, in the expression of the trade, "Commissions are 
always steooy" irrespective of changes in livestock values. Thus the 
percentages of sales value absorbed by the commissions of all agencies 
at the market tend to fluctuate inversely with the price level of the 
livestock sold. 

Over the 13-year period from 1925 through 1937, the Producers' 
commissions on livestock totaled $1,750,663, or 2.04 percent of the 
total !'&les value of $85,617,462 (table 9). In percentages of sales 
value, commissions ranged from a low of 1.34 percent in 1925 and 1926, 
years of high-average livestock prices, to a high of 3.51 in 1932, a 
year of low-average livestock prices. 

Operating expenses apparently are not directly related to livestock 
prices, yet they tend to show in percentages of sales value the same 
inverse relationship as commissions. This may be explained by the 
fact that operating expenses, lik€ commissions, Bre more or less con
stant from year to year. Operating. expenses, of course, increase 
somewhat with volume, but not so fast proportionately as volume. 

Operating expenses for the 13-year period totaled $1,125,921, or 
1.32 percent of gross sales. In other words, an average of 1.32 cents 
of each sales dollar was spent to operate the association. A low of 
0.87 cent per dollar of sales was reached in 1925 and 1926 and a high 
of 2.30 cents in 1932. The percentage of income necessary to cover 
expenses of operation has varied from a low of 53.4 percent in 1933 
to a high of 69.1 percent in 1937. This is an extreme fluctuation of 
14.7 percent. 

Since percentages of sales value absorbed by commissions and oper
ating expenses move in the opposite direction to livestock prices, 
savings of the association when related to sales value show the same 

.. Co1lllD:t.lonl at twmtoaJ Unstoct markets lib Cindn.nati ue subjed 10 recuJat;io.a oda' tile Paebn 
and Blmtywds Ad of 1ft(. but ..... ue ItOC required to be I1Ilib"m. 
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TABLE 9.-COMMlSSIONS, EXPENSES, SAVINGS, DIVIDENDS, AND RE
SERVES, AS RELATED TO THE VALUE OF LIVESTOCK SOLD BY THE 

PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI. 

OHIO, 1925-38 

Savin .. ProportiOD of total sales value 

0 ..... <-
Savings 

Total Commls· OI>-
y- a1", sIo .. ' 

loge);- Patron Com .... t· ....... Total ...div Re- mi>- In. Pat· 
idends ..,." sIo ... ex' ron· Re-.. n· Total ~. ... """" do;;;" 

--1---
p.,. Pu· p.,. Pn· --DoJU" DoJU<O DoJU<O - DoUG .. DoUG" ..., .... "'" "'" "'" 1026. ___ •••• _."._ .,165,01 ...... 36, 113 ." ... '0.082 ',818 1.34 0.87 0.' U. no • 

1926._ •• __ • ____ ._ 
~""1IIl2 81.873 53 .... 2O .... 14,744 . ~ "" 1.34 .87 ... .21 .24 

1927 __ " •• ___ ". __ . ~ ....... 0'1 .... ... "" ....... li,e 19.084 LS3 1.00 ... .2! .3' 11'211,.. ___________ 7.839.846 1211.746 '75. f4.4 ,,:.., 32,437 21 .... 
~: 

... .73 .41 .32 
192D. _ •• _________ !l. 3.'il, 3(IQ l3Ii, 807 "'823 ...... ... 9S2 1& 117 .... .62 .41 .22 
IQ30. __________ ._ II. 992,042: 128, 12:1 ...... 41,717 32,"" .. ..., 1.83 1.30 II .. ... 
UI3I. ". ______ • ___ 5..401,953 143,740 -91,..s 57 .... ""39 :10,887 2. .. I." I." .... .30 
11131. __ •• " _______ 4,361,982 11li3,4s..'i 100.457 57.7Il! ~ .. 11.752 3.51 2.30 1.3 .... .71 1933 ____________ . 

.\ 376, 198 '112. "" .... 3IJO ...... ... ,.. ...... 3. .. I." '.58 1.13 . .. 
1934 __________ •.• 5.848, n9 182. 812 no, 111M 77. :II! 60,1137 16,. 211 a 13 1.00 '.32 1.04 ... 
1933. ________ : ... 7. 7S1, 569 un,725 101.741 62.1182 ... "'. 12.107 .... 1.31 ••• . .. • •• 11138 ________ •. _ .• 8.92'1.228 184.746 .... T.I9 62.112 M.916 7,196 1.85 1.23 .ro ... ... IIJS7 ___________ . 

8,337.097 '143, 123 un. 1011 ....... 
35, "" 

_.SOl '.72 1.22 ... .43 .12 
1838_ ___________ 

7,622.178 ''''300 101,149 43.023 ...... '107 L'" 1.34 ... . .. .11 
--- -------- - --

Total or 8"er-
age ________ .. IJ8. 188. 8lI8 1.885. D88 1.22'1,070 72"'11 511\ 756 .... & ... ~ .. '.32 .78 .M .22 

I Other lnoome oot Ino1udod. in oommisslooa oolleoted_ 
I (".ommiaion rates wtIft' mduood June I. UJ32, a.nd Nov. I, 1937. 
S Educational rutpendltums made from ft!I8I'Ye5 siDCl!laB not included. 

SoU1'U>: R ... aord, of Produorn Cooprratl~ Commbsion _Usociation. Cincinnati. Ohio. Business or the 
Ua)'ton and Lt-xln«ton branchft!; was not lndude<l. 

trend. In other words, savings, as shown by the percentages of sales 
value, have been more significant in times ofJow prices than in times of 
high prices. Total savings for the 14 years reached $726,411 on Decem
ber31, 1938, and averaged 0.8percentoftbevalue of the livestock sold. 

As volume has grown, the percentage of income absorbed by the 
expenses of operation has tended to decline, and the percentage of 
savin!(S has tended to increase. This indicates a nonnal, healthy rela
tionship. There were exceptions to this rule in 1929 and again in 
1932, prohably in the latter case because a reduction in commission 
rates went into effect on June I, 1932. In 1936 volume increased 479 
decks, but expenses as a perrentage of income rose 2.0 perrent over 
the prior year. The smallest pere.,ntage of income taken by expenses 
was in 1933 when the association handled its largest volume (fig. 14. 
table 10). It should be pointed out that the pereentage of income 
allocated to expeuses has been steadily increasing sine., 1933, and the 
perrentagt' of savings available for di-ridends has been declining during 
the same period. 
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In explanation of the high percentage of income absorbed by ex
penses in 1937, two facts are important; namely, the opening of the 

FIGURE H.-EXPENSES AND SAVINGS AS RELATED TO VOLUME. 

In gener:a1 the percentage of income taken by operating expenses tends to decline a8 

volume increases. 

TABLE lO.-RELATION OF VOLUME TO EXPENSES AND SAVINGS, AND 

TO REFUNDS AND RESERVES, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE CoMMISSION 
ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-38 

Peroenta~ of income used Percantage or savinga WJed 
Volume of lor- r0.-y.., 
..... p .. 

Ezpenses Sav ..... Re!unds Roserves 

Dub P ........ Peru'" P<n<" P" .... 1925 _______________ 2,381 64.5 35.5 50. 7 49.3 1926 _______________ 3,325 64. 5 35. 5 50.3 49.7 1927 _______________ 3,977 62.8 37.2 47.8 52. 2 1928 _______________ 5,253 56.9 43. I 56. 7 43.3 1929 _____________ ._ 5,285 62.2 37.8 65.2 34. 8 1930 _______________ 4,951 68. 5 31. 5 76. 8 23.2 1931 _______________ 5,524 61. 6 38.4 63.4 36.6 
1932 _______________ 6, 449 63.5 36.5 79. 7 20.3 1933 _______________ S. 393 55. 6 44.4 71.5 28. 5 1934 _______________ S. 022 59. 0 41. 0 78. 9 21. I 1935 _______________ 6,265 61. 9 38. I 80.7 19.3 1936 _______________ 6, 744 63. 9 36.1 88.4 11.6 
1937 _______________ 5,919 69. I 30.9 78. 3 21. 7 1938 _______________ 6,110 70.6 29.4 80.5 19.5 

Source: Reeords of Producen Cooperative Commission Association. Cinc1nnati. Ohio. Busi.D.ess of 
Da7&oQ and Le.UngtoD branches was DOt. IDcluded.. 
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branch agency at Lexington and the reduction in commission rates 
in November 1937. Since the extent of the effect of the branch open
ings could not be accurately foretold in advance, it was difficult to 
adjust expenses immediately to the reduced volume. 

In 13 years the association showed total savings of $684,388 (table 
11), or slightly less than 38 cents per dollar of income. According to 
carefully kept association records showing the share of each individual 
member or patron, .avings on member business totaled $545,760; and 
those on nonmember business, $138,628. Thus, of the toto.! savings, 
80 percent had been derived from members and 20 percent from 
nonmembers. 

For a full understanding of the trends in costs and savings from 
year to year, the fact that certain expenditures formerly charged to 
current operating expenses have been paid each year since 1928 from 
nonmembers' share of patronage dividends must be taken into 
consideration. 

TABLE It.-ALLOCATION OF NET SAVINGS BETWEEN MEMBERS AND 
NONMEMBERS, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, 

CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

Amount allocated to-y,., Total net savlngs 
Mom_ Nonmembers 

DoUars DoUar, DoUa" 
1925 __ - -- - - - - - - - - - - - __ - - __ - - - - - - __ 19.898 17,102 2,796 
1926 _________________ . ___________ 29,342 23, 467 5,875 1927. ________________ . ____________ 

36, 589 28,470 8,119 1928 __________________ . ________ . __ 
57,245 43,559 13,686 1929 ______________________________ 
52,069 38,589 13,480 

1930 ___________________ . __________ 41,717 32,322 9,395 
1931 _____________________ . ________ 57,026 46,587 10,439 
1932 ______________________________ 57, 788 47,800 9,988 
1933_. __________ . ________ . ___ . ____ 85, 039 74,695 10,344 1934 _________ . ____________________ 

77, 208 62,234 14,974 1935 _________ . _______________ . ____ 62, 682 48,188 14,494 1936 __ . __ . ___ . __ . _________________ 62,112 48, 426 13,686 1937 ______________________________ 
45,673 34,321 11,352 

To~ _______________________ 
684, 388 545, 760 138,628 

Bouroe: Reoordsortho ProdU06I'I Cooporatlvo Comrulsston As8oo1aUoo, OlD.DiD.nati. Oblo. 

In 1928 the association initiated a policy of paying certain educa
tional expenditures from reserves of prior years rather than from 
current operating income. This policy has been expanded from 
year to year. Had these expenditures been made from current oper
ating income, as was done prior to 1928, rather than from reserves of 
former years, net savings would have been reduced substantially, and 
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costs of operation would have been higher. In 1937 the association 
used $9,556.16 of reserves of prior years for the foregoing purposes. 
To obtain comparable operating statements for eu.ch year, the expenses 
paid from reserves have been treated as current operating expenses 
for the year in which they were made. This procedure tends to 
modify the operating results shown by the association in eu.ch year 
since 1928, but from the standpoint of comparative results from year 
to year the figures are more comparable. 

Costs by Spuies 

Commissions, costs, and net savings derived from eu.ch species of 
livestock handled·have been analyzed in order to compare costs and 
operating results. In making such an analysis the association was 
considered as a whole and the figures were developed ouly for the 
purpose of appraising relative costs rather than determining whether 
or not the association should continue to operate a particular division 
of its business. If such a determination were desirable it should be 
made on an extra-cost basis, since eu.ch division of the business is 
related and the dropping of any department would affect all others. 
Commissions and salesmen's and yardmen's salaries were allocated 
directly to the cattle, the calf, the hog, and the sheep divisions, while 
all other items of income, office salaries, administrative expenses, and 
expenses paid from reserves, which could not be allocated directly, 
were prorated among the various divisions. 

Proration was made on a percentage basis using total commission 
income as 100 percent. In 1937, for example, since commissions 
from cattle equaled 18 percent of the association's total commission 
income from all species, this percentage was used in determining the 
amount of other income, office salaries, administrative expenses, and 
expenses paid from reserves applicable to the cattle department. 
Amounts applicable to the hog, the sheep, and the calf departments 
were determined in a similar manner." 

The results of the analysis show highest operating costs in the 
cattle and the sheep departments (fig. 15, Appendix, tables 31 and 32). 
Salaries are the most important item of expense. On the average, 
they absorbed 39.9 percent of commission income. Salaries in the 
cattle and the sheep departments absorbed relatively more of each 
dollar income than those in the hog and the calf departments. 

liOn the- basb 01 proration of expenses by departments. diJlerenoos in oparatiag costs by species iD any 
year are In reality only a. measureo' dlft'erenees in labor costs as refleded by salesmen's and yardmen's sata· 
fl.. It Is felt, however, that the results furnish a cl.oee approximation of operating costs and .viogs In earb 
department. It Is a.umed that ODDlDlIssiOD rates levied on tho various species 01 livestock bear a c1.a reI.
tiODlhlp to the costa or OpenitiOD for the- various departmeDts ooocerned. Tbese rates priOl' to 1921 W1II'e 

hued on the fudImeDt of trade iDtensts. wblch had nolved from the uperteace 01 maD,. years.. Bmce 
No\-ember 1m, • new achedule 01 commissIOD rates tltIIJOtiated. by \be ~attOD 10 cooperation witb the
oommfasioD men at tbe CiDo1D11&u market bas been adopted. 
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FIGURE IS.-PROFIT AND Loss PER DoLLAll OF INCOME FOR EACH 
SPECIES OF LIVESTOCI< HANDLED 1925-37. 

s. \'togs from differr:nt species of li\I'CStock ~ uoequal fn:m year to year. Operating 
costs are- bighest in the cattle- and the sheep departments" and k>wcst: in the calf and 
the hog depanmenu. 

Employoos are frequently shifted from one division to another to 
take care of peak loads, but. insofar as possible these shifts in personnel 
alUong diffe .... nt. dh-isions have been taken into consideration. 

Net. savings showed a wide variation not only by years, but also by 
species. Savings in the calf and the hog departments have been more 
ronsistent. from year to year. 

After the payment of patronage dividends and the setting up of 
reserves in acrordance with the action of the board of directors, the 
"atlle and the sheep divisions have shown deficits every year since 
1925. The S81Ue is true of the calf, department with the exception 
of 1925 and 1930 when small surpluses were shown. The hog depart,
ment, on the contrary, bas shown earnings over and above its pa
tronagt' dh·idend and its reserve requiremt'nts every year through 
193i. In fact, th ...... parnings hue been lBl'g1! t'11Ough to mo .... than 
off ... t tht' dt'ficits in other departmpnts. When e.'q>8DS6S paid from 
....... n-es of p~or years are "barged to current operations, defidts 
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in the cattle, the cali, and the sheep divisions are increased, and 
earnings of the hog department are reduced by the amount of the 
expenditures made. 

Cost P" Head 

There are a number of ways of detennining costs in the livestock 
rommission business. Formerly costs were computed on a carload or 
deck basis; but since the advent of livestock trucking, cost figures 
on a head basis have largely superseded cost figures on a carlot basis. 

Costs per head, as used in this bulletin, are based on yearly averages. 
In order to arrive at the average commission per head by species, from 
which it is necessary to start in deriving the average cost per head, 
commission income from each species was divided by the number of 
c.attle, calves, hogs, and sheep handled. Salaries of salesmen and 
yardmen were segregated by departments, divided-by the number of 
h .. ad handled to determine the average sales and yard cost per head, 
and charged direet to the department concerned (fig. 16 and Appendi.~, 
tahles 33 and 34). Office salaries and administrative expenses were 
proratro among departments aC<lOrding to the ratio of total com
mission income from each species to total ye.a.rly commission income 
from all species. The resulting fi"aures were divided by the number of 
h .. ad of .. .a.eh species handled t~ ascertain the average cost per head for 
office salaries and administrative expenses. The sum of the average 
salesman's and yardman's salaries, together with office salaries and 
administrative expenses per head, deducted from the average commis
sion inrome per head gives the average per head savings from commis
sion income by species. 

Commission income per head declined slightly for all species except 
hogs from 1925 to 1937 (fig. 16). During this period there were two 
changes in rommission rates on the Cincinnati market, a reduction of 
approximately 17 percent effective June 1, 1932, and an additional 
cut of 10 percent in November 1937. The effect of these reductions 
in commission rates is apparent in the average income per head for 
each species for 1932 and for 1937, but not fully apparent in each 
case until the following year. Most of the reductions in commission 
rates were made in the charges on carlot or large-eonsignment business. 
Rates on small consignments, made up mostly of truck business, were 
left at approximately their former levels. The great increase in truck 
volume thus has tended to keep the average commission income per 
head fairly constant from year to year. From 1925 to 1937 operating 
results ranged from a loss of 1.3 cents per head to a gain of 17.6 cents 
per head in the cattle department, and in the sheep and lamb depart
ment from a loss of 2.8 cents per head to a gain of 5.6 cents. Savings on 
calves ranged from 12.3 to 21.8 cents per head during the period, and 
savings on hogs from 12.3 to 16.7 cents. 

Under normal conditions in the livest~ commission business. 
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F,GURE 16,-INCOME FROM COMMISSIONS, OPERATING EXPENSES, AND 

SAVINGS PER HEAD (EXCLUSIVE OF OTHER INCOME AND EXPENSES 

PAID FROM RESERVES) FOR PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION 

ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37, 

Moat of the association's savings per head are realized from calves and hogs. Cattle and 
sheep contribute little toward savings. Salaries and labor costs are relatively higher in 
the cattle and the sheep departments than in the calf and the hog departments. 

there is a close correlation between the volume and the savings shown 
by the ca~tle, the calf, the hog, and the sheep departments. Operating 
charges, however, are of necessity somewhat inelastic, as an associa
tion must be manned to meet peak-load requirements at all times 
with little adjustment for seasonal and day-to-day variations in 
volume. After operating expenses have been covered, savings accu
mulate rapidly, because Ordinarily most increases in volume entail 
but little increase in personnel. 

When volume is increased, operating costs per head have shown 
a tendency to decline and savings have increased. When volume has 
declined, costs per head have increased and savings have been reduced. 
At times, income in the cattle and the sheep departments has 
been insufficient to cover operating expenses, and losses have been 
shown. These losses have been offset by gains in the cal1 and the hog 
departments. 
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Costs per Patron 

In order to approximate the average yearly volume per patron, 
individual producers consigning livestock to the association were 
counted, and to this total the estimated number of individuals mak
ing consignments through shipping associations was added. The 
resulting total was used in computing the average commission in
come, expenses, and savings per patron. 

Average commission income per patron thus derived has fluctuated 
irregularly from 1925 to 1937 (table 12). The general trend, how
ever, has been slightly upward during the period, in spite of reductions 
in commission rates in 1932 and in 1937. This would seem to indicate 
a slight increase in the average volume per patron during the period. 
Some variation in average commission per patron from year to year is 
to be expected, since marketings are influenced by weather conditions, 
size of crops, market prospects, and other important factors. 

Sales costs have fluctuated between a low of $2 and a high of $2.67 
per patron. Office costs have shown an irregularly downward trend. 
Administrative expenses, on the other hand, have shown a tendency 
to increase during the period. Total expenses per patron have fluctu
ated from $4.20 in 1925 to $5.68 in 1936." Savings per patron from 
year to year are closely correlated with volume. 

TABLE 12.-AvERAGE INCOME FROM COMMISSIONS, EXPENSES, ANI> 
SAVINGS PER PATRON OF THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION 
ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

Income >;,-
Year 'rom Savings oommll5-

sians Sales om", Adminla- Total 
tratlve 

Dollar. nou.,. nou. .. Doilar .. nou. .. nou.,. 
1925 ________________ 6.50 2. 07 1.07 1. 06 4.20 2. 30 1926 ________________ 

7.85 2. 61 1.06 1.44 5.11 2. 74 
1927 _____________ . __ 

8. 34 2. 1}7 1.03 1.60 5. 30 3. 04 1928 ________________ 
7. 99 2. 07 .91 1. 66 4. 64 3.35 1929 ________________ 
7. 71 2.00 1.10 1. 77 4. 87 2. 84 

1930 ____________ 
- - - 7. 30 2.11 .94 , 2.11 5.16 2. 14 1931 ________________ 

8. 59 2. 26 .90 2.31 5.47 3. 12 
1932 ________________ 

8.31 2.26 .92 2.26 5.44 2. 87 
1933 ________________ 9.18 2. 27 .88 2. 20 5. 35 3.83 
1934 ________________ 

8. 57 2. 10 .94 2. 16 5.20 3. 37 
1935 _______________ • 7. 56 2. 28 .93 1. 86 5.07 2. 49 1936 ________________ 

8.53 2. 58 .94 2. 16 5.68 2.85 
1937 ________________ 

7.73 2.48 .88 2. 15 5. 51 2. 22 

Souroe: Record! ottbe Producers Oooperative Commission Assooi8tloll, ClnciPnati. Ohio. Other Income 
and elpens811 paid from reserves were Dot considered in this tabulation. 

II These Dgures do Dot lnolude expenses paid from reserves. 
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CostS' per Sale 

A somewhat different picture of operating results is shown when 
income, eosts, and savings are computed on a per sale basis as shown in 
table 13. The data are presented as a simple arithmetical average 
h ..... d on the operating results compiled by the association without 
rllj!;ard for the separate departments of the business or the various 
speries of liv~stork handled. 

TABLE 13.-AvERAGE INCOME, EXPENSES, AND SAVINGS PER ACCOUNT 
SALE, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCIN
NATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

E, ....... 
Jnoome 

Y .. , Aooount from com· SavlnltS sales mode mLwons AdIOinLs-Sales om .. trotive Total 

NumbM DoUar~ DoUa.r. Doliar, Dollar. DoUo" Dollar. 
1925 ..•••••• 12,899 4. 33 1. 38 0. 72 O. 70 2. 80 1. 53 
1926 •••••••• 20,675 3.96 1.31 .54 .73 2. 58 1.38 
1927 ........ 23,808 4. 08 1.31 .50 .79 2. 60 1. 48 
1928 ..•. ~ •.. 33,282 3.90 1. 01 .45 .81 2.27 L 63 
1929 ........ 36,910 3.68 .95 .52 .85 2.32 L 36 
1930 ........ 35,833 3. 58 1. 03 .46 1.04 2. 53 1.05 
1931. .••••.. 36,972 3.89 1. 02 .41 1. 05 2. 48 1. 41 
1932 ........ 41,761 3.67 1. 00 .41 1.00 2. 41 1.26 
1933 .••.•••. 52, 772 3.46 .86 .33 .83 2.02 1.44 
1934 ........ 60,045 3.04 .75 .33 .77 1. 85 1. 19 
1935 ••.•.••. 57,978 2.62 .79 .32 .65 1.76 .86 
1936 ••.••••. 61,444 2.68 .81 .29 .68 1.78 .90 
1937 ........ 56,336 2. 54 .81 .29 .71 1. 81 .73 

Souroe: Reoords of Producers Oooporntive CommJasion AlISOCIotion. Cincinnati, Ohio. FISUres do Dot 
Inolude either Inoome I'rom 8OUroes other than com.ml&!1ons or expenses paid !'rom reserves. 

Commission income per account sale has shown an interrupted but 
distinrtly downward trend from $4.33 in 1925 to $2.54 in 1937. The 
fnet that a new low record for commission income per sale was estab
lished last year would seem to indicate that the bottom for average 
rommi,,<uon inrome per arcount sale is yet to be reached and that the 
average in('ome per sale and the average size of consignments may be 
even smaller in future years tho.n they were in 1937. It should be 
pointsd out again, however, that the droughts of 1934 and 1936, 
coupled with the redurtion program of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Administration, are partially responsible for the drops during the last 
2 years. 

The trend in sales costs per sale has been unmistakably downward. 
Although expenditures for salesmen's o.nd yardmen's salaries for all 
departments show an upward trend from 1925 to 1937. average sales
men's and yardmen's costs per sale declined from $1.38 in 1925 to 
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$0.75 in 1934. Since 1934 they have shown a tendency to increase 
slightly, broken only in 1937 when the association spent $5,000 less 
for salesmen's and yardmen's salaries than in 1936 because part of 
its personnel at Cincinnati was transferred to branch operations at 
other points. 

Office costs per account sale exhibit the same downward trend as 
sales costs. 

Administration expenses per account sale in general reversed the 
trend shown by commission income, sales cost, and office cost until 
1931. Since then they have conformed to the trends set by the other 
items of expense. The decrease in costs since 1931 has been materially 
influenced by the fiscal policies of the association authorizing payment 
of expense items formerly classified as administrative expenses from 
the educational reserves of the association. This policy has resulted 
in reducing the number and amount of items charged to administrative 
expense and is largely responsible for the decline in average adminis· 
trative expense per account sale. 

As might be expected from the foregoing, the total expense per 
account sale shows a downward trend from 1925 to 1937. During the 
first 6 years, average costs fluctuated irregularly, but since 1930 the 
trend has been downward. 

On the basis of the figures presented in table 13, it might be con
tended that all account sales which did not show a gross commission 
in excess of $1.81 in 1937 were handled at a loss by the association. 
From the standpoint of average costs based on the volume of business 
for 1937, this conclusion would be correct. However, as pointed out 
in a previous section, the commission business is a business of increas
ing returns (po 51), and until an association's personnel is worked to 
capacity, size of consignments affect total operating costs but little. 
Thus, consignments that showed It commission income of less than 
$1.81 in 1937 did not cover average operating costs, yet the income 
derived from these consignments went a long way toward covering the 
fixed costs of doing business. 

Average savings per account sale in 1937 were less than half those 
of 1925. Average commission income per sale showed a decline of 
slightly less than 42 percent from 1925 to 1937. Expenses per account 
sale declined 35 percent during the same period, and savings per 
account sale showed a decline of 54 percent. The influence of the 
expense items paid from educational reserves during the last 5 years 
should not be overlooked in the interpretation of these figures. 

Allocation of Savings 

Savings avo.iIable for reserves and patronage dividends are calculated 
on the basis of combined income from all species, together with income 
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from investments and alI other sources. minus total expense of salaries 
and administra tion. 

The association has followed a conservative policy in the handling 
of its savings from operations. During the early years, when the 
estahlishment of reserves was essential to the huilding of a strongly 
financed organization. it paid out only ahout 50 percent of its savings 
ond retained the balance as a reserve for working capital. In later 
vears, when the directom became convinced that the organization was 
~d"'lllately financed, a more liberal patronage dividend-policy was 
adopted and less money was set aside as reserves. 

Patro1Ulg~ Dividends 

Patronage dividends are based on savings as re8ected by the 
financial statement of the association at the close of each year. They 
represent a return of a certain percentage of the commiS"ions paid by 
patrons during the year. Payment is restricted by the bylaws of the 
association and by Federal statute Ii to membem only. Members 
receive their patronage dividends in cash, whereas savings on non
member business are cMried on the hooks in such a way as to show 
the amounts attributable to the patronage of each nonmember. 
Thus, when patronage dividends are declared, since the rate is based 
on the combined earnings from both member and nonmember busi
ness, the member profits from nonmember business to the extent, 
but only to the extent, that added volume reduces the cost of operation 
of the association. 

The association has adhered to the general rule that to qualify for 
patronage dividends a patron must be a member during the year in 
which the saving was made. The bylaws do not state specifically 
when a patron must become a member in order to receive patronage 
dividends. Membemhip is not retroactive; the organization set-up 
provides no method by which nonmembers of one year may become 
members in another year and clainI patronage dividends earned on 
their business when they were nonmembers. 

The bylaws do not state whether patronage dividends should be 
based on the combined commiS"ion from all species of livestock han
dled, or should be calculated separately for each species from the 
commissions collected for the species. The distinction would not be 
important if final n>sults were substantially the same. Results, how
ever. are divergent, depending upon which interpretation is applied in 
romputations. 

The association has followed the practice of basing its patronage 
diridends upon combined commiS"ion income from alI species and 
has not attt'mpted to make a separate patronage dividend on each 
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species. From the standpoints of simplicity and practical operation, 
this method has much to commend it. The other method, that of 
varying the rate of dividend by species,may lead to misunderstandings, 
confusion, and complications, since handling costs of no two species 
are identical in anyone year and it is hard to determine accurately 
how much overhead should be charged to each department. Diffi
culties would certainly occur, for example, if the association showed 
savings of 25, percent on cattle, 50 percent on hogs, and nothing on 
sheep, since separate dividend rates would be established for cattle 
and hogs and nothing would be paid on sheep. 

Under the present system of dividend distribution, no inequity 
results if patrons ship all species of livestock. Most patrons, however, 
ship no more than two species. Differences in costs of operation, 
therefore, are not always averaged out. For example, in 1937, before 
deduction of certain current expenses paid from reserves of prior 
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FIGUIlE 18.--Accm4ULATION OF NET EAllNINGS SHOWING PATIlONAGE 

. DIVIDENDS AND RESEIlVES, 1925-37. 

From its organization throu~h 1937. the associafion declared patronage dividends of $485,929 
and placed 5198,4-59 in reserve. Dividendi declared equal 71 percent of all earnings for the 
period. • 

years had been made, the association showed savings of 4.5 cents ill 
the cattle department out of each dollar of income received, 25.6 cents 
in tl,e calf department, 42.1 cents in the hog department, and 20.1 
cents in the sheep department (table 32, fig. 17). It showed average 
savings of 31.9 cents per dollar of commission income from all species 
of livestock combined. The association declared a patronage divi
dend of 25 cents per dollar of commission income from all species and 
set aside the balance of 6.9 cents per dollar of commission income as 
8 reserve. 

When these rates of patronage dividends and reserves are applied 
to the savings shown by each division of the business, deficits of 27.4 
cents in the cattle department, 6.3 cents in the calf department, and 
11.8 cents in the sheep department per dollar of income are created, 
and earnings of 10.2 cents per dollar of income are made in the hog 
department. Deficits on cattle, calves, and sheep were absorbed by 
surplus savings on hogs after the payment of patronage dividends and 
the setting aside of reserves. Hogs furnish approximately 50 percent 
of the assodation's income; and while earnings per dollar of income on 
hogs were much less than the deficits per dollar of income on cattle 
and sheep, they were sufficient, nevertheless, to offset the deficits 
because the association receives more dollar income from hogs than 
from any other source. 
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Out of net savings of $684,388, accumulated from 1925 to 1937, 
the association declared patronage dividends of $485,9/!9 (fig. 18 and 
table 14), that is 71 percent of all savings. The balance was placed 
in reserve. Both members and nonmembers have an equity in the 
patronage dividends delcared and in the amounts placed in reserve. 

TABLE H.-DISTRIBUTION OF PATRONAGE DIVIDENDS TO MEMBERS 
AND NONMEMBERS, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIA
TION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

Yea' 
Total dividends Amount paid to Amount held for 

declared members nonmembers 

Dollar. Dollarl Dollar. 1925 ___________________ . __ ._. __ . __ 10,082 8,666 1,416 1926 ____ .. __________________ . _____ 14, 744 11,792 2,952 1927 .. _________ . __________________ 17,505 13,623 3,SR2 1928 .. __________ .. ________________ 32,437 24, 680 7, 757 1929._. _________ .. ___ . ____________ 33,952 25, 165 8,787 1930 ______________________________ 32.030 24,814 7,216 1931 _________________________ . ____ 36, 139 29.522 6,617 1932 _______ . _____________ . ________ 46,036 38, 746 7,290 
1933 __ . __________________________ . 60,795 53,408 7,387 1934 _________ . __ . ______________ . __ 60,937 49,087 11,850 
1935. _____ . __________ ._. __________ 50, 575 38, 878 11,697 1936 _________ . ____________________ 54,916 42,811 12, 105 
1937_~ ___ . ________________________ 35, 781 26,892 8,889 

Touu _______________________ 
485,929 388,084 97,845 

Souroe: Records ot tho Producers Cooperative Oommisslon Association. Cincinnati, Ohio. 

When patronage dividends are declared, the rate established by 
the board of directors is applied to all accounts, both member and 
nonmember, and the amount of dividend due each patron is com
puted separately. The difference between the savings shown by each 
individual account and the patronage dividend declared by the direc
tors is carried to reserves. 

In 1928, however, the association was granted permission by the 
Packers and Stockyards Administration to pay certain educational 
expenditures from the nonm·embers' share of the patronage dividend. 
From 1928 to 1937 the association disbursed $98,600 for educational 
purposes from earnings on nonmember business. On December 31, 
1937, patronage dividends declared on nonmember business totaled 
$97,845. The association has, therefore, spent all patronage divi
dends declared on nonmember business to date for educational 
purposes. 
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Reserves 

Reserves of the association are noninterest-bearing working capital, 
which is distributed on the books of the association to the credit of 
the members and nonmembers who contributed the business. The 
accumulation of reserves by years is reflected in figure 19 and table 15. 
By December 31, 1937, reserves set aside out of savings since 1925 
totaled $198,459. The ratio <>f member reserves to nonmember 
reserves was approximately 4 to 1. 

At the close of 1934, the tenth year of operation, the reserves bsing 
sufficient to meet any ordinary business needs, the directors declared 
a patronage dividend equal to the 1925 reserve as a further distribu
tion on 1925 business. At the same time, the association added 8 
percent of its 1934 savings to reserves. Thus, while $9,816 repre
senting the 1925 reserve was declared as a further patronage dividend 
on 1925 business, the association added $16,271 to reserves from 1934 
savings, and the net result was an increase in total reserves of $6,455. 
The next year the directors withdrew 1926 reserves amounting to 
$14,598 and added $12,107 to reserves from 1935 savings. While 
the original 1925 and 1926 patronage"dividends to members had been 
18 percent, the return of the reserves of those years brought total 
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TABLE 15.-DISTRIBUTION OF RESERVES TO MEMBERS AND NONMEM

BERS, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCI':'TION, CINCIN

NATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

y"" Tbtal reserves AmountbeJd Amount beld 
tor members tor nonmembers 

DoIlG" DoU." Do/W, 1925 ______________________________ 
9,816 8,437 1. 379 

1926 ______________________________ 14,598 11,675 2,923 1927 __ .. __________________________ 19,084 14, 848 4,236 
1928 _____ . ___ . ___________ . ___ ._._. 24,808 18, 879 5,929 
1929._ .... _______ ._. ______________ 18,117 13,425 4, 692 
1930 __ .. _. ______ . ____ ._._._._._. __ 9,687 7,507 2, 180 
1931_ ... _._. ___________ ... ________ 20,887 17,065 3,822 
1932_ .... __ . _____ . ____ .. __________ 11,752 9,053 2,699 
1933 ...... _._. ______ . __________ . __ 24,244 :,11,286 2,958 
1934._._ .. _. _________ ._. _________ . 16, 271 13, 147 3, 124 
1935 __ .... __ ._. _____ . _____________ 12, 107 9,310 2, 797 1936 __ .. _. ___________ . ____________ 7,196 5,615 1,581 1937 __ .. __________________________ 9, 892 7,429 2, 463 

ToUJ _______________________ 
198, 459 157,676 I 40,783 

Source: Reenrds or the Producers Cooperath-e Commission Association, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

patronage dividends for 1925 and 1926 up to 35.5 percent and 35.8 
percent re~pectively. Total reserves held by the association on 
Der.ember 31, 1937, amOlmted to $174,045. 

In distributing the 1925 and 1926 reserves to members, the associa
tion made a sincere effort to have the money reach the member who 
had Mntributed the busin~ss. During 10 years, however, many 
changes had taken place. Some members had died. Others had 
moved away. Shipping associations that w~re flourishing in 1925 
and 1926 were mostly dormant or dissolved. Under these circum
stances, where shipments had been received from a .hipping associa
tion, now inactive, the agency adopted the policy of paying ea('h 
individual shipper his "hare of the dividend.. In the case of any 
member who had died in the 10-year interval, th~ ftssoc.iation en
deavored to return the payment to the family of the dec<,ased member. 
By adopting a liberal policy with respect to the distribution, the asso
ciation has been su('.rB8sful in returning more tban 90 percent of the 
member reserves. The other 10 percent, due members who could 
not he located, was held by the association. Nonmember reserves 
amounted to $4,302 and were likewise held by the ass()('iation. 
These undistributed portions of the reserves became available for 
educational purposes. 

The Producers Cooperative Commission Association has no shares 
of stock outstanding and no certificates of indebtedness aside from 
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those issued to finance the Dayton and the Lexington branches. The 
association's reserves have been established entirely out of savings 
and are in the form of book credits to members and nonmembers eJike. 
The records reflect year by year each patron's share in the association's 
reserve. 

Field Service and Education 

I N approaching the problem of field service and education, two main 
questions should be considered: (1) What are the requirements of 

an adequate field-service and educational program; and (2) does the 
program employed by the association meet these requirements? 

Once the objectives of a field-service program are outlined and agreed 
upon, it should not be dffiicult to determine whether the policies being 
followed conform to the standards laid down. With a definite list of 
qualifications, an association should be able to mark its own score card 
with respect to the adequacy of its program. 

Objectives 

In general, a cooperative field-service and educational program must 
meet three requirements. It should (1) reach the entire membership 
either directly or indirectly, (2) build permanent local support for the 
association, and (3) ilevelop a thorougbly informed membership. 

In its efforts to meet the first requirement, it may be necessary for 
the association to develop a program designed to promote an interest 
in cooperation in general and to offset the particular difficulties that a 
livestock cooperative has in reaching all its members. Farmers in this 
country have a wide choice of markets. They have not accepted 
cooperative marketing as the only way to sell livestock. Associations 
must, therefore, make frequent contacts with members if they are to 
hold their business and continue to grow. Consequently, the educa
tionaland field ..... rvice work must continue to reach the entire member
ship. 

Faced with this situation, the Producers association recognized 
the importance of membership contacts from the standpoint of growth 
and stability of the cooperative livestock movement, and spent 
inC'reasmg amounts of time, effort, and money for extending its mem
bership contacts. 

The problem of reaching approximately 20,000 widely scattered 
membe.rs and patrons with an effective field ..... rvice program is not an 
t'asy one, especially since at best contacts with the actual producers are 
generally infrequent and often difficult. As a rule, they are restricted 
to the three or four times a year at which livestock is marketed. 
Even if each producer came to market with his livestock every time 
he had any for sale, such contacts would be inadequate. Many 
producers, however, now ship by commercial truck, and lIS a result 
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the 8SSOCl8bon has the opportunity of meeting only the trucker. 
While this unquestionably is a valuable contact, cooperative ~ 
tions cannot accept it as a substitute for meeting the producer bimself. 

The second requirement, that of building pennanent local support 
for the association, has necessitated vigorous action. It wonld seem 
that continued expenditure of funds for field service and education 
year after year should eventually result in a steady volume of business 
at a diminishing cost if the work bas been well done. Rapidly shifting 
conditions in livestock marketing during the last 10 years, however, 
have exerted an undermining tendency on whate¥er form of pennanent 
local support the association has built. 

For example, the local shipping associations, which in 1925 supplied 
from 36 to 49 percent of the business of the ~cinnati Producers, are 
now mostly inactive. The extension of good roads and the growth of 
livestock trucking have resulted in the rise of the truck buyer, who 
cruises from farm to farm buying livestock and hauling it direct to 
market. There has been a large increase in direct-to-packer market
ing during the last 10 years. Local livestock markets in nearly e ... ery 
section are now bidding for business that formerly came to the Cin
cinnati market. WIthin the last 3 or 4 years there has been a marked 
expansion in livestock auctions. 

In order to build up permanent local support QIlder these conditions, 
the association has been finding it necessary to take a vigorous lead 
in organizing local groups to gradually take over a larger part of the 
field-service and educational work in each community. The ~ 
ciation has so far been able to shift but little responsibility to local 
groups." 

Formerly, when the shipping associations functioned and local 
managers paid either on a salary or on a commission basis were fighting 
for business, volume came more easily and at a smaller cost. R~ 
sponsibility for getting business was centered at home, and the ship
ping association formed a convenient contact between the individual 
shipper and his sales agency at Cincinnati. When the shipping ass0-

ciations disappeared, other means of maintaining and of stimulating 
interest in cooperative li ... estock marketing became nec e ry. 

County livestock-marketing committees were tried. The work of 
the committee was largely advisory in nature. In contrast with the 
shipping association, livestock-marketing committees do not actively 
eugage in marketing and have no paid employees. Competitors 
watched the development of livestock-marketing committees with 
interest. Committeemen were frequently approached by competitors 
for the purpose of inducing them to abandon the committee idea and 
to consign their own livestock outside the association. Even under 

.. RaJ*'. L. B. ac:uaorG .&a'IIID'~ .. aa&UaG6. c~ M '. Jaam.I D at: ..... 
W ...... _D.C. 
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ideal conditions the committee plan is difficult to administer effec
tively, because frequently it lacks definiteness and involves sacrifice 
in time without compensation; but with artificial handicaps it becomes 
an impossibility in some communities. There are a few outstanding 
livestock-marketing committees in the Cincinnati territory, but as a 
rule the committees have not assumed the responsibility for getting 
business that was originally expected of them. 

The third requirement, an informed membership, has long been 
recognized as the strongest bulwark against sabotage and misinfor
mation that any cooperative association can have. The association 
should not side-step ite responsibility. An informed member appre
ciate.! the services of the association and is not apt to fall a victim of 
the propaganda of competitors. A well-rounded field-service program 
gives the producer an understanding of the value of grade and quality 
of his product. He sees production and marketing linked together. 
He realizes the need of research and its importance in planning 
future marketing. He realizes the interlocking relationships be
tween his cooperative and other cooperative associations, and grad
ually he comes to regard livestock marketing as a national problem 
rather than a purely 10c.a1 one. 

Nevertheless, among cooperatives there seems to be a difference of 
opinion regarding the giving of information. Some organizations 
mpply information generously, while others give practically none. 
A member seeking specific information of an educational character 
.hould look to the assol'ia tion for it. On the other hand, all general 
information regarding the affairs of the association should be taken 
to the member; otherwise, he will not receive it. Experience shows 
that the membpr will not write for it, and few members will ask for 
such information. 

On the whole, the association has made marked progress in this 
direction, but the survey made in connection with this study indi
cates that there is still much to be done. Most farmers of the area 
know that the Producers Cooperative Commission Association 
operates at the Cincinnati market, and they know that the associa
tion refunds a part of the commission charges to members each year 
as a patronage dh-idend. Of .. list of patrons and former patrons, 
however, only about 65 percent had 1\ clear idea of how membership 
in the association was ohtained. Approxinlately 80 percent of the 
pat.rons and former patrons interviewed could not name the director 
from their district. Less than 25 percent of them had ever visited 
the offices of the association. More than 90 percent stated that no 
one from the association had ever visited or called on them at their 
farms. Eighty percent had never attended an annual meeting. 
Sixty percpnt stated that as far as they knew no livestock meetings 
had been held in their county or territory. These figures are some-
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what startling in view of all the field-service and educational work 
the association has done, and they emphasize the seriousness of the 
membership problem. 

Expenditures 

Many questions are involved in evaluation of field-service and 
education.u policies. Has the field-service and education.u program 
been conducted economically and efficiently with full value received 
for every dollar expended? How much has been spent for these 
purposes? How much can the association afford to spend? What 
forms of field service have shown the best results? Has the field
service and educational program built a permanent membership? 

While the results of field-service and educational policies are dif
ficult, if not impossible, to measure exactly, an attempt has been 
made to gather information that may be enlightening to the member
ship and helpful to the board of directors in formulating the associa
tion's future field-service and educational policies. 

From 1925 to 1936 the amounts expended by the association for 
field service and education increased rather steadily from $2,942 to 
$37,126 (table 16, fig. 20). These figures are taken from the annual 
loss and gain statements of the association and include, in addition, 
field-service and educational expenditures made from reserves of prior 
years -and not charged to current operating expensee. 

TABLE 16.-DECKS OF LIVESTOCK HANDLED AND AVERAGE EXPENSE 

PER DECK. FOR FIELD SERVICE, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE Co~nns

SION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

1925 ___________________ . _________ _ 
1926 _________________ . ___________ _ 
1927 _______ . _____ . _______________ _ 
1928 ________________________ . __ _ 
1929 __________________________ -__ . _ 
1930 __________ .. _________________ _ 
1931 _____________ . _____ . _________ _ 
1932 ______ . _________ . ____________ _ 
1933 ________ . ____________________ _ 
1934 _____________________________ _ 
1935 _____________________________ _ 
1936 _________ . ___________________ _ 
1937 _________ . ___________________ _ 

ExpeD3I! of 8eld service 

Dee .. bandIed 1------;-----

N •• beT 
2, 381 
3,325 
3,977 
5,253 
5, 285 
4, 951 
5,524 
6,449 
8,393 
8, 022 
6, 265 
6,744 
5,919 

Per deck Total 

Dollan 
1.24 
1.53 
2. 70 
4. 07 
4. 19 
5. 21 
4.44 
4.23 
3. 87 
4. 49 
5. 87 
5. 51 
3.88 

-.,. 
2,942 
5,089 

10, 740 
21,3.59 
22,141 
25,819 
24,527 
27,249 
32,470 
36,020 
36,802 
37,126 
22, 977 

Souroe: Records or Ute Producers Coopen,th"c CommlssioD .-'.ssociatiou. CiDcinoaU, ObJo. 
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FIGURE 20.-NuMBER OF DECKS OF LIVESTOCK HANDLED AND AVER

AGE FIELD-SERVICE COST PER DECK, 1925-37. 
The trend 'Of field-service costl per deck was upward from 1925 to 1935. Since 1935 these 

cosll have been substantially reduced. 

It should not be inferred from these figures that the association has 
constl1ntly added to its field-service budget without making any 
eliminations. On the contrary, some field-service expenditures have 
been reduced; others have been entirely eliminated. Over the 13-
year period, however, the increases in field ... ervice and educational 
."l'enses each year have more than offset the reductions in expenses, 
with the result that the total expenditures show an increase each 
year wit.h the exceptions of 1931 and 1937. 

It is difficult to draw a sharp line between field-service and educe.
tiono.l expenses, and other forms of expense. Field ... ervice and 
educationo.l expenses, however, generally include the following: 

1. Automobile, travel, and market-tour expenses. 
2. Advertising, calendars, and radio broadcast costs. 
3. Dues and subscriptions. 
4. Meetings, 4-H and other club expenses. 
5. Incidento.l expenses for telephone, telegraph, postag£. and 

similar items. 
There should be a somewhat close relationship between field-service 

e"l'enditures and volume of business handled. The amounts spent 
for field service and education from 1925 to 1937 have increased much 
faster than the volume of business handled. The association spent 
$1.24 per deck of livestock handled for field service and education in 
1925 against $3.88 per deck in 1937, with a high of $5.87 per deck in 
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1935. In recent years expenditures for field service and education 
have apparently outstripped growth in volume. From'1934 through 
1936, the association was fighting to retain its volume in the face of 
smaller livestock marketings throughout its territory, and consequently 
there was an abrupt increase in field-service costs while business 
volume was declining sharply. 

Where field-service expenditures are disproportionate to the volume 
produced, a close examination of the facts would seem warranted. 
Field-service expenditures, like other items of expense, are easy to 
expand but difficult to contract. There is always the temptation to 
add to rather than deduct from them. Furthermore, an association 
that has always shown a surplus and does not feel the necessity of 
scrutinizing and questioning every item of expense is more apt to 
approve expenditures than an association that has shown frequent 
deficits. 

Although the number of patrons served by the association increased 
steadily from 8,589 in 1925 to 21,327 in 1934 and then declined 
moderately after 1934, field-service expenditures per patron were 
more than three times as large in 1937 as in 1925 (table 17, fig. 21). 
From 1925 to 1928, average field-service costs per patron rose from 
34 cents to $1.31; from 1930 to 1932 they showed slight variation; 
but in 1933 they resumed an upward trend, and in 1936 averaged 
$1.92. Expenditures for field service and educational work were 
substantially reduced in 1937. 

TABLE 17.-AvERAGE EXPENSE OF FIELD SERVICE PER PATRON, PRO
DUCERS . COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 
1925-37 

Expense of field service 
Year Patrons 

hrpotron Total 

Number Doll". DGII". 1925 ______________________________ 
8, 589 O. 34 2,942 1926 ______________________________ 

10,431 .49 5,089 1927 ______________________________ 
11,655 .92 10, 740 

1928 __________________________ J ___ 16, 244 1. 31 21,359 1929 ______________________________ 
17,615 1.26 22, 141 1930 ______________________________ 
17, 551 1.47 25,819 1931 ______________________________ 
16,725 1.47 24, 527 1932 ______________________________ 
18, 457 1.48 27, 249 1933 ______________________________ 
19, 877 1.63 32,470 1934 ______________________________ 
21,327 1.69 36,020 1935 ______________________________ 
20,059 1.83 36,802 1936 ______________________________ 
19,817 1. 92 37, 126 1937 ______________________________ 
18,513 1.24 22,977 

Source: Rooordl or tho Producen cooperative Com..mJssion Association, Clncinnati. Ohio. 
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FIGURE 21.-AvERAGE FIELD-SERVICE COST PER PATRON AND NUMBER 
OF PATRONS. 1925-37, 

From 1925 to 1936, field-service cost per patron tended to increase with the number of 
patrons served. In 1937 the field-service coat per patron was sharply reduced. 

Review of Work Done 

The field-service and educational work of the association has been 
furthered by membership in the National Livestock Marketing Asso
ciation; friendly collaboration with farm bureaus and granges in its 
territory; its own field staff, annual meetings, and market tours; 4-H 
clubs; and by other means, 

The association was a member first of the National Livestock Pro
qucers Association, an overhead organization composed of 12 terminal 
cooperative livestock marketing associations, and then of the National 
Livestor.k Marketing Association, which was formed in May 1930 and 
took over the National Livestock Producers Association when that 
organization became inactive, Dues of the "National" are assessed 
against each mem bel' agency on the basis of 50 cents a single deck and 
75 cents a double deck for each car of livestock handled. The expendi
ture is primarily educational and promotional. Membership in the 
National association has afforded an opportunity to discuss common 
problems, to cooperate with other associations engaged in the same 
line of business, and to participate in formulating broad cooperative 
policies. Moreover, the association publishes monthly for its members 
and patrons the National Livestock Producer, which is of unquestioned 
worth from an educational standpoint. 

One significant criticism of the National Livestock Producer was 
made by producers in the Cincinnati market area; namely, that it 
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contains very little information about the activities of the Producers 
Cooperative Commission Association at Cincinnati. Patrons of the 
Cincinnati Producers like to read about their own market and their 
own cooperative association. While they have a passive interest in 
the activities of other cooperatives, they have a primary interest in 
their own organization. The National Livestock Producer is the only 
field-service and educational medium that reaches all patrons of the 
association. 

In Ohio and Indiana the county farm bureaus and the local granges 
have formed convenient groups through which to conduct field service 
and education in cooperative livestock marketing. Frequent meetings 
have been scheduled and held in conjunction with both organizations. 
At these meetings representatives of the association are afforded an 
opportunity to contact farmers and to discuss marketing problems. 
The meetings are helpful, and educational in nature; but not many 
county farm bureaus or local granges up to the present time have 
assumed much responsibility for getting or maintaining business. In 
Kentucky there has been no farm-bureau organization in much of the 
Cincinnati market area, and the association has used other means of 
membership contact. 

Early in its development, the Producers adopted the policy that 
field-service work in Ohio and Indiana should be rendered through 
the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation and the Indiana Farm Bureau 
Federation at a cost not to exceed 1 cent per 100 pounds. Prior to 
this arrangement, expenses for travel and other field-service items in
curred out of the Cincinnati office were charged against the field
service budgets of Indiana and Ohio. Later the policy of setting 
aside 1 cent per 100 pounds for field service was extended to all 
States served by the association. In February 1930 the board voted 
to increase the field-service budget from 1 to 2 cents per 100 pounds 
on all livestock handled. 

From February 1925 through December 1937, a total of $160,004 
has been appropriated for field service and education. Amounts set 
aside for field-service work in Indiana were paid to the farm bureau; 
those for work in Ohio, to the Ohio Livestock Cooperative Association. 
Kentucky field-service funds were administered directly by the 
Cincinnati association. 

In Ohio the program was first administered through the Ohio Live
stock Cooperative Association, an overhead service organization 
formed in 1923 to serve Ohio livestock cooperatives in coordinating 
and directing field work within the State. The Producers Coopera
tive Commission AssoCiation, together with other cooperative agen
cies, contributed toward the expense of employing fieldmen to solicit 
business and to carry on a general educational program throughout 
the State for the various livestock cooperatives under the direction 
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of the secretary-manager of the Ohio Livestock Cooperative Associa
tion. After several years' operation, differences arose between the 
cooperative groups, and as a result the Producers Cooperative Com
mission Association withdrew from membership in the Ohio Livestock 
Cooperative Association." Since June 1, 1934, the Producers Co
operative Commission Association has assumed full responsibility for 
planning, developing, and conducting its own field-service program 
in the State. It employs one full-time fieldman, whose work has bet>D 
devoted exclusively to southwestern Ohio, and from time to time a 
second fieldman to work in the same area in Ohio. 

In Indiana the field-service program has been administered by the 
livestock-marketing department of the Indiana Farm Bureau, a 
department set up purposely for encouraging the development and 
growth of the livestock cooperatives within the State. The depart
ment is financed largely by sums paid by the terminal cooperatives 
handling livestock from Indiana. In a large measure, the terminal 
cooperatives have delegated their field-service and educational work 
to the bureau." Three men who are paid from the field-service 
fund created by the livestock cooperatives are responsible to the 
Farm BUreau for the work. Under this plan of operation, field-serv
ice policies are determined by a "policy committee" on which the 
livestock cooperatives are represented; but in actual practice many 
of the field-service policies are formulated within the livestock
marketing department. For purposes of organization, the State has 
been divided into three districts, and each fieldman has been assigned 
a different territory in which to work. A general program of field 
work is outlined by the livestock-marketing department at the begin
ning of each year. Aside from this general outline, however, each 
man plans his own work and schedules his own meetings. Confer
ences are held from time to time, and periodic reports are made to the 
Indiana Farm Bureau. . 

Field work in Kentucky has been a problem ever since the forma
tion of the Producera Cooperative Commission Association. Numer
ous plans for field service have been suggested and tried, only to be 
abandoned at a later date. Plans for field service through the Ken
tucky Farm Bureau Federation were considered at one time. The 
formation of a Kentucky Livestock Cooperative Association, similar 
to the Ohio Livestock Cooperative Association, was also discussed. 
At another time the association employed .. fieldman to promote the 

n The Ohio Livestock CooperatiTe Aasoolatlon was dbtoJ: ... d In ll1iS5. 
II Apnal.. parUclpatlD6 In the plan _tribute Tar7iDI: IUDOODta to the ~ bbdpt em. lIn!stock 

orIJlnatJoa: iu indiana: Produoara Cooperative Oommissl.ca. AsIocUtion., CiDdJmatl. Ohio. I 0e01:s per 100 
pounds, 1 .. fteld ezp8ItllN Incurnd at ClDoinnaQ. ProdIlC."lftl OommlDlon A.ssodatlOD, Indianapolis., Ind.., 
11 pWCU' Produoen Commtalon AaocIaUollo Buffalo. N. Y .. 16 ptI'OflIlt of cr<a OOJIlDlIsstoas; ProdIlNnl 
Coopentlft Comm1M1oo Al!I!lOclatiOll. Columbqs. Oblo. 108ll.t per 100 poqrada; Produoen Ll~ Mar
ketiDi Assoclation, Lonb'riUe. Ky .. tl per car on busl:bIa I.n 1_ ~ B'nDrriDe Produoen Omnm'ss' • 
A..uUoD. ~.IDd. .• &oJUl1JU7l. uas, DOmmrtbudoD. 
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organization of cooperative livestock shipping associations. Kentucky 
has developed no strong general farm organization in $e Blue Grass. 
A large part of the field work in Kentucky, therefore, has been done 
with indinduals rather than with groups. Since 1931 the association 
has accrued field.-rvice reserves at the rate of 2 cents per 100 pounds 
on all Kentucky business handled. During the last few years the 
association has relied largely on personal farm-to-farm solicitation for 
getting business. Several well-known Kentucky stockmen have 
been employed temporarily each year to develop business for the ass0-

ciation from their counties. The work of these temporary fieldmen, 
coupled with the personal contact of salesmen from the market, has 
constituted in a large measure the field.-rvice program of the associa
tion in Kentucky. 

The inability of the Producers Cooperative Commission Association 
to make more headway with its field.-rvice program in Kentucky 
helped for a time to promote the idea that Kentuck-y was open terri
tory. As a result, several cooperative agencies entered the State 
in competition with one another. Misunderstandings arose, and a 
joint meeting designed to improve working relationships and establish 
definite policies in the best interests of cooperative livestock market
ing was held by these competing agencies. 

Little work has been done by the association in developing business 
from Tennessee and Illinois. Occasional trips have been made to 
Tennessee, and the association has been invited to participate in 
meetings from time to time. The volume of business from Tennessee, 
however, has not been sufficient to warrant expenditure of large sums 
for field service in the State. At times, depending on market condi
tions, the volume of business from Illinois has been considerable. 
In July 1928 the association contracted for field service with the Illi
nois Agricultural Association. From 1929 to 1933 the association's 
annual volume of IlIino~ business rose from 60 decks to 528. Since 
1933 Illinois volume to the association has shown a marked decline. 
The volume of Illinois busin ess to Cincinna ti is dependen t on com
petitive market-price relationships. At times Cincinnati enjoys a 
favorable price relationship with other markets and Illinois shipments 
increase. At other times when the price differential is small Illinois 
volume declines. 

It has long been customary for salesmen to go to the country to 
me .. t producers and to inspect or appraise their livestock. This is 
a personal service rendered by the association in the hope of obtaining 
the business of the farmers visited. Many of these trips are made 
upon specific request when farmers have livestock ready for market 
and want advice lie to when and where to ship it. Other trips are 
made by salesmen in order to renew acquaintances with shippers and 
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00 familiarize them with the services offered by the association. Farm
ers like recognition, and they welcome personal calls at their farms. 
Tbese personal contacts and special services bave assumed added 
significance with the pronounced trend IA>ward decentralization in 
liveslOck marketing and the increase in competitive activity at coun
try points in recent years. In many communities, however, the 
agency whose man is on the job at the time the livestock is shipped has 
the opportunity of selling it. This is one instance when, in the words 
of the fieldman, it pays 00 be the last man rather than the first. 

One of the important faclOrs in the association's field-<l&Vice and 
educational program is its annual meeting which has grown 00 
record proportions in recent years (po 19). By taking pride in each 
meeting and by making it an event, the association has attracted a 
wide following. In addition 00 the annual meeting, the association 
holds many local and county meetings throughout the year for the 
exchange of information and the discussion of association problems. 
In many communities the meetings are built around the 10calliveslA>ck
marketing committees or county farm bureaus. 

The association began broadcasting daily reports of the Cincinnati 
livestock market in February 1928 and continued until December 
1934, when the service was taken over by the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

By a cooperative arrangement with the Producers commission 
associations of Indianapolis, Buffalo, and Pittsburgh, under which 
these agencies reported their markets and also shared in the expense 
of the broadcast, the net cost of the marht broadcast 00 tbe Cin
cinnati Producers was kept at approximately $250 per month. 

The radio market broadcast was the most effective piece of field
service and educational work performed by the association. Stock
men throughout the association '8 trade terrilOry based their decisions 
on reports furnished by the association. A sun-ey of livestock pro-

FICURE 22.-DEKONSnAnON OF L.uaB GR4DES, CLINTON CoUNTY 
L.uiB AND FLEECE IWPROVEMENT AssOCIAnON, \\-IUlINGTON, OHIO. 

_ ~ a.aoci.tion unployt five gradet, ranging from premium to cuD. 
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FIGURE 23.-PENS OF GRADED LAMBS, CLINTON COUNTY Lu&B AND 

FLEECE IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, "-ILMINGTON, OHIO. 

About l,fXJO lambs are received and graded on loading: days. 

ducers made in connection w\th this study indicated that the present 
broadcast of the markets is satisfactory, but many producers through
out the territory would prefer to have the market broadcast made by 
the association. They point out that the present broadcast does not 
have the breadth of interpretation of market conditions that was 
formerly given in association reports. 

From the beginning, the Producers Cooperative Commission Asso
ciation has sponsored and supported the 4-H club movement. From 
an educational point of view, this has proved to be a farsighted policy, 
and the association is now beginning to reap the benefits of this long
range program. 

Well-planned, well-conducted market tours fOInI one ·of the best 
and most economical methods of field service and education, and one 
peculiarly well adapted to local organization and planning. The 
object of a market tour is to acquaint producers with the methods 
used in the sale and marketing of livestock. Producers from a county 
or a township ordinarily accompany the county agent or the agri
cui tural extension worker of the State college to the livestock market. 
The producers see livestock unloaded, yarded, graded, sold, weighed. 
and killed. Each operation is explained and producers are free to 
ask questions. The patron who participates in such an activity signs 
up in advance and also shares in the expense of the tour. 

Quality improvement is one of the important objectives of coopera
tiYe marketing. In this connection, work of organizations similar to 
the Clinton County Lamb and Fleece Improvement Association of 
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Clinton County, Ohio," is significant.· (See figs. 22 and 23.) The 
Clinton County association has taken out membership for its members 
in the Cincinnati association. This organization affords a practico.l 
demonstration of what can be accomplished through cooperative action 
in breed improvement and in obtaining premium prices for products 
of high quality. Over a period of 4 years, more than 80 percent of the 
lambs marketed by this association were sold by the Producers in 
the two top grades at prices nearly a dollar per 100 pounds above the 
average market price. . 

Handling Complaints 

EVEN the most carefully conducted livestock cooperative receives 
some complaints from its shippers. Adequate provision for their 

handling should be included in the administrative set-up. 
Every complaint should be thoroughly investigated. If the asso

ciation is at faul t, responsibility should be fixed and the inequity 
corrected. If the patron is in error, the case must be handled tact
fully to avoid incurring ill will. At best it is impossible to avoid 
all misunderstandings, since shippers sometimes develop unreasonable 
complexes when their interests are involved in claims against the 
association. At such times it is imperative that the association 
follow clearly defined policies and treat all patrons impartially. It 
is better to lose a patron than to compromise a complaint for which 
there is no justification. As a rule, however, most complaints are 
settled amicably and producers are convinced that the association 
attempts to treat them fairly. 

Nature of Complaints 

As a part of this study, 499 livestock producers in seIer ted counties 
tributary to tile Cincinnati market in Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky, 
were interviewed to discover their attitudes toward the associatlOn. 
The survey revealed a wide assortment of well-eonsidered criticisms 
and ideas. For example, the interviews clearly indicate the impor
tance of courtesy, personal contact, and attention to detail on the 
part of employees of the association. Producer psychology is such 
tllat relatively unimportant happenings frequently determine where 
a shipper will market his livestock. 

In answer to tile question, "Do you have any criticism of the associ
ation," 78 percent of the producers replying indicated that they had 
none, and 22 percent listed one or more oriticisms, based mostly on 
their personal experiences. 

II Blu •. W. L .• and Hamman,. C, W. ON THE aOADTOatTnalU.une, The Clinton COUDt7t.m.b 

ad Fleeoe Impro\'emeut AaoclaUoD. 81 pp .• mus. 1017. 
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Most complaints fall into three general classes: weights, grades, 
and prices. There are more complaints against grades and prices 
than against weights. Many producers know less about grades and 
prices in relation to current market values than about weights; in 
fact the term "owner blindness" is frequently applied to them. There 
are some complaints also of a more or less general nature concerning 
sales policies, and association personnel. 

In considering the first three classes of complaints, it is well to 
recognize that often there is considerable overlapping between classes. 
For example, a shipper may file a complaint that his cattle sold at 
too low a price when in reality they sold at the top of their grade; 
or a patron may complain that his lambs were improperly graded and 
consequently did not bring as much money as they should have. 

W~ight Complaints 

Complaints on weights originate from many sources. Some shippers 
weigh their livestock at home on scales of unknown accuracy just 
prior to shipping. Some base their complaints on estimated weights. 
Other producers feed heavily just before loading and complain because 
of abnormal shrink. Still others register complaints over dockage. 

On repeated investigations the association has seldom found com
plaints on weights justified. Obviously weights taken over untested 
local scales cannot be accepted in place of weights taken over regularly 
tested scales at the stockyard" by disinterested weighmasters. 
Shippers who weigh their livestock at home just before shipment, 
therefore, should be certain that the scales used are accurate. Other
wise their local weights will be of little value in the settlement of 
any differences that may arise in connection with shipments. 

Furthermore, weights based on the shipper's estimate or the truck 
driver's guess are of no value; yet patrons sometimes have been very 
insistent in pressing complaints against the association when they had 
no better evidence to support their claims. All such claims have been 
disallowed. 

The association has also refused to recognize complaints of excessive 
shrinkage. When evidences of heavy feeding or stuffing prior to 
loading are observed, the association sometimes makes a notation at 
the time of receiving such livestock, as a precaution against future 
complaint. As a policy, the association discourages excessive feeding 
both at home and at the market. If livestock is fed at the market, 
the association endeavors to obtain a normal fill. 

Dockage sometimes causes misunderstanding and. complaints on the 
part of shippers. Dockage is an arbitrary deduction of 20 to 40 
pounds from the weight of pregnant sows and 70 pounds from the weight 

• Tbe Packen and Stockyards Act requires the recular testing of all seales at pubUe marketa under its 
IUpenolslon. . 
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of stags to compensate for differences in quality and condition. Some 
markets employ professional dockers, but at Cincinnati hogs subject 
to dockage are determined by agreement between the buyer and seller. 
If the association, when selling, agrees to dockage of hogs that the 
shipper feels are not subject to dockage, complaints are registered. 
Only a limited number of complaints, however, arise from dockage. 

Sorting and Grading Complaints 

Complaints of grading and sorting constitute a relatively high per
centage of the total number of complaints received." Most of these 
are based on misunderstanding of grades. Only a few producers can 
accurately grade and classify their owo livestock. Some shippers 
complained that the association grades "hard." Several produc.,rs told 
of experiences where their livestock was broken up and sold in more 
lots than seemed necessary to protect their interests. When grading 
is necessary, patrons expect it to be done entirely by association 
employees. Shippers recognize the buyer's right to check the grade 
of all livestock purchased, but they view with suspicion any attempt 
by the buyer to participate in the grading prior to purchase. 

A more general understanding and a wider application of the live
stock grades and standards promulgated by the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture would tend to clarify this situation and to elim
inate many complaints of grading and sorting. 

The cooperative method of marketing offers an exc.,nent opportunity 
to extend grade standardization work, since the cooperative contact is 
largely with producer groups and can be related directly to the 
problems of livestock marketing by aalesmen who have a practical 
knowledge of market classes and grades. Grading demonstrations 
and breed improvement work carried on by the cooperatives also have 
given producers a better understanding of grades and values. Only 
a relatively small percentage of producers have been reached to date, 
however. Furthermore, the work requires a systematic follow-up 
program, for producers cannot be given a comprehensive under
standing of market grades and classes of livestock at one meeting. 
Interest in the problem can be aroused at community grading demon
strations, and considerable information can be imparted; but the job 
is of such size that cooperation and understanding between packers, 
aales agencies, market news reporters, extension workers, and agri
cultural colleges is necessary before real progress can be made. Fur
thermore, there must be a more general acceptance and use of market 
classes and grades of livestock by the trade if grade standards are to 
be recognized by producers. 

a Bulblrt. B. R. OaOA.N1U.ftON.A.WD O,..1U.ftON or 'IIR 1LLIlf0Ja UYK9r'OCE 1II~ ~ftOli. 
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Price Complaints 

Complaints of prices received are more frequent than any others. 
As previously stated, they are closely tied up with complaints on 
grade. Some complaints on price result from misinterpretation of 
market reports. The producer places too much emphasis on the 
"market top" and too little on the "bulk of sales." Ordinarily less 
than 10 percent of the sales are made at the market top price. Other 
producers become convinced, through reading market reports or talk
ing with neighbors, that their livestock ought to bring a certain amount 
of money. Although this opinion may bear little relation to the 
market quotations, they are disappointed when market returns fail to 
justify their expectations. Such patrons may aCCuse the association 
of "giving their livestock away" when in fact the sale may have been 
an outstanding one--grade and quality considered. 

Other complaints sometimes result from tactics of competitors who 
learn of the producer's intention to ship to the association and inten
tionslly "overbid" or appraise his livestock above the market for the 
express purpose of making him dissatisfied with the association's sales. 

Complaints may be held at a minimum by efficient operation. Edu
cation should tend to lessen the number of complaints, since many are 
based on a lack of understanding. There will always be a certain 
number of complaints, however; some from "chronic kickers" who feel 
that they get maximum service only by registering frequent com
plaints, and some from those patrons who try to get preferred treat
ment and higher prices by making complaints and by threatening to 
ship elsewhere. 

Criticisms R.~fluting Shipper Attitudes 

The attitudes of shippers are so important that special steps should 
be taken to use them constructively in directing the progress of th" 
a.ssociation. 

Siu oj a8socUztion.-8ome producers feel that the association at 
Cincinnati has become too big for efficient operation. They point 
out that with its present volume of business it is no longer possihle 
to give individual attention to all sales. 

It is true that as volume increases it becomes increasingly difficult, 
from an administrative point of view, to maintain personal contacts. 
There are more demands on the time of the administrative heads, and 
there is apt to be less time for the individual shipper unless the associ
ation has recognized the importance of personal contacts and organized 
its personnel to provide for them. Observation indicates that the 
association at Cincinnati is constantly endeavoring to improve its 
contacts with memhers and patrons. This problem of individual 
attention is a live one and demands continuous study. 
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SeUing polWieB.-On many occasions the association has controlled 
from 30 to 40 percent of the daily market receipts and has influenced 
the day-to-day trend of livestock prices on the Cincinnat,i market to 
such an extent that its leadership entails certain responsibilities. 
While at times the association may have made errors in judgment, 
concentration of volume in the hands of an intelligent, aggressive 
sales agency, using the best market information available, should 
be a point of bargaining strength rather than a point of weakness 
from the standpoint of the producer. Volume in the hands of one 
agency lends a cohesion to market policies not otherwise attainable. 

Some producers feel that the association salesmen "sell too fast" 
and do not give all livestock a thorough "work out" before accepting 
bids. Some patrons, observing operations at Cincinnati, have gained 
the impression that employees hurry through their duties with a view 
to getting "cleaned up" and away from the yards as early as possible. 
Other shippers feel that sales are made fast in order to keep the yards 
and pens clear of livestock. There is little justification for criticisms 
of this nature, but they should serve as a warning to the association 
of the care it must continually exercise in the conduct of its business. 

EmployeeB' attitudeB.-Shippers' impressions of the association are 
gained largely through contacts with employees. Since every em
ployee is a potential contact agent, the association needs to exercise 
care in the selection of employees. An employee is of more value to 
the association if, in addition to being a thorough worker, he is a good 
mixer and makes friends easily. 

In answer to the question, "Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the employees of the association," 84 percent of those replying indi
cated that they were satisfied. Prominent among the criticisms of the 
16 percent who expressed some dissatisfaction was a lack of friendliness 
on the part of association employees. Producers feel that employees 
should recognize them, become acquainted with them, and take an 
interest in their welfare. Many patrons expect personal attention from 
association employees when they come to market. Men shipping to 
the association for the first time criticized it for lack of attention. As 
some expressed themselves, it doesn't take long for anyone to say 
"Hello," 

A few shippers criticized the feeding of livestock. Some stated that 
association employees had not carried out their feeding instructions. 
Others criticized association employees for not giving the livestock 
sufficient time to fill lifter it had been fed. Producers, when present, 
watch these details carefully; and although they may say nothing at 
the time, they carry away a definite impression of the association. 
Insofar as practical, therefore, employees should endeavor to follow 
shippers' wishes in regard to feeding, and make no attempt to suh
stitute their own ideas. 
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Extreme care needs to be exercised in marking the prices on all 
scale tickets. Every precaution should be taken to avoid mistakes 
that may lead to misunderstandings and hence to criticisms from 
this source: Marking the correct price on a scale ticket is just as 
important as filling out the correct amount on the check-in fact, 
it is only one step removed. Every scale ticket should, therefore, be 
marked plainly and legibly by the salesman when making the sale. 

Rough harulling.-A few shippers complained of rough handling 
of livestock at the stockyards. Their criticisms were not directed 
specifically at association employees but at stockyards methods in 
general. 

From the beginning, the association has recognized its responsi
bility to producers in curbing preventable losses arising from the 
rough handling of livestock in its care. Furthermore, the associa
tion has cooperated with the stockyards company and with packers 
in a program of education carried on through the Ohio Livestock 
Loss Prevention Association, which traces the cause of livestock 
losses and which, through publicity and education, seeks their elim
ination. In loss prevention, the association works with many groups, 
including producers, truckmen, railroads, commission men, and packer 
employees. Through its work all agencies are apprized of the causes 
of livestock losses and the importance of their elimination. 

Employees of the Producers Cooperative Commission Association 
are instructed in the careful handling of livestock entrusted to their 
care. Rough handling is not countenanced and where practiced is 
considered sufficient ground for dismiAAlIl of the employee. To guard 
against complaints for which it should not be expected to assume 
responsibility, the association records any evidence of previous rough 
handling when the stock is received. 

Unwarranted Complaints 

At times the association is subjected to criticisms and complaints 
over which it may have no control. For example, if prior to delivery 
to the association, livestock belonging to different owners has been 
mixed or an error in identification has· been made, unknown both 
to the owners and to the association, the owners suffering the damage 
are inclined to place the responsibility on the association. While 
such mix-ups are not common, they do occur, and the association 
is sometimes placed in the position of bearing the brunt of the ship
per's complaint when it is in no way responsible for the error. 

Mistakes in ldmtification 

When livestock is unloaded at the stockyards, it is received by 
stockyard employees who count, invoice, yard, and issue receipts 
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for each shipment separately. In the case of rail shipments stock
yard employees merely verify the information and the head count 
shown by the bill of lading. Before taking delivery of any livestock 
the association signs· a receipt, the original of which the stockyards 
company retains for its records. A copy of the receipt used by 
Cincinnati Union Stockyards Co. to record truck deliveries accom
panies the livestock and is preserved by the association. The 
receipt shows the date on which the livestock was received, the 
name of the truckman, the name of the owner, the consignee, the 
number of head, and the species. 

In truck shipments, the stockyard company accepts the word of the 
truckman as to the ownership of the livestock and its identity. The 
company has no way of ascertaining whether this is right or wrong 
unless the owner has accompanied the shipment and is present at the 
time it is unloaded. When the association in turn takes delivery 
from the stockyard company, it rarely has more information in regard 
to ownership and identity than has the company. Consequently if 
the stockyard rompany has issued a receipt to a truckman for the 
wrong livestock, the error is passed on to the association, which is 
thus victimized by a circumstance over which it had no control. 

Although the association is not responsible until it takes delivery 
from employees of the stockyard company, the average producer is 
inclined to place the blame for errors on the association, since it is 
to the association that he consigns his livestock and from which he 
receives his sales returns. 

Loose Handling Methods 

Loose handling methods employed in present-day truck transporta
tion lead to enough mistakes and mix-ups to suggest that changes, 
revision, and standardization of practices are needed in the interest 
of accuracy and Bound business. 

Bills of lading are rarely used in the transportation of livestock by 
t.ruck, although a few States by statute require their use. Livestock 
consigned direct from farm to market by truck is picked up at the 
farm and counted into the truck as it is loaded. Sometimes it is 
marked for identification, but frequently it is not. It is seldom 
weighed at home prior to loading unless the producer has scales of his 
own. Many truckmen give no receipt to the farmer, and require the 
farmer to sign no papers in regard to the shipment. Frequently the 
only record made at the time the livestock leaves the farm is a pencil 
notation by the trucker on a slip of paper or in a notebook giving the 
producer's name, the number of head loaded, and perhaps a brief 
description of the livestock. Frequently the livestock is picked up 
at night, and at times the farmer is not present when it is loaded. It 
is not uncommon for the producer to fail to specify where he wants 
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his livestock marketed and whom he wants to sell it. There is a. 
tendency among many producers to entrust these "dftails" to the 
honesty and judgment of the truckmen. Under these conditions it is 
not surprising that errors sometimes occur. 

Truck Buyers 

Some truckmen not only offer their services for hire, but also act 
as buyers. They tour the country, offering either to haul livestock 
at a stated rate or to buy it outright if the owner prefers. Their 
trading ability, plus an intimate knowledge of market values and a 
close contact with commission men, combines to make them shrewd 
buyers. A truck may reach market with a load of livestock part of 
which has been consigned by producers and part of which is owned 
by the truckman. From the standpoint of the producer this is apt 
to be an unhealthy situation. Ownership of a part of the livestock 
by the truck operator creates a financial interest and a moral hazard 
on his part to which it is hard to be indifferent. This financial int<lrest, 
plus the loose truck-handling methods outlined in the preceding para
graph, help to explain some of the errors in delivery which occur from 
time to time. 

Paid Truckmen 

Some truckmen are unfriendly to the association. Others, working 
in close cooperation with certain private commission ageneies, have 
in their contacts with producers an influence which may be used against 
the association rather than for it. When there is some doubt in the 
mind of the producer as to where he should consign his livestock a 
casual remark on the part of the trucker may resolve this doubt 
against the association. 

Dockets of the Packers and Stockyards Administration show that 
at times some commission agencies have employed truckmen as solici
tors to originate business for them at country points. These truck 
solicitors have been paid according to a definite understanding and 
agreement by the commission agencies on the basis of the volume of 
livestock originated and trucked to the agencies. II Where such condi
tions exist the truckman has ceased to be an unbiased transportation 
agent and has become instead a paid employee of the oommission 
finn. Truckmen operating under such arrangements are paid not 
only by the producer for hauling the livestock but by the c<>m:mission 
agency for originating it. The truckman thus has a financial interest 
in the livestock he hauls in addition to his interest as a transportation 
agent. Frequently this interest is not in harmony either with the 
interest of the producer or the interest of the association. 
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Since truckmen working under such arrangements receive more for 
hauling livestock to other agencies than they do for hauling it to the 
association, it is not difficult to understand why they might discour
age consignment to the association. Because of this situation, pro
ducers consigning livestock' to the association against the advice or 
wish of truckmen should exercise reasonable precaution to guard 
against errors in identification and to insure delivery of their livestock 
to the assoeiation. 

Significance of Transportation to 
Cooperative Marketing of Livestock 

W ITHOUT adequate transportation facilities, livestock producers 
are handicapped in their efforts to market their livestock coopera

tively, since cooperation requires a certain degree of assembly and 
concentration. Producers may be sympathetic to the cooperative 
method of marketing and yet unable to patronize a cooperative asso
ciation because they lack adequate transportation facilities. Trans
portation is thus one of the prime considerations in the cooperative 
marketing of livestock. 

Prior to the rapid growth of motortruck transportation, the per
centage of livestock marketed by rail was much larger than it is at 
present (1939). From 1925 to 1934 much of the territory of the 
association in Ohio and Indiana was served by local livestock-shipping 
associations, using rail transportation exclusively; in Kentucky there 
was never much shipping-association development in the area served 
by the Producers. The shipping association served as a local assembly 
point for livestock, and its facilities were available to aJI producers. 
In a territory having shipping associations, the only transportation 
problem fR<'ed by producers desiring to market their livestock coopera
tively was the problem of delivery to the local point. Ordinarily, 
this did not involve a long haul, and transportation was not a partic
ularly important problem from the standpoint of the individual 
producer. 

When the shipping associations declined, however, and rail consign
ments decreased, transportation generally assumed a much more 
.important role, particularly for the smaJI producer who could not ,.hip 
to market by rail unless his shipment was combined with those of other 
producers. In areas where rail shipments were practicaJIy discon
tinued numbers of producers were forced to rely wholly on truck trans
portation to reach the markets they were accustomed to patronize. 
Under these circumstances producers either sold at home, if trucks 
were not available, or consented to have their livestock trucked else
where for sale. Producers marketing only two or three head at one 
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time were not always free to ship where they chose but ha.d to ship 
wherever the truck happened to go. Truckmen and truck routes thus 
exert an influence on the movement of livestock and producers 
sometimes find it difficult to get their livestock to the market they 
select at the time they want it to be there. 

Truck transportation has thus become the key to livestock market
ing in much of the territory served by the association. When the 
association began operations in 1925 approximately 23 percent of the 
livestock receipts at the Cincinnati Union Stockyards were delivered 
by motortruck. In 1937, 83 percent of the cattle, 93 percent of the 
calves, 97 per,·ent of the hogs, and 95 percent of the sheep and lambs 
came to the Cincinnati market by truck. Since practically no rail 
cars are received from nearby territory and most rail shipments 
received at Cincinnati originate in territory located 200 miles or more 
from the market, the association must look to motortruck transporta
tion for most of its volume. 

Livestock trucking for the most part is a busines's for the individual. 
There are a few partnerships and a few livestock-trucking companies, 
but the number of individual truckmen is far greater than these. While 
no accurate classification of truckers hauling livestock to the Cin
cinnati market is available it is estimated that fully 45 percent con
sists of farmers who haul their own livestock or the livestock of other 
producers, and the remaining 55 percent is divided about equally 
between commercial haulers and livestock buyers. 

Tbe truck has tended to scatter the livestock transportation busi
ness among many agencies. Instead of 40 trains a day delivering 
75 percent of the livestock to the Cincinnati market, there are now 
800 trucks a day from every part of the territory delivering more 
than 90 percent of the livestock (fig. 24). Each of these trucks is a 
transportation system un to itself which furnishes a door-to-door 
pick-up delivery service, and in which each truckman is his own 
solicitor, his own assembling agent, his own engineer, and bis own 
terminal delivering agent all in one. Each truck covers a definite 
territory and charges a certain rate for its services. Thus, instea.d of 
looking to a limited number of railroa.ds for the delivery of most of its 
livestock, the association must now look to many hundred truckmen. 

The growth of truck transportation has exerted a marked influence 
on· membership relations and bas emphasized the importance of 
personal contact between the producer and the association. With 
most of the shipping associations gone, the contacts that the farmer 
once had with the association are now ha.d largely with truckmen. 
It is not uncommon for truckmen to deliver livestock to the associa
tion from producers who are entirely unknown to the association. 
The same situation used to occur when the bulk of the livestock was 
delivered by rail, but during this period the association ha.d an oppor-
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FICURE 24. ACTIVITIES AT THE TRue" UNLOADING Doc"s. 
Hundredl of trucks each day deliver livestock to the Cincinnati Union Stockyards. 

tunity to establish its producer contacts through local livestock
shipping associations. The growth of trucking has thus tended to 
diminish rather than increase the association's contact with memb ..... 
and patrons. From the standpoint of education and an informed 
membership this is not regarded as an altogether healthy situation. 
Such lack of contact is apt to divorce the member from the association. 

Sales Policies 

A LL livestock handled by the association is received on consignment. 
The association has no agents, employees, or field representatives 

who buy livestock in the country and bring it in for sale. 
The consignment method of operation offers but little risk from 

the standpoint of the association. Livestock is delivered for aaie, 
and a standard commission or brokerage applicable to all patrons is 
deducted from th~ sales proceeds to cover the cost of the service 
rendered. The association endeavors to obtain full market prices for 
all livestock handled; but it guarantees no prices and thus holds its 
risks to a minimum. Risks involved in market fluctuations are stood 
by the producer. If prices advance on the day he has livestock on the 
market, the producer may profit by the increase in price. If prices 
decline, the producer stands the loss. 

The association endeavors to sell all receipts on the day of arrival. 
On days when heavy receipts or limited demand may result in dull 
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markets which make sales impossible except at unwalTanted con
cessions in price, the association may CaJTY livestock over from one 
day to the next at the risk and expense of the consignor; or the owner 
may direct the association to delay sale until the following day. If 
the following day's market is higher, the producer may profit to the 
extent of the sdvance in price; if the market is lower, he may lose to 
the extent of the decline. Additional costs for feed are charged to the 
owner whose stock is carried over. 

As a general rule, however, little stock is carried over from one day 
to the next. The market close may find unsold scattering lots of 
cattle on which the buyers and the salesmen of the association could 
not agree about price. These lots seldom include veal calves and 
lambs because they quickly lose their bloom and condition so that 
ca!TYing them over would be more likely to increase the produc~r's 
losses than to add to his profits. Hogs are carried over sometimes at 
the risk of the owner, depending on market conditions. 

The association does not employ pooling in any form. Each pro
duc~r's livestock is handled separately and sold individually uuless 
the owner directs otherwise. Livestock of several owners may be 
loaded in the same truck or car, but it is separated according to 
ownership marks upon its aITival at market. Members of a local 
shipping association, however, may agree among themselves to have 
their livestock sold together, in which event the association handles it 
as a single consignment. 

Each consignment presents an individual problem, and it is the job 
of the salesman to determine how it will sell to best sdvantage. The 
association prices allli ... estock according to its grsde and class. Usu
ally stock of like class, weight, and quality sells within a narrow price 
range although each producer's consignment is sold separately. 
Occasionally the association sells mixed lots of livestock belonging to 
one owner without grsding them, when in the judgment of the sales
man they will net more than when grsded. 

Except in rare instances, the salesmen assume full responsibility 
for making sales and obtaining satisfactory prices. Their experience 
in selling, their judgment of livestock values, and their knowledge of 
market conditions qualify them to deal with buyers on fairly equal 
terms. The manager exercises general supervision over sales and pric~ 
but seldom injects himself into the actual proOOss of selling. The 
management runs test checks on sales performance from time to time, 
but it is hard to set up standards for judging the efficiency of the sales 
force especially since the classes and grsdes of livestock vary widely. 
It is difficult to judge whether or not salesmen are doing a good job of 
selling. Opinions based on observation require an intimate knowledge 
of cUITent livestock values and cannot be accepted fully as a reliable 
gBjre of sales efficiency. The association is thus forced to rely in 
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a large measure on the sales ability and trading skill of its salesmen 
to insure getting fair volues for 0.11 livestock sold. 

The best barometer of soles efficiency yet found is the degree of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction exhibited by producers and patrons 
toward association soles. Satisfactory sales are evidenced by con
tinued patronage. Farmers are usuo.1ly satisfied if their livestock is 
sold "in line" with quoted market volues. They seldom complain 
if they get the market price. Selling "in line," however, simply 
means that the other livestock of similar grade and quality is being 
sold for the same price. 

Market Information 

Daily during trading hours the association receives by telegraph 
from several of the principol livestock markets information giving 
receipts and prevailing prices for o.1l classes and grades of livestock. 
This information is promptly relayed to each soles division. Current 
market information interpreted in the interest of the producer is 
olways an important part of an effective sales program for cooperative 
associations. When prices are erratic and markets are moving fast 
it is indispensable if sacrifice soles are to be avoided. 

Cooperation Among Sales Agencies 

At most livestock markets there is little coordination on the selling 
side of the market. The position of the seller is notably weak com
pared with that of the buyer. Supplies are usually divided in the 
hands of many commission agencies, whereas demand is concentrated 
in relatively few hands. 

These selling interests frequently fail to present a united front in 
efforts to maintain prices and a stabilized market. Solesmen are 
pitted against one another. What should be bargaining strength 
turns out to be bargaining weakness. The result contributes to 
erratic, sharply fluctuating markets that shake the confidence of the 
producer and often prove injurious to the buyer. Many farmers in 
recent years have ceased to send their livestock to terminol markets 
hecause they have lost confidence in them. A large proportion of these 
producers would probably return to terminol markets if they were 
convinced tl,at the market agencies were cooperating among them
selves in an effort to maintain and to stabilize prices rather than com
peting with one another for a larger share of the commissions paid by 
producers. 

To serve the best interests of producers and buyers, the livestock 
Illarkets of the country should present a picture of constructive co
operotion between o.1l market agencies. The cooperative agencies 
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should recognize an opportunity to set the example ~ this respect 
not ouly within their own organization but in cooperation with other 
associations and agencies. 

Attempts to Increase Competition Among Buyers 

Early in its operations the association ascertained that the market 
demand at Cincinnati frequently was insufficient to absorb the 
volume of livestock offered on a particular day without unduly de
pressing prices. Consequently, the association sought to bolster 
demand by encouraging out-of-town packers to place buying orders 
for livestock at Cincinnati. It was felt that increased packer demand 
would develop a stronger market and prevent price declines out of 
line with other markets. 

In 1928, the association took out membership in the National Order 
Buying Co., a cooperative association whose principal function was 
to solicit and to fill buying orders for out-of-town packers, which 
connection it maintained until 1934. In this way a clear line of 
demarcation between buying interests and selling interests could be 
maintained. This distinction was considered important, because the 
association recognized it would be difficult for one agent to represent 
both buyer and seller impartially in the same transaction. The 
association wished to be known among its members and patrons 
strictly as a sales agency representing the interests of the producer. 
In 1934 the association severed its connection with the National 
Order Buying Co. and formed its own subsidiary organization, the 
Farmers Feeder & Order Co. 

Both the National Order Buying Co. and the Farmers Feeder &; 

Order Co. brought some outside competition to the market. During 
1928 and 1929 purchases were cOnDned to calves and lambs; in 1930 
they were expanded to include both cattle and hogs. Some purchases 
were made from other agencies on the market, but the bulk of all 
livestock handled by the organizations was purchased from the 
Producers Cooperative Commission Association. 

Neither the National Order Buying Co. nor the Farmers Feeder &; 
Order Co. was ever very active in the cattle division. Total purchases 
of slaughter cattle averaged less than 2 percent of the total receipts of 
the association from 1928 to 1938. Since 1934, however, the associa
tion has cleared its purchases of feeders through the Farmers Feeder 
&; Order Co., and thus has swelled the total cattle purchases to some 
extent. The feeders were all sold at Cincinnati. Slightly more than 
27 percent of the slaughter cattle purchased by the National Order 
Buying Co. and the Farmers Feeder &; Order Co. were shipped out. 
The others were resold at Cincinnati. Thus, as far as the cattle divi
sion is concerned, neither the National Order Buying Co. nor the 
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Farmers Feeder & Order Co. brought much additional competition to 
the market. 

In the calf division these buying agencies were much more active. 
The volume of such business tranSacted has been a significant part of 
the total; for several years since 1928 it averaged 25 percent of the 
total calf receipts at the market. . Of these purchases approximately 
70 percent have been made from the Produc.ers Cooperative Commis
sion Association and 30 perc.ent from other agendes on the market. 
Approximately 45 percent of all calves handled by the association 
were purchased either by the National Order Buying Co. or by the 
Farmers Feeder & Order Co. Of the calves purchased, 56 percent 
were resold at Cincinnati and 44 percent shipped out. The volume of 
business transacted has thus been of sufficient size to e.'<ert an influence 
on the Cincinnati calf market. 

Hogs purchased by the National Order Buying Co. omd the Farmera 
Feeder & Order Co. have heen almost exclusively from the association. 
Such purchases have never averaged more than 5 percent of associa
tion receipts. Practically all hogs purchased were resold on the Cin
cinnati·market; less than 2 percent were shipped away. 

The National Order Buying Co. and the Farmers Feeder & Order 
Co. have been particularly active in the purchase of sheep and lambs. 
From 1931 to 1934 the association sold more than 60 percent of its 
total sheep and lamb receipts to these agencies. More than 87 percent 
of the total sheep and lamb purchases handled by these agencies were 
made from the association and only 13 percent from other agencies on 
the market. Ninety-one percent of the sheep and lambs purchased 
were shipped away from Cincinnati. The proportion of the sheep and 
lamb business handled by these buying agencies and their large volume 
of shipments have a direct bearing on the price at Cincinnati. 

The association's efforts to develop additional buying competition 
at the Cincinnati market were received with misgivings by some 
interests. Competing sales agencies felt that if t.he association were 
successful in developing new outlets, it might not share them im
partially and their business might be adversely affected. Buying 
interest<; felt that if the plans were successful they might be forced to 
pay higher prices. Thus, the association received but little coopera
tion from other market agencies in its efforts to expand outlets. At 
the same time, it ran the risk of losing favor with local buyers by 
sponsoring policies they might consider detrimental to their interests. 

In pushing its aim of e."Panded market outlets, it has been impossible 
for the association to avoid all conflicts of interests. From the begin
ning the association has been confronted with the problem of har
monizing the activities of the National Order Buying Co. and the 
Farmers Feeder & Order Co. with both the buying and the selling 
interests at the Cincinnati market. The situation has c.aIled for tact 
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and diplomacy since the interests of buyers and sellers seldom run 
parallel. Gradually, however, the employees of the National Order 
Buying Co. and the Farmers Feeder & Order Co. have been accepted 
by other market interests as legitimate buyers. The policy of bidding 
freely on livestock anywhere in the yards rather than limiting pur
chases to the association helped to harmonize policies with those of 
other sales agencies. Local buying interests were somewhat slower 
than the sales agendes to accept the program. They viewed the 
buyers of the association much as bidders are regarded at an auction. 
They disliked to bid on livestock under such conditions, but fair and 
impartial treatment of all buyers has enabled the program to function 
with but little discord. 

It would be difficult to prove statistically what the effects of the 
expanded-market-outlet policy sponsored by the association have been. 
In the calf division there is less speculative buyllg than formerly. 
More calves are being sold to packers and order buyers without first 
going through speculative channels thail. were sold before the associa
tion set out to expand market outlets. Prices are reported more satis
factory and less erratic than formerly. In the cattle, hog, and sheep 
divisions results have been less apparent. 

The One-Price Hog Market 

For years Cincinnati commission men have endeavored to maintain' 
a "one-price market" for hogs; that is a market wherein no price varia
tions occur between the opening and the closing quotations after 
prices for various grades and weights of hogs have once been estab
lished for the day. With few exceptions the association has been 
able to adhere to this policy. On occasions when ready clearance of 
all receipts cannot be effected the association frequently weighs the 
hogs left in its hands to the Farmers Feeder & Order Co. at the price 
established for that day. When receipts are heavy and the carry
over may be large, this policy demands courage since i& involves risk 
and may result in loss as well as profit. Frequently, however, later 
on the same day buyers may be convinced that they cannot obtain 
their requirements at lower prices elsewhere and the association hilS 

an opportunity to resell the same hogs it has weighed to the Farmers 
Feeder & Order Co. at the same prices and at the same weights. On 
other occasions, the Farmers Feeder & Order Co. may ·be forced to 
carryover considerable numbers of hogs from one day's market to 
the next and to run the risk of loss or gain. Little, if any profits have 
resulted from these operations. 

The one-price-market policy has several advantages. It elimi
nates price fluctuations which at many markets amount to as much as 
25 cents per 100 pounds between the opening and the close of the day. 
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Moreover, aside from the question of shrink, producers have little 
interest in whether their hogs are sold early or late since prices remain 
constant during the day under this system of selling. The policy, 
however, is criticized on the ground that it only postpones the fluctua
tion and at times accentuates the advance or break whicl) usually takes 
place the following day. 

The one-price-market policy has effectively eliminated the specula
tor" from the hog market at Cincinnati. Traders do not care to 
buy hogs in a slow market unless they can do so at a price 15 to 25 
cents per 1 00 pounds lower than the market. This cannot be done if 
the one-price policy is rigidly adhered to: Although this plan has 
eliminated the hog speculator, it has put the risk formerly assumed by 
him on the commission agencies that follow the "weigh-up" plan
that is, weigh stock to themselves when it •. annot be satisfactorily 
disposed of to buyers at once. 

The one-price-market policy has its disadvantages from the stand
point of operation. First, with an established price good for the day, 
farmers no longer feel it necessary to get their hogs to market early; 
and a . large proportion of the receipts arrive late in the forenoon. 
Many produr.ers wait for the early morning broadcast before deciding 
to load their trucks for market. Frequently, less than 30 percent of 
tl,e day's receipts is on hand when the market opens. This makps it 
impossible to accurately forecast supplies and creates uncertainty for 
buyers and sellers alike. Buyers can be given no assurance that they 
will be able to fill their requirements from supplies in sight or expected. 
Sellers, on the other hand, are handicapped in disposing of receipts to 
best advantage because they have no gage of total supplies. 

Second, late arrival of livestock contributes to delayed market 
activity. Salesmen are inclined to wait until they can obtain an esti
mate of the day's receipts before beginning to sell. Any errors in 
judgment are particularly important in a one-price market. For 
example, the association may believe that receipts for a given day are 
going to be light and on this assumption may help to establish the 
market on a higher base; then, if supplies prove to be heavier than 
expected, packers may refuse to take all the hogs. This may lead to 
"weigh-up" losses under the one-price policy, amce commission men 
usually take title to unsold hogs left in their pens. On the other hand, 
if henvy receipts are expected but fail to materialize, the association 
along with other sales agencies may sell more freely than supplies 
would seem to warrant. One of the chief problems in maintaining a 
one-price market is the establishment of daily prices that will assure 
full clearance of each day's receipts . 

• At UIId In this bol1eliD, speNlatorrelen to Individuals who purcbue at. risk for future:sale at. proftt. 
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Branch Operations 

I N MARCH 1935 the Producers Cooperative Commission Associa
tion of Cincinnati opened a branch agency at Dayton, Ohio, and in 

May 1937 a second at Lexington, Ky. This expansion seemed advis
able largely because the development of livestock auctions and the 
direct-buying activities of packers was short-circuiting the Cincinnati 
market and the association. Both methods of sale brought the live
stock markets closer to the producer and encouraged the farmer to sell 
nearer home. 

When farmers market locally through auctions or direct to packers, 
their transportation and marketing charges are less than when they 
consign to the terminal market. On the other hand, live-weight prices 
at most local points are lower than at the Cincinnati market by ap
proximately the difference in transportation and marketing charges. 
Therefore, the savings from marketing locally are not necessarily 
passed on to producers in higher net returns. Prices, however, seem 
to center around a level which .tends to keep the livestock in the 
territory and to make shipment to Cincinnati unprofitable. 

The organization tbus had the choice of either decentralizing its 
operations or losing a large part of the business from these nearby 
areas.. Through the establishment of these branches, the association 
has sought to retain its volume and to improve its competitive position 
and influence throughout the area it regards as its logical territory. It 
recognized the importance of terminal markets and the significance 
of having a substantial volume of livestock moving through them as a 
factor in price making. Many local markets and direct-buying packers 
throughout the area base their prices on terminal-market quotations; 
and by decentralizing its operations, the association hoped to more 
effectively compete with direct-to-packer marketing and to meet the 
livestock auctions on their own ground. 

As a further objective, the association has sought to narrow the 
spread between Cincinnati prices and Dayton prices-particularly on 
calves, hogs, and lambs. The association proceeded on the theory 
tbat Dayton prices should be little, if any, lower tban Cincinnati 
prices on tbe'same grade and quality of livestock. Actually, prices at 
Dayton had been averaging substantially below Cincinnati prices for 
many years. Tbe association felt that this condition exerted a drag 
on the association's efforts to maintain prices at Cincinnati, since 
part of tbe meat processed at Dayton is sold in Cincinnati and sur-
rounding territory. . 

Financing Plan 

All the original capital necessary to finance the branch offices was 
subscribed by livestock producers living in the vicinity of Dayton 



MARKETING LIVESTOCK IN CINCINNATI 91 

or Lexington. The association, at the time, had sufficient reserves 
available for the purpose but insisted that it would be wiser for the 
producers who w8Jlted the br8Jlches established for their own use to 
provide the necessary original capital. 

Although this decision delayed the opening of the br8Jlches some
what, it was a means of determining rather definitely before any 
investment was made how well patrons would support the proposed 
undertaking. WilJingoess on the part of the prospective member to 
put his own money into the enterprise could be regarded both as a 
pledge of sincerity and as a measure of the interest to be e"l'ected. 
Furthermore, the financing plan had the additional advantages of 
preventing any hasty and ill-considered action by the association and 
of giving the producers experience in working together and in making 
decisions. 

Assistance and advice in organizing and planning the branches was 
freely given by association personnel, but the responsibility was made 
to rest primarily on producers of the Dayton 8Jld Lexington areas. 
Accordingly, meetings were scheduled throughout the territory and 
committees appointed in each county to make a systematic canvass 
for the purpose of soliciting funds. Capital requirements were ap
portioned among the counties and each committee set out to raise its 
apportionment. The Dayton branch was asked to raise $15,000 and 
the Lexington branch $25,000. Raising funds by personal solicitation 
required much time, effort, and hard work on the part of the leaders. 

Certificates of indebtedness were used to evidence subscriptions to 
capital. Solicitors were authorized to accept either cash or notes at 
the time SUbscriptions were taken. As the notes were paid, they were 
exchanged for certificates of indebtedness. A. $10 certificate of 
indebtedness was used at Dayton and a $25 certificate at Lexington. 
The certificates were to be retired from earnings at the discretion of 
the board of directors of the association. 

Several months were needed to raise the minimum capital necessary 
to start operations. Subscriptions fell somewhat short of the goals 
established. At Dayton approximately $12,000 was pledged, $10,080 
in cash 8Jld the balance in notes, at the time the agency opened. 
Payments on notes have since increased the funds raised locally to 
$11,085. At Lexington, producers raised $21,585 in cash before the 
opening of the brrulCh. 

Financial participation was distributed over a. wider group at 
. Dayton than at Lexington. This was partly because the DaJton 

oertificate was smaller in value. There are more large farmers and 
landowners in the vicinity of Lexington than around Dayton, how
ever, and their subscriptions averaged higher .. At Dayton 1,080 
fanners subscribed $10,080, at Lexington 454 fa.rmers subscribed 

1~j821·--39-----7 
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$21,585. From the standpoint of cooperative organization, wide 
participation is uaually regarded as a point of str~h. 

Organization Set-up 

Both branches are integral parts of the Producers Cooperative 
Commission Association at Cincinnati. A producer-member at Day
ton or Lexington is also a member at Cincinnati. For purposes of 
local administration, however, the patrons of each branch have 
selected an advisory and operating committee whose principal func-

. tion is to supervise operations at each point and to make to the board 
of directors recommendations pertaining to policies. Members of the 
board of directors of the central association sit on the advisory and 
operating committee of each branch in order to keep thoroughly 
conversant with local operations and to report recommendations of 
the committees to the board. 

All decisions of policy relating to branch operations rest with the 
board of directors. Reports covering operations at each branch are 
made at the regular monthly meetings of the board. Operations at 
each branch are under the direct supervision of a local manager. 
Close contact with the branch offices, however, is maintained by the 
general manager at Cincinnati, and the personnel at each of the 
branches is responsible to him. Branch personnel has been employed 
locally, for the most part, and paid from branch funds. A complete 
set of office records is maintained at each branch office. Adminis
trative expenses applicable to both branches, as well as the Cincinnati 
office, are prorated between agencies. When patronage dividends 
are paid,a different rate may be established for each agency, depend
ing upon its savings and financial position. 

Through this well-integrated set-up the association has sought to 
harmonize policies and to avoid competition between cooperatives. 
Experience shows that where two cooperatives operat.e in the same 
market area, the desire to increase business and to make a showing 
frequently leads to rivalry and competition, destructive to the pro
ducers'interest. By considering the territory surrounding Cincinnati, 
Dayton, and Lexington as one market area rather than three, the 
association has sought to achieve unity of policies within the area with 
respect to maintenance of prices, membership, and field service. 

The organization plan seems to be functioning well, but it is still 
too early to predict definite success. 

Operating Results 

At Dayton, the establishment of a branch of the association seems 
to have brought new life to the market. Volume increased from 1935 
to 1938 with no marked increase in livestock numbers throughout the 
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area. For severa.! years prior to 1935 the Dayton market had been 
declining in importance, and there was a general lack of confidence 
in the market as it was then conducted. Since the association 
entered the market in 1935, however, receipte of a.!l species of live
storok offered for sale have increased steadily (table 18); in fact, most of 
the increase in market receipts at Dayton is accounted for by the 
added volume furnished by the association. Cattle receipts at the 
Dayton market in 1937 were the highest since 1930. The same was 
true for calves. Hog receipts at Dayton in 1938 were the highest in 
8 years with but one exception. Sheep and lamb receipts at the mar
ket in 1938 were the highest on record. This trend is contrary to 
that shown by most other termina.! livestock markets of the country 
during the same period. 

TABLE lS.-NuMBER OF LIVESTOCK SOLD AT DAYTON, OHIO, MARKET 

BY SPECIES, 1930-38 

y"", Oattle Calv .. Bo .. .... p 

1930 _________________ 
18,901 7,802 97,468 7,983 1931 _________________ 
16, 162 7,168 75,793 6,677 1932 _________________ 
14, 570 6,215 65,060 6,353 1933 _________________ 
14,481 6,920 180,444 6,772 1934 _________________ 
21,918 6,962 39,512 4, 878 1935 _________________ 
21,571 9,297 50,073 15,877 1936 _________________ 
20, 741 9,283 69,780 15,919 1937 _________________ 
22,212 10,.208 74, 477 21,549 1938 _________________ 
22,052 8,857 76,096 24,995 

, Inalud. pip marketed In OODoecrt1on with tbe reduction campaign of tbe AIrlcultural Adjustmen:& 
A.dmlDiat.ratlon. 

Source: Reoorda of Dayt.on Union Stockyards Co. 

The association has handled a relatively large percentage of the 
total market receipts at Dayton since opening for business (table 19). 
Receipts of the association have more than kept pace from year to 
year with the increOBe shown by the market. In addition to the 
receipts at the market, the association made some sa.!es of cattle, 
ca.!ves, and sheep for patrons in the country. These country sa.!es 
have been combined with the volume handled on the market. 

Shortly after the establishment of the agency, the association 
designated a "lamb day" each week when lambs would be handled. 
This concentrated the lambs available on a particular day in suf
ficient numbers to interest outside packer competition. 

The question of outlets for hogs is one of the most troublesome 
problems at Dayton. Loca.! packers are accustomed to buy their 
hogs for slaughter direct from producers or from other sources, and 
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they do not support the market regularly. Under these conditions, 
the association has been forced to look elsewbere for· outlets and has 
attempted to develop outside orders for hogs while at the same time 
encouragmg local packers to patronize the market. The combina
tion of uncertain demand factors together with limited supplies has 
handicapped the association in maintaining a fixed differential 
between Dayton and Cincinnati prices. The association's attempts 
to establish a "light-hog day," similar to the "lamb day" have Dot 
proved successful. 

TABLE 19.-LIVESTOCK SOLD BY THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COM

MISSION ASSOCIATION AT DAYTON, OHIO, 1935-38 

Number sold Percentar- of market sales 
Y .... 

Cattle OBlves HOB' Sheep Cattle" Calves HOB' Sheep 

H ... H ... H"'" H," Pm"" - - -1935 ________ 5,664 2,710 21,588 8,895 26 29 43 56 
1936 ________ 17,645 13,366 29,872 19, 831 37 36 43 62 
1937 ________ 18,882 3,507 28,839 113,773 40 34 39 64 
1938 ________ 111,422 3, 121 31,803 116, 113 52 35 42 64 

I Includes country sales. 
Source: Records of Produ-cers Coopera.tlve Commission Association. Clncinnati. Ohio. 

When the Dayton branch was established, the association sought, 
among other things, to raise the price level of calves, hogs, and lambs 
at Dayton. For several years prior to 1935, hog prices fluctuated 
from 35 to 50 cents lower than Cincinnati. Lamb prices were well 
over a dollar a hundred pounds lower than Cincinnati. The associa
tion felt that these differentials were wider than justified." 

A yearly summary of the differences in prices paid at the two mar
kets is presented in table 20. Comparing these differences, it may be 
geen that the spread in prices between Cincinnati and Dayton hIlS 
been materially narrowed since the association began operations at 
Dayton in 1935. In day-to-day trading, bog prices at Dayton are 
from 5 to 10 cents per 100 pounds nearer those at Cincinnati than 
formerly; calf prices 25 cents per 100 pounds; and sheep and lamb 
prices $1 per 100 pounds. 

In obtaining prices on hogs, three weight groups were used; 180 to 
200 pounds; 200 to 225 pounds, and 225 to 250 pounds. This range 
in weight will cover most of the hogs marketed from Ohio farms. If 
the price paid for hogs weighing 180 to 200 pounds on a particular 
day was $8.80 to $9 per 100 pounds, two kinds of prices were used . 

... For further comparison of prices at Cincinnati and Dayton see Henniolt. O. F.,and Poling, E. B. AN.u
YlI8 or 'rS_ LlVJ:STOC1[ SlTUA'l'ION IN OBlO. Ohio Agr. Expt. Sla. Bull. 101. it pp., mus. 1987. 
(Mlmeotraphed.) 
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First, the price of $9 was used as the top quotation. Then the top 
and bottom prices for that grade were averaged. In the example just 
given, the average of $8.80 and $9 would be $8.90. Thus two quo
tations on each of the three weight groups of hogs were obtained. 

TABLE 20.-AVERAGE AMOUNT THAT CINCINNATI Top PRICES FOR 

HOGS, LAMBS, AND CALVES EXCEEDED DAYTON Top PRICES, 1931-37 
[Cents per 100 pounds] 

Year 

1931 _____________________________ _ 
1932 _____________________________ _ 
1933 _____________________________ _ 
1934 _____________________ . _______ _ 
1935 _____________________________ _ 
1936 _____________________________ _ 
1937 _____________________________ _ 

Hogs, 1~2liO 
pounds 

52 
84 
34 
35 
25 
24 
28 

Lambe 

141 
124 
112 
134 
62 
26 
22 

Calves 

77 
58 
52 
45 
36 
37 
35 

Bouroe: A.daptOO from Henning. n. lI"., and Poling. E. B. ANALYSIS 01' THE IJVBSTOCK PRICK 9ITUA
'I'ION IN aIDO. Ohio Agrl. Espt. SIa. Bull. 101, 1937. fMimeo.} 

The differences between the market prices of hogs classified by 
weight groups are shown in table 21. In all comparisons a decided 
narrowing is apparent since 1935. By subtracting the 1935 differen
tials from an average of the 4 preceding years, some indication is 
obtained of the actual amount per 100 pounds by which the Dayton 
price of hogs approached the Cincinnati price during the year. On 
the 180- to 200-pound hogs the average of the top and bottom quota
tions at Dayton for 1935 was 20 cents nearer the Cincinnati price 
than it had averaged during the preceding 4 years. On top quota
tions of 180- to 200-pound grade, the Dayton price was 12 cents nearer 
Cincinnati than it had averaged from 1931 through 1934. However, 
th~ association was unable to maintain the margin established in 1935 
on 180- to 200-pound hogs; in 1936 and 1937 the price differential 
b~tw~en Dayton and Cincinnati widened_ This seems to indicate 
that much of the advantage gained on light-weight hogs in 1935 has 
beell lost. 

A comparison of prices of 200- to 225-pound hogs shows that the 
improved margin established in 1935 has heen maintained in 1936 and 
1937 and in some instances slightly improved. 

It is still too early to appraise branch operations from the standpoint 
of financial results. Evidence to date indicates that costs are some
what higher where operations are decentralized, than where valume is 
concentrated at one point. In other words, the same volume of 
business could be handled more economically from one point than from 
three points. 
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TABLE 21.-AMOUNT BY WHICH THE C,NC,NNAT, PRICE OF HOGS, 

CLASSIFIED BY WEIGHT RANGES, EXCEEDED THE. DAYTON PRICE, 

1931-37 
(Cents per 100 pounds] 

Dillerence between average of top 
and bottom quotations for bogs 
ranging in weight rrom-

Difference between J:& prices tor 
bogs ranging In w t Irom-

v .... 
181>-"'" 200-2211 226-,.. 181>-200 200-... 226-21!0 
pounds pounds pounds pounds pounds pounds 

1931 ________________ 52 43 39 54 46 55 1932 ________________ 35 34 'J/7 32 32 39 1933 ________________ 49 26 26 46 27 29 1934 ________________ 
50 35 34 47 30 29 1935 ________________ 27 20 16 33 20 21 1936 ________________ 41 19 15 37 19 17 1937 ________________ 
48 19 16 '48 19 17 

Source: Adapted from Henning, O. F .. and Poling, E. B. .ut .... LTSIS or 'lBJC UVJ:8'J'OCK. PBICB IIITOA110N 
IN ODIO. Ohio Agrl. Expt. Sta. Bull. 101. 1937. IMimeo.J 

The Dayton agency, however, has shown modest savings each 
year since the branch was established. The Lexington branch closed 
its first year with a small saving. No patronage dividends have been 
paid ,to members at either Dayton or Lexington, although in Novem
ber 1938 the directors voted to return half of the value of each certi
ficate of indebtedness issued at Dayton with interest at 5 percent. 

The establishment and operation of the Dayton and the Lexington 
branches. had tended to reduce receipts of the association at Cincinnati, 
particularly in the cattle and the sheep departments. The trend is 
reflected to a lesser extent in hogs and calves. The association's 1937 
cattle receipts at Cincinnati were the lowest since 1931. Sheep and 
lamb receipts were the lowest since 1930. 

Combined marketings through the association at Cincinnati, 
Dayton, and Lexington, however, in 1937 established a newall-time 
record of 594,920 head (table 22). 

Combined cattle receipts of the association in 1938 were sub
stantially higher than those. of any other year since organization; 
calf and sheep receipts declined somewhat in 1938, but hog receipts 
exceeded those of any other year with the exception of 1933 and 1934. 

Tbese figures indicate that while branch operations have reduced 
the volume of business handled by the parent company at Cincinnati, 
they have been instrumental in enabling the association to market a 
larger percentage of the total production of the area than ever before. 
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TABLE 22.-NuMBEIl OF LIVESTOCK SOLD BY THE PRODUCERS COOP

ERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION AT CINCINNATI AND DAYTON, OHIO, 

AND LEXINGTON, Ky., 1935-38 

Y .. , Cattle 0.,. .. H ... "eep 

1935 _________________________ 45,741 42,817 255, 193 121,506 1936 _________________________ 
52, 356 40, 190 280, 128 112,087 1937 _________________________ 
56,283 43,742 313, 119 181,776 lU38 _________________________ 
58, 855 37,022 343,491 150, 168 

Source: Reoordll of Producers Cooperative Commission Association, Cincinnati. Ohio. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

THE Producers Cooperative Commission Association of Cincinnati, 
during its first 13 years of operation, ho.s grown from an o.ssocia

tion serving 8,589 patrons to one serving 18,513; and, in approximate 
figures, from a volume of 165,000 head of livestock to 396,000 head, 
exclusive of 198,000 head handled by its branch agencies. Since the 
association makes no requirements of its members and patrons other 
than that they be livestock producers, its growth and its present 
position at the market demonstrate that marketing agreements and 
contracts with members are not necessary to guarantee patronage. 
Volume and patronage have been attracted to the association strictly 
on a service bo.sis and in open competition with every other agency 
handling livestock at the Cincinnati market. 

The number of members served by the association ho.s doubled and 
the number of nonmembers ho.s trebled since 1925. Following the 
opening of membership in 1930 to any bona fide livestock producer, the 
number of members increased 45 percent during the next 5 years; but 
the number of nonmembers declined only 7 percent. In spite of the 
ease with which patrons can become members of the association the 
number of nonmember patrons reached a new high in 1937. The 
association's experience shows, therefore, that liberal membership 
policies do not necessa.rily insure that a large percentage of the patrons 
will become members. 

To overcome the persistent tendency toward an increased number 
of nonmembers, the Lexington branch makes every patron a member 
when he transacts business with the association. For this purpose .. 
form is provided on the back of the checks covering livestock sales 
proceeds, whersby the patron makes application for membership in 
the association when he endorses the check. While this method of 
securing members is legal, it rsmains to be demonstrated from the 
standpoint of organization whether it will result in a strong coopera-
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selling approximately one-third of all the livestock offered for sale at 
Cincinnati, compared with 9 to 10 percent during its first 2 years of . . 
operation. 

The association shows much less fluctuation in receipts from year 
to year than the market as a whole. This would seem to indicats 
that the association's business is somewhat more stable than that of 
the market although it is difficult to assign reasons to account for this 
condition. 

Rail business at Cincinnati has shrunk to negligible proportions 
in recent years, but the association has held its volume of ra.il receipts 
much better than the market. This is accounted for by the fact that 
'while the association is handling a smaller and smaller volume from 
shipping association,s, it still does receive some business from them by 
ra.iI; whereas individual farmers, upon whom most of the rest of the 
market is dependent for rail business, have almost entirely ceased to 
ship by rail. For the present at least there is little opportunity. for 
the association to increase its volume of ra.il business. 

The truck business of the association has kept pace or exceeded the 
growth in truck receipts at the market. Field work, personal con
tacts, meetings, market tours, and radio broadcasts all have played 
a part in selling the services of the association to producers and truck
men. In the future the association may wish to consider assisting 
local groups to develop definite truck routes in certain parts of the 
market area. A truck transportation system buil t around local 
membership groups would give the association additional membership 
contacts and, if properly developed, should result in an increasing 
volume of business. 

While there is much variation in volume by days, analysis fails to 
indicate that ODe day of the week is consistently better marketwise 
than another. Undue concentration on certain days of the week, 
however, exerts a temporary selling pressure on the market, which 
might be lessened considerably if receipts were more evenly distrib
uted. In view of the generally small receipts on Saturdays the 
association in cooperation with other agencies on the market might 
take the lead in establishing a 5-day market, provided all other 
markets in the area would take similar action. 

The association is the leader on the Cincinnati market both in size 
and in policy making. From the standpoint of size it has probably 
reached a position where further gains in volume would not mate
rially increase its effectiveness as a marketing organization. Added 
volume is not necessary for it to exert mrudmum influence in the 
direction of lower marketing costs, improved service, and cleaner 
market practices. At the present stage of cooperative organization, 
leadership at any market enta.ils responsibilities that it is well to 
share with others. 
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In 14 years the association has sold more than 93 million dollars 
worth of livestock at Cincinnati for its members and patrons and has 
collected more than one and three-qua.rters million dollars in commis
sions for its services. It has expended one and a qua.rter million dollars 
for operating expenses, and has utilized the balance of its commission 
income to pay patronage dividends, and to establish operating reserves. 
Throughout its operations the association has attempted to give an 
improved and enlarged marketing service, but the cost of operations 
have been kept at a level which permitted the payment of rea.son
able patronage dividends each yea.r. It has endeavored to avoid 
overempha.sis on patronage dividends and low operating costs at the 
expense of sales service, recognizing that these items ordinarily 
account for less than 2 percent of the gross proceeds of sale, whereas 
selling affects 100 percent of the sa.!es proceeds. Operating statistics 
indicate that the association should continue to plaoe its major empha.
sis on development and improvement of its sa.!es service rather than 
upon low operating costs and large patronage dividends. 

The association has never followed the practioe of mailing individual 
statements to members and patrons showing each his volume of busi
ness and his share in savings, reserves, and patronage dividends. 
Use of suoh statements perhaps would tend to develop a more pro
nounced feeling of ownership and responsibility on the part of the 
rank and file of the membership towa.rd the association than now 
exists. The statements would impress each patron with the part he 
has played in creating the savings and reserves of the association and 
tend to prevent development of the concept that the association is 
independent of its membership. 

With the trend toward decentra.!ization in livestock marketing, the 
association, in its field-service program, should concentrate its mem
bership and business-getting efforts on the nearby close-in business 
which, in all probability, will always come to termina.! markets irre
spective of other trends. There is some indication that in the past 
the association's field-service work has been scattered and spread 
over too wide a territory to be effective. Out of a list of patrons and 
former patrons only about 65 percent had & clea.r idea of how member
ship was obtained; 80 percent could not name the director from their 
district; less than 25 percent had ever visited the offices of the associa-. 
tion; 90 percent stated that no one from the association had ever 
visited their farme; 80 percent had never attended an annua.! meeting; 
and 60 percent stated that so fa.r as they knew no livestock meetings 
had been held in their county. Thus the resulta of field-service 
work to date in much of the territory served by the association indi
cate a need for Ito broader, more definite, and more clea.rly defined 
educationa.! program. The work seems sufficiently important to 
justify the employment of Ito director of field service and education to 



102 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

plan and coordinate the program for the entire market area. In this 
connection fuller utilization of local groups and liv<l\ltock marketing 
committees should be encouraged. 

Few complaints pf the association's services are received. Most 
of those made relate to prices, grades, and weights. A large portion 
of them result from misconception on the part of the producer as to 
the grade and weight of his livestock. Further education in classes 
and grades and a closer adaptstion of market reports to fit these 
grades would assist materially in reducing complaints. 

Other complaints arise from mix-ups and errors in identification, 
which sometimes occur before the livestock reaches the association. 
Among the precautionary measures that should eliminate trucking 
mistakes may be listed: Use of bills of lading in consigning livestock 
and a more general use of marks for identification. In lieu of official 
bills of lading, shippers should insist on being furnished with copies 
of the trucker's invoice at the time of loading. The invoice should 
give the date, the name of the shipper, the number of head, the 
weight if known, a general description of the animals shipped, a 
record of the owner's marks of identification, and the rate charged for 
hauling. The invoice should be made in quadruplicate so that the 
truckman, the shipper, the stockyards company, and the commission 
agent each has a copy. The trucker's invoice should be signed by 
the shipper at the time of loading and receipted by the stockyards 
company at the time of unloading. Association employees at the 
time of taking delivery could compare the truckml'n's invoice with 
the receipt issued by the stockyards company, and any differences 
could be noted immediately. 

The association does not sell on the basis of any fi."'{ed and constant 
grade standards. Livestock may be closely sorted or it may be sold 
on the basis of a very liberal sort. Grades are flexible and are shifted 
up and down from week to week and from season to season as the 
market demands. The association, in common with other livestock 
cooperatives and private sales agencies, should work toward a pro
gram wherein livestock will be sold and quoted on the basis of recog
nized grades and weights. Grades should be kept constant and varia
tion in market demand for different weights and grades should be 
measured entireJy by price fluctuations. Failure to sell on the basis of 
fixed grades may be one of the importsnt factors undermining terminal 
marketing and the effectiveness of the cooperative program. 

Thus far, the association has made little use of sales meetings for 
discussion of supply-and-demand conditions and other factors that 
influence market prices. It would seem that short, regularly sched
uled sales meetings held prior to the opening of each day's market 
would be helpful in the formulation of sales policies. In addition to 
imparting information, such meetings, if properly conducted, would 
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tend to give salesmen more of a sense of unity and cooperation than 
they now have. 

At the sales meetings a review of the previous day's markets should 
be given. Market activity, prices, and clearances effected should be 
studied carefully in conjunction with prospective receipts for the day. 
Current reports on the dressed-meat trade should also be available. 
A few aimple charts recording such background data as receipts, price 
differentials, and prices should be kept up to date for two or three 
other markets in the area. Sales meetings should aim to strengthen 
the selling side of the market. The meetings should give salesmen 
rather definite ideas, based on the best information available, as to 
what the market action any day should be. 

Truckmen have become the transportation system for livestock 
throughout the Corn Belt. Trucking is largely an unorganized, un
regulated business. Many of its present methods are loose, unsound, 
and unbusinesslike. Competition is fierce, rates are low, and the 
turn-over among truckmen is high. As many as 900 trucks have 
delivered livestock to the Cineinnati market in 1 day. State regula
tions, standardization of trucking practices, and improved business 
detail"':-"'uch as the use of truck bills of lading-should help to correct 
undesirable features. 

The association has an opportunity to ally itself more closely with 
truckmen whose goodwill is invaluable. For example, the association 
in its contacts with truckmen, could assist them in acquiring the best 
and most economical form of fire, theft, public liability, transit, and 
cargo insurance. Consideration might also be given to the establish
ment of a cooperative gasoline station at Cineinnati or other arrange
ments for special prices whereby truckmen could effect savings in 
gasoline, oil, and grease. The association might also assist truckers 
by developing a back-haul business in wholesale farm supplies and 
other commodities. At times truckmen might like to have salesmen 
and other employees of the association tra.vel with them on trips to 
the country inspecting livestock. In this wa.y, the salesman becomes 
familiar with trucking problems and the truckman becomes familiar 
with marketing problems. 

From many standpoints, organization and development of local 
trucking units would seem to offer one of the best opportunities for 
the reesta.blishment of producer contacts, since of necessity every 
livestock producer has some interest in tra.nsportation. Organization 
of local truck tra.nsportation facilities should thus ha.ve an appeal to 
a wide group of producers, particularly if there should be a. prospect 
of economies in operation. In addition to affording the a.ssocia.tion a 
oonvenient group through which to ca.rry on its education and field
service program, the formation of local trucking units should insure 
regular, dependa.ble service a.t reasonable ha.u1ing rates to all producers. 
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By encouraging producers to organize and control their own local 
truck transportation system for livestock, the associl\tion will have 
an opportunity to familiarize itself with the livestock-transportation 
problems in each community and to share in their solution. 

Branch agencies offer interesting possibilities in meeting the trend 
toward decentralization and the competition of local markets and 
livestock auctions. At Dayton and Lexington, the association has 
found that branch operation and administration is a major under
taking, not just a side-line operation. When branches are to be 
formed, extreme care should be exercised in determining their need, 
in choosing their location, and in selecting their personnel. The 
branches at Dayton and Lexington were under consideration for sev
eral years before they were finally established. Local producers 
raised all of the funds necessary to finance each branch independently 
of the reserves maintained by the parent company. _ The association's 
success in branch operation, therefore, has not come by chance but 
as a result of carefully laid plans and much hard work. 

It is still too early to appraise the association's policies in establish
ing branch agencies to meet the trend toward decentralized market
ing and to carry the livestock market nearer the producer. At 
Dayton, however, where the association has had a branch in opera
tion for more than 3 years, definite progress is apparent. Market 
receipts have been materially increased, prices at Daytr.n have been 
raised in comparison with prices at Cincinnati, and the branch has 
shown modest savings each year since it was organized. In 1937 
combined marketings of the association represented a larger percent
age of the total production of the market area than ever before. 

Regulation should apply equally to all livestock markets. Many 
local markets and livestock auctions, however, operate without regu
lation or supervision. They do their own weighing, issue their own 
market reports, and determine their own schedule of rates and charges. 
They are not required to give bond or to show financial responsibility. 
Each local market establishes its own trade practices and code of 
ethics. From a competitive angle this gives unregulated local mar
kets and livestock auctions an advantage over the terminal markets. 
The association and other livestock interests may wish to consider 
making recommendations for equal regulation of all livestock markets 
to correct present competitive inequalities. 



Appendix.-Basic Statistical Data 

Producers Cooperative Commisson Associatiion 

Union Stockyards 

Cincinnati Ohio 

Balance Shut Du. 31, 1937 

ASSETS 

Current: 
Cash________________________________________ S900.00 
Bank-Th. Central Trust CO__________________ 892. 51 
U. S. bonds __________________________________ 112,191. 40 

Notes receivable______________________________ 1,658. 64 
Livestock loans _______________________________ 49,707.07 
Accounts receivable--Trade ____________________ 34,742.01 
Acoounts receivable--Sundry___________________ 2, 056. 28 

Tot&lcunent .... ts ____________________________________ $202,147. 9i 
Investments: Stock in other cooperative associations_____________ 20,961. 00 
Fixed .... ts: 

Furniture and flxtures _______________ Sll, 887. 37 
Leas: Reserv. for depreciation_ _ _ 7, 050. 22 

4, 837. 15 
AutonoobUes _______________________ 5,529.24 

Leas: Reserve for depreciation __ . _ 3, 992. 61 
1,536. 63 

Total flxed .... ts _________________________________ _ 
Def.rred lteDlB _____________________________________________ _ 6,373. 78 

1,768. 47 

Total assets___________________________________________ 231,251.16 

Current liabilities: 
Notes payabl. ________________________________ $10,000.00 

Accounts payabl._____________________________ 53. 63 

Total current liabilities ________________________________ _ 
Reserves for field work ______________________________________ _ 

Net worth: Reserves _____________________________________ 164, 153. 07 

Treasurer', account___________________________ 4, 000. 00 
Savingo--I937 ________________________________ 45,722.08 

$10,053.63 
7,322. 38 

Total net worth _______________________________________ 213,875.15 

Total liabilities and net worth___________________________ 231,251.16 
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106 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

Producers Cooperative Commission, Association 
Union Stockyards 
Cincinnati, Ohio 

Statement of Loss and Gain 

Deoomber 
Item Year 1937 

103. 1113' 

Income: 
Commissions: 

Cattle ____________________ $2,881. 80 $1,931. 50 $25,772. 20 
Calves ___ _________________ 1,256.90 830.65 18, 718. 15 
Hogs _____________________ 7,825.05 7,292.95 84, 180. 65 
Sheep _____________________ 887.36 688. 40 14,451. 65 

Total commission income __ 12,851. 11 10,743.50 143, 122. 65 

Expenses: 
Salaries: 

Cattle ____________________ 
1,676.64 1, 124. 98 14,949.80 

Calve8 ____________________ 565.00 575.00 6, 771. 00 Hogs _____________________ 
1,326.64 1,235.98 16, 150. 67 Sheep _____________________ 

765.00 300. 00 6,051.54 
Office _____________________ 1,299.98 1,369.98 16,321. 31 

Automobiles ___________________ 40.02 69.76 366.33 
Directors ___ _______ ____________ 251. 26 188.41 3,474. 79 
~neraJ _______________________ 

1,010.66 630. 70 4,837.62 Traveling _____________________ 202.63 221. 46 2,848. 44 Bonds ________________________ 
100.00 100.00 1,200.00 

DepreciatioD ____________ _______ 100.00 100.00 1,200.00 
Field work ____________________ 1,353.57 1,044.75 11,999.62 
Office, stationery ____ __ ___ ______ 300. 00 300.00 5,648. 93 
Unemployment taxes ___________ 730.52 109.06 1,389.77 
Social security _________________ ------------ 28. 51 610.62 Postage _______________________ 

450. 00 307. 00 3,509.85 Rent _________________________ 
118.52 123. 42 1,447.03 

Telephone _____________________ 156. 91 157.88 2, 156. 49 
Items charged ofL _____________ 102.62 180.29 180.29 
Crippled .tock __ ,, _________ . ____ 76.10 79. 73 942. 87 

Total expenses _______________ 10,626.07 8,246.91 102,056.97 

Total savings on commissions __ 2,225.04 2,496. 59 41,065.68 
Additional income: 

Dayton producers ______________ ------------ 480.00 480. 00 
InvestDlento--Interest __________ 569. 10 224. 93 3,012.76 
Interest from loans _____________ 122. 81 21.81 1,163.64 

Net savings ____ _______ ___ ____ 2,916. 95 3,223. 33 45,722. 08 



TABLE 23.-LIVESTOCK CONSIGNED POR SALE AT CINCINNATI UNION STOCKYARDS AND PROPORTION OF TOTAL SOLD BY 
PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE CO .... IS~ION ASSOCIATION, 1925-37 

Cattle Calves a"", Sheep 

Yeo< AasoeIatlon', receipts A.8soeiatioo's receipts A!IIIOCiation's recelpta Association's receipts 
Total mar- Total mar- - Total market Total mar-
ket con.o:lgn- kel coD!ligo- consignments ket consigo-

m .. " Total p""",- menta Total Percentag(' Total Percentage menta Total Percentage 
of market of market 01 markd o(market 

H"" H<4d P<n<nJ H"" HMd PtTl21It H"" Hud 1'<>'_ H<4d H"" p""", 
1925 ________ 228,489 8,348 3.6 156, 114 17,738 11.4 859,415 122,066 14. 2 323,331 17,579 5.4 
1926. _______ 209,582 15, 144 7.2 151, 185 20,894 13.8 829,442 158,373 19.1 288,830 23, 708 8.2 
1927 __ . __ . __ 215,9.53 17, 715 8.2 140,522 20,454 14. 6 1,057,512 197,619 18. 7 297,496 30, 765 10. 3 
1928._. _____ 191,517 21,795 11.4 121,750 26, 193 21. 5 1, 115, 772 269,236 24. 1 183,939 34,998 19.0 
1929. _______ 190,361 21, 554 11.3 107,442 30,892 28. 8 855,764 264,074 30.9 183,339 41,968 22.9 
1930_. ______ 174,126 21,920 12.6 105,403 30,825 29.2 710,659 238, 790 33.6 179,548 40,642 22. 6 
193L _______ 144,052 20,956 14. 5 113,436 34,639 30.5 695,507 255,067 36.7 360,588 93,491 25.9 
1932 _______ . 156,228 30,682 19.6 105,612 31,506 29.8 783, 401 283,998 36.3 419,398 116,741 27. 8 
1933 ________ 159,362 34,049 21. 4 101,863 36, 160 35. 5 1,040,548 404,811 38.9 309,409 110,741 35.8 
1934 ____ . __ . 170,181 40,372 23. 7 116,892 45,235 38. 7 828, 702 364,381 44.0 222,261 97,636 43.9 
1935_. ______ 191,035 40,077 21.0 106,097 40,107 37.8 604,330 233,595 38. 7 310,307 112,614 36.3 
1936_ .. _. ___ 194,337 44,711 23.0 103,294 36,824 35.6 686,329 259,256 37.8 221,998 103,156 46. 5 
1937 .. ______ 154,721 29,420 19.0 99,524 35,345 35. 5 703,497 264,796 37. 6 185,841 67,350 36.2 

Source: Recorda of the Producers Cooperative Commission AatoclatIon, Cincinnati. Ohio. 
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106 FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

Producers Cooperative Commission, Association 
Union Stockyards 
Cincinnati, Ohio 

Statement of Loss and Gain 

Deoomber 
Item Year 1937 

1036 "'1'1 

Income: 
Commissions: 

C .. ttle ____________________ $2,881. 80 $1,931. 50 $25,772. 20 
C .. lves ____________________ 1,256.90 830.65 18,718. 15 Hogs _____________________ 

7,825.05 7,292.95 84, 180. 65 
Sheep _____________________ 887.36 688. 40 14,451. 65 

Total commission income __ 12,851. 11 10,743.50 143, 122. 65 

Expenses: 
Salaries: . 

Ca.ttle ____________________ 1,676.64 I, 124. 98 14, 949. 80 
Ca.lves ____________________ 565.00 575.00 6,771. 00 Hogs _____________________ 

1,326.64 1,235.98 16,150.67 Sheep _____________________ 
765. 00 300.00 6,051. 54 Office _____________________ 

1,299.98 1,369.98 16,321. 31 
Automobiles ___________________ 40. 02 69.76 366. 33 
Directors ______________________ 251. 26 188.41 3,474. 79 
General _______________________ 1,010. 66 630. 70 4,837.62 
Trav~ling-------------------_- 202. 63 221. 46 2, 848. 44 Bonds ________________________ 

100.00 100.00 1,200.00 
DepreciatioD ___________________ 100.00 100.00 1,200.00 
Field work ____________________ 1,353.57 1,044.75 11,999.62 
Office, stationery _______________ 300.00 300. 00 5, 648. 93 
Unemployment taxes ___________ 730. 52 109.06 1,389.77 
Social security _________________ ------------ 28.51 610.62 Postage _______________________ 

450. 00 307. 00 3,509.85 Rent _________________________ 
118.52 123.42 1,447.03 

Telephone _____________________ 156. 91 157.88 2, 156. 49 
Items cha.rged otL _____________ 102. 62 180.29 180.29 
Crippled stock _____________ , ____ 76.10 79.73 942.87 

Total expenses _______________ 10,626.07 8,246.91 102,056.97 

Total savings on commissions __ 2,225.04 2,496.59 41,065.68 
Additiona.l income: 

Dayton producers ______________ ------------ 480.00 480. 00 
Investments-Interest __________ 569. 10 224. 93 3,012.76 
Interest from loans _____________ 122. 81 21. 81 I, 163. 64 

Net aavings _________________ 2,916.95 3,223. 33 45,722.08 



TABLE 23.-LIVESTOCK CONSIGNED FOR SALE AT CINCINNATI UNION STOCKYARDS AND PROPORTION OF TOTAL SOLD BY 
PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, 1925-37 

Cattle Calves Hop Sbeep 

V.., Aasodatfon's receipts AaocIation's receipts Association's receipts Auoclatlon'sl'l.l(.'(lfpts 
Total mar- Total mar- Total martet Total mar-
tet con..lgn- tet consign- consignments ket comign· 

menu Total Percentage ments Total Percentag(' Total Percentage menta Total Percentage 
of market olmarket of market of market 

H<d H",d -- H<d H",d Percent H<d H,.d p,,,,,,, H<d H<d -..., 
1926 ________ 228,489 8,348 3. 6 166, 114 17,738 11.4 859,415 122,066 14. 2 323,331 17,579 5.4 
1926. _______ 209,682 15, 144 7.2 161, 185 20,894 13.8 829,442 168,373 19.1 288,830 23, 708 8.2 
1927 ________ 215,953 17,715 8.2 140,522 20,454 14. 6 1,057,512 197,619 18. 7 297,496 30,765 10.3 
1928. _______ 191,617 21,795 11.4 121,750 26, 193 21. 5 1, 115,772 269, 236 24. 1 183,939 34,998 19.0 
1929 ________ 190,361 21,554 11.3 107,442 30,892 28.8 855,764 264,074 30. 9 183,339 41,968 22. 9 
1930 ________ 174,126 21,920 12.6 105,403 30,825 29.2 710,659 238, 790 33.6 179,548 40,642 22. 6 
193L _______ 144,052 20,956 14. 5 113,436 34,639 30.5 695,507 255,067 36.7 360, 588 93,491 25. 9 
1932 ________ 156,228 30,682 19.6 106,612 31,506 29.8 783,401 283,998 36.3 419,398 116,741 27.8 
1933 ________ 159,362 34,049 21. 4 101,863 36, 160 35.5 1,040,548 404,811 38. 9 309,409 110,741 36.8 
1934 ________ 170, 181 40,372 23.7 116,892 45,235 38. 7 828, 702 364,381 44.0 222,261 97,636 43.9 
1936 ________ 191,035 40,077 21. 0 106,097 40, 107 37.8 604,330 233,595 38.7 310,307 112,614 36.3 
1936 ________ 194,337 44,711 23.0 103,294 36,824 35.6 686,329 259,256 37.8 221,998 103, 166 46.6 
1937 ________ 154,721 29,420 19.0 99,524 35,345 35.5 703,497 264,796 37.6 185,841 67,350 36.2 

Source: Rooords 01 the Producers Cooperative Commission AlJ8Oc.iatfon, Cincinnati, Ohio. 



TABLE 24.-RAIL RECEIPTS OF LIVESTOCK CONSIGNED FOR SALE AT CINCINNATI UNION STOCKYARDS AND PORTION .... 

SOLD BY PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, 1925-37 56 
Cattle CalVe! Ho .. Sheep 

AaIoclatiOD'S rail Aasoelatloo'. tall AasocJat!on's rail AaaocIatloo's ran 
y.,.. Total mar- receipts Total mar- recelptl Total market reoolptll Total mar- receipts 

ket rail coo- kat rail con- raU comign- kot rail oon-
aigomentll Percentage aJgnm.enti Percentage mOnt! Percentage sJgnments Percentage Total of market Total olmarkot Total of market Total oCmarkot 

----------
H ... Hm Perunl H .. d H ... Pe._ H .. d H.ad Pe._ H",d H'" Pe. ... , 

1925 ________ 198, 101 4, 698 2.4 99,369 9, 278 9.3 619, 724 70, 937 11.4 260,086 8, 947 3.4 1926 ________ 178,098 8,940 5.0 96,082 7,936 8.3 549,013 74,258 13.6 226, 198 8,804 3.9 
1921- _______ 182,240 11,017 6.0 88, 367 6, 599 7.5 689, 785 85,768 12. 4 214,137 11,916 5.6 
1928 ________ 148,881 11,400 7.7 59, 730 7,360 12.3 644, 506 104, 891 16.3 89,930 10,001 11.1 1929 ________ 147,723 10, 683 7.2 41,268 8,686 21. 0 394, 177 83,712 21. 2 60,904 9, 589 15.7 1930 ________ 

125,761 10,095 8.0 33,328 7,715 23.1 268,985 77, 768 28. 9 48,977 8, 618 17.6 1931. _______ 91,853 10,075 11. 0 31,568 8,969 28. 4 191, 239 71,703 37.6 140, 974 26, 788 19.0 1932 ________ 68,310 11,603 17.0 24, 735 5,674 22.9 187,569 73,364 39. 1 114,494 15,393 13.4 1933 ________ 
53, 127 8,662 16.3 15, 658 5,976 38. 2 202,066 99,450 49.2 14, 455 6, 470 37. 8 

1934 ________ 39,880 8,070 20. 2 13,386 8,020 59.9 113,102 73, 781 65.2 11,400 6,011 52. 7 
1936 ________ 37,975 6,047 16.9 10,594 6,623 62.5 61, 185 30, 159 49.3 73,096 10, 517 14. 4 
1936 ________ 29,067 3, 759 12.9 7,579 3,543 46. 7 42,051 13, 842 32.9 15, 492 10, 448 67.4 1937 ________ 26,640 3,714 14. 0 7,076 2,954 41. 7 24, 553 7, 755 31.6 9, 894 8,509 86.0 

Source: Recorda of tbe ProduC8l'I Oooperative CommlllloD A.-oclatloD,- Oincinnatl, OhIo. 



TABLE 25.-TRUC][ RECEIPTS OF LIVE.roCK CON.IGNED FOR SALE AT CINCINNATI UNION STOCKYARD. AND PORTION 
SOLD BY PRODUCER. COOPERATIVE eo .... I •• ION A.SOCIATlON, 1925-37 

CaWe Calv. a ... S' ... 

AIIoclatloo', truck AJIoclatloo's truck Aaaoclatlon'a truok Aasoclatloo',uucll: 
Y- Total_ ........ Total martet ...... 11 Total market recelpy Total market roooipts 

truck con- truck con- truck coo· truck coo-.......... aiPDl80te aigumeot;s slgnments 
T .... PeroeoWge To ... Percentage To ... Percentage Percentage 

01 market ofmartet otmettet To ... oemark-et 

IUd Hod ,.., .... Hod H ... ,..,.... Hod Hod ,..,.... Hod Hod --1925 ...••••. 30,388 3,650 12. 0 56,745 8,460 1'" 9 239,691 51, 129 21.3 63,245 8,632 13.6 
1926 .......• 31,484 6,204 19.7 55,103 12,958 23.5 280,429 84,115 30. 0 62,632 14,904 23.8 
1927 ..•..... 33,713 6,698 19.9 52,155 13,855 26.6 367,727 111,851 30.4 83, 359 18,849 22.6 
1928 ....•... 42,636 10,395 2<l4 62,020 18,833 30.4 471,266 164,345 3'" 9 94, 009 24,997 26. 6 
1929 ......... 42,638 10,871 25.5 66, 174 22,206 33.6 461,587 180,362 39.1 122,435 32,379 26.4 
1930 ...••••. 48,365 11,825 2<l4 72,075 23,110 32. I 441,674 161,022 36.5 130,571 32,024 2<l5 
1931. ....••. 52,199 10,881 20.8 81,878 25,670 31. 4 504, 268 183,364 36.4 219,614 66,703 30.4 
1932 .....•.. 87,918 19,079 21. 7 80,877 25,832 31.9 595,832 210,634 35.4 304, 904 101,348 33.2 
1933 ...••.•.. 106,235 25,387 23. 9 86,205 30, 185 35.0 838,482 305,361 36.4 294,954 105,271 35.7 
1934 ..•..•.. 130,301 32,302 2<l8 103,506 37,215 36.0 715,600 290,600 40.6 210,861 91,625 43.5 
1935 .•.....• 153,060 34,030 22. 2 95,503 33,484 35. 1 543, 145 203,436 37.5 237,211 102,097 43.0 
1936 ........ 165,270 40,952 2<l8 95,715 33,281 3"'8 644,278 245,414 38.1 206,506 92,708 ""9 
1937 ........ 128, 181 25, 706 20. 1 92,448 32,391 35.0 678,944 257,041 37.9 175,947 58,841 33.4 

80ur0e: Records ot tbo Produoen Oooperatlve OomIJllaalon A.ssoclatlon. CincinnatI, Ohio. 



TABLE 26.-RECEIPTS OF LIVESTOCK BY RAIL ANO TRUCK AT PROOUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, 1925-37 

Cattle received Ca1ves received 

Year P~rcentage 01 total receipts Percentage 01 total receipts 
By rail By truek Total By rail By truck Total 

By rail By truck By rail By truck 

H,lld Httld I1tad Perctf/J Pnunt H,lld Htad H",d Perctrll Pm"" 1925 ____________ 
4, 698 3, 650 8, 348 56.3 43. 7 9, 278 8, 460 17,738 52.3 47.7 1926 ____________ 8,940 6, 204 15, 144 59.0 41. 0 7, 936 12, 958 20,894 38.0 62.0 1927 ____________ 11,017 6,698 17, 715 62.2 37. 8 6, 599 13, 855 20, 454 32. 3 67.7 

1928 __________ ._ . 11,400 10,395 21, 795 52. 3 47.7 7,360 18,833 26, 193 28.1 71.9 1929 ____________ 10,683 10,871 21, 554 49.6 50. 4 8,686 22, 206 30,892 28. 1 71. 9 1930 ____________ 10,095. 11,825 21, 920 46. 1 53. 9 7,715 23,110 30,825 25.0 75.0 
1931. ___________ 10,075 10, 881 20,956' 48. 1 51. 9 8, 969 25, 670 34, 639 25.9 74. 1 
1932 ____________ 11,603 19,079 30, 682 37. 8 62. 2 5, 674 25,832 31, 506 18.0 82.0 1933 ____________ 8, 662 25,387 34,049 25.4 74.6 5, 975 30, 185 36, 160 16.5 83. 5 1934 ___________ . 8,070 32, 302 40,372 20. 0 80.0 8,020 37, 215 45,235 17.7 82. 3 
1935 ________ . ___ 6,047 34,030 40, 077 15. 1 84. 9 6, 623 33, 484 40, 107 16.5 83.5 1936 ____________ 3, 759 40, 9.02 44, 711 8. 4 91. 6 3,.043 33,281 36,824 9.6 90.4 1937 ____________ 3,714 25, 706 29,420 12.6 87. 4 2, 9.04 32, 391 I 35,345 8.4 91. 6 

..... ..... 
o 



Bop received 

1925 ____________ 
70,937 51, 129 122,066 58.1 41. 9 1926 ____________ 
74,258 84, 115 158,373 46. 9 53.1 

1927 ____________ 85, 768 111,851 197,6I9 43. 4 56.6 
1928 ____________ 104, 891 164, 345 269,236 39.0 61. 0 
1929 ____________ 83,712 180,362 264,074 31.7 68. 3 1930 ____________ 

77,768 161,022 238,790 32. 6 67.4 
1931 ____________ 71,703 183,364 255,067 28. 1 .71.9 
1932 ____________ 73,364 210,634 283,998 25.8 74. 2 1933 ____________ 

99,4.50 305,361 404, 811 24.6 75.4 
1934 ____ . _______ 73,781 290,600 364, 381 20.2 79. 8 
1935_ . ___ .. _ .. __ 30, 159 203,436 233, 595 12.9 87.1 
1936 _________ . __ 13,842 245,414 259,256 5.3 94. 7 
1937 ____________ 7,755 257,041 264, 796 2.9 97. 1 

Bource: Records of the Producel1 Cooperative Commisalon Association, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Sheep reoelved 

8,947 8,632 17,579 
8,804 14, 904 23, 708 

11,916 18,849 30, 765 
10,001 24,997 34,998 

9, 589 32,379 41,968 
8,618 32,024 40,642 

26, 788 66, 703 93,491 
15,393 101,348 116,741 
5,470 105.271 110,741 
6,011 91,625 97,636 

10,517 102,097 112,614 
10,448 92, 708 103, 156 
8,509 58,841 67,350 

50.9 
37.1 
38. 7 
28. 6 
22.8 
21. 2 
28. 7 
13. 2 
4.9 
6.2 
9. 3 

10.1 
12. 6 

49. 1 
62. 9 
61. 3 
71. 4 
77.2 
78. 8 
71.3 
86.8 
95.1 
93.8 
90.7 
89.9 
87.4 

.... .... .... 



TABLJ< 27.-BuSINJ<SS SUPPLIJ<D BY SHIPPING ASSOCIATIONS TO PRODUCJ<RS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, 
CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1925-37 

Cattle OalV68 

Year CODl'r,:dbY percen:f: of Consl~ned by Percenta~e of Total assoc tatioD Total association 
receipts BhlpJ:;ng """. total assoc lion """,,pta Shtp~ g 8580- total &ssoo stlOD 

o tlons receipts " tlon, receipts 

H ... H ... PUUftt H",' H ... p","", 1925 __________________________________________ 
8,348 2, 995 35.9 17,738 8,658 48. 8 1926 __________________________________________ 

15, 144 4, 269 28.2 20,894 7,635 36. 6 1927 _______ , __________________________________ 
17,715 6,136 29.0 20,454 6, 136 30. 0 

1928 __________________________ . ________________ 21,795 6, 414 29.4 26, 193 6,817 26.0 1929 ____________ 
--.-------------------------- 21,554 5, 445 25.3 30, 892 8,495 27.5 1930 _____________________ ~ ____________________ 

21,920 4,861 22.2 30, 825 7,432 24. 1 1931 __________________________________________ 
20,956 4, 777 22. 8 34, 639 7,851 22.7 1932 __________________________________________ 
30,682 4,333 14. 1 31, 506 5,114 16.2 1933 __________________________________________ 
34,049 3, 289 9. 7 36, 160 4,556 12.6 1934 __________________________________________ 
40,372 2, 283 5. 7 45,235 4, 717 10.4 1935 __________________________________________ 
40,077 1,895 4.7 40, 107 3, 197 8.0 1936 __________________________________________ 
44,711 1,162 2. 6 36, 824 2,064 5. 6 1937 __________________________________________ 
29, 420 895 3. 0 35, 345 1,598 4.5 

TotaL __________________________________ 
346,743 47,754 13.8 406, 812 74, 270 18.3 

.... .... 
I>,:) 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

925 __________________________________________ 
122,066 926 __________________________________________ 
158,373 927 __________________________________________ 
197,619 928. _________________________________________ 
269,236 929 __________________________________________ 
264, 074 930 __________________________________________ 
238, 790 931 __________________________________________ 
255,067 932 ___ . ______________________________________ 
283,998 933 __________________________________________ 
404, 811 934 __________________________________________ · 
364,381 935 __________________________________________ 
233,595 936 __________________________________________ 
259,256 937 __________________________________________ 
264, 796 

Touu ___________________________________ 
3,316,062 

800roe: Recorda of Producers Oooperatlve Commllslon AlIOCiatiOD, ClDclnDatJ, Ohio. 

BOIl 

58,657 48. 1 
59,047 37.3 
67, 124 34. 0 
81,423 30. 2 
66,345 25. 1 
67, 144 28. 1 
62,527 24.5 
59,679 21. 0 
72,956 18. 0 
47,532 13.0 
11,956 5. 1 
3,714 1.4 
2,002 0.8 

660, 106 19.9 

Sheep 

17,579 8,204 46.7 
23,708 7,795 32. 9 
30,765 10,428 33.9 
34, 998 8,390 24.0 
41,968 8,962 21.4 
40,642 7, 139 17.6 
93,491 13,331 14. 3 

116,741 7, 194 6.2 
110,741 2,691 2.4 
97,636 4,948 5. 1 

112,614 4, 379 3.9 
103, 156 797 0.8 
67,350 814 1.2 

891,3S9 85,072 9.5 



TABLE 2B.-LIVESTOCK RECEIPTS OF PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, BY STATES, 1925-37 
CATTLE 

Ohio I Indiana Kentucky I Otl1l1r etatea 

y"", 
Peroon~ peroont~ PcroontllR'o p(lrcenta~c 

Total rocolptl 
Tolal trom Total trom Total from Totaltrom 

S"," Ol8ll8OCIBtlOD Slala ot BBIIocls\. OD Staw 01 888ool8tioo other Btaloa 01 88IIool8t OD 
rocelptl rooolpti reoo!pLl receipts 

"-H,od P"c~'II1 11144 PtTctmt Il~ad Pnunt I1'ad Percent I1ead 
1925 _______ ••••• _ •••••••• __ 3,271 39.2 2,989 35.8 995 11. 9 1,093 13. 1 8, 348 
1926 ••••• _ •• _._ •••• __ •• ___ " 6,044 39.9 5,831 38.5 I, 494 9.9 1,775 11. 7 15, 144 
1927 ••••••••••••••••••••• __ 5,810 32.8 6, 858 33. 1 4,044 22.8 2,003 11.3 17,715 
1928_ •• ____ •• __ ._ •• __ ••.•• _ 7,600 34. 9 6,611 25. 7 7,079 32.5 1,505 6.9 21,795 
1929 .... __ •. ______________ . 7, 435 34. 5 5, 969 27.7 6, 660 30. 9 1,490 6. 9 21, 554 
1930 .... ______________ •• ___ 7, 606 34. 7 6, 507 29.7 5,652 25. 8 2, 155 9.8 21,920 
1931. .. _. _____________ ••• __ 6, 615 31. 1 5, 657 27.0 3, 956 18. 9 4,828 23.0 20,956 
1932 ____ . ________ .• __ •• ____ 7,561 24. 6 7,233 23.6 10,657 34.7 5,231 17. 1 30,682 
1933 ...... _________________ 9,920 29.1 7, 742 22.7 12,829 37. 7 3, 558 10.5 84,049 
1934. ____________ .. __ •• ____ 11,829 29. a 8, 001 19.8 15, 713 38. 9 4, 829 12.0 40, 372 
1935. ___ . _____________ • ___ . 12,413 30. 9 . 7, 165 17.9 17, 503 43. 7 2, 996 7.5 40, 077 
1936. ______________ . ____ • __ 15, 109 33. 8 9, 433 21. 1 18, 158 40. 6 2,011 4.5 44,711 
1937. ___ . ___ .. _____________ 12, 763 43.4 7,541 25.6 7, 403 25. 2 1,718 5. 8 29, 420 

.... .... 
~ 



CALVES 

1925 ___ ._. _________ -------- 6,489 36.6 8,991 50.7 945 5.3 1,313 1926 ___ . __________________ . 8,310 . 39.8 10, 160 48. 6 1,977 9.5 447 
1927 _______________________ 7,817 38.2 8,959 43.8 3, 143 15.4 535 
1928 _______________________ 10,368 39. 6 10,458 39. 9 4, 628 17.7 739 
1929 _______________________ 12,307 39.8 12, 167 39. 4 5,909 19. I 509 
1930 _______________________ 11,951 38.8 12,673 41. 1 5,319 17.2 882 
193L ___________________ ._ 11,663 33.7 14,571 42.1 6,351 18.3 2,054 
1932 _______________________ 10,099 32.1 11,970 38. 0 8,037 25.5 1,400 
1933 ______ . ________________ 11,420 31.6 12,906 35.7 10,549 29.2 1,285 
193L ___________________ . _ 14, 162 31. 3 16,846 37.2 11,734 26.0 2,493 
1935 _______________________ 13, 147 32.8 14,755 36.8 10,047 25.0 2,158 1936 ____ . __________________ 12,625 34. 3 12,904 35.1 10, 102 27.4 1,193 
1937 _______________________ 12,872 36.4 11,659 33.0 9,531 27.0 1,283 

I Volume or Deyton branch lines Mar_ 10, 1936. and volume or LeDngton branch since May 17, 1987, not included with Ohio and Kentucky totals. 

Source: BecordJ or the Produoen Cooperative CoIIllD.t.iOD AssocIation, Cindnnati, Ohio. 

7.4 17,738 
2.1 20,894 
2.6 20,454 
2.8 26, 193 
1.7 30, 892 
2.9 30,825 
5.9 34, 639 
4.4 31,506 
8.5 36, 160 
5.5 45,235 
5.4 40.107 
8.2 36,824 
8.6 35,345 



TABLE 28.-LIVESTOCK RECEIPTS OF PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, BY STATES, 1925-37-Con. 
Boas 

Obtol Indiana Jr:eotuck:)" I Other States 

You Percen~e percentar: Percontage percen~e 
Total receipts 

Total from ot assoclat on Total from of 8SSO('iat aD Total from of 8.'ISOclo.tloD Total from ot 8&'!Ioc1at on State receipts Stata receipts Stata receipts other States receipts 

H,,,. PIT"'" Hearl Peru1I1 Head P,,,.,,, Head Ptrun' Head 1925 _______________________ 58,839 48. 2 57,714 47.3 1,234 1.0 4, 279 3.5 122,066 1926 ______________________ . 78,873 49.8 73, 536 46. 4 2, 767 1.8 3, 197 2.0 158,373 1927 _______________________ 97,891 49. 5 83,537 42.3 11, 121 5.6 5,070 2.6 197,619 1928 ______________________ . 137,826 51. 2 113,765 42. 2 12,905 4.8 4, 740 1.8 269,236 1929 _______________________ 
130,932 49.6 117,994 44. 7 11, 151 4.2 3, 997 1.5 264, 074 1930 ______________________ . 
lOS, 123 44.0 114, 741 48. 0 7,095 3.0 11,831 5.0 238,790 1931 _______________________ 
105,576 41. 4 123,561 48. 4 4, 743 1.9 21, 187 8.3 255,067 1932 _______________________ 109, 761 38. 7 129, 231 45.5 13,086 4.6 31, 920 11.2 283, 998 1033 _______________________ 
158, 505 39.2 186, 343 46.0 23,034 5.7 36, 929 9.1 404;811 1934 _______________________ 
152, 221 41. 8 175,58a 48.2 la, 459 a.7 2a, U8 6. a 364, 381 1935 ______________________ . 113,175 48. 4 98, 170 42.0 14, 188 6.1 8,062 3.5 233, 595 1936 _______________________ 134,347 51. 8 97,365 37.6 18,685 7.2 8, 859 3.4 259, 256 1937 ______________________ . 151, 470 57.2 89, 997 34. 0 19,040 7. 2 4, 289 1.6 264,796 



SHEEP 

1925 ....................... 9, 190 52. 3 5,384 30. 6 .2,657 15.1 348 
1926 ••••••••.•••.•••••••••• 11,515 4& 6 5, 799 24.5 51 134 21. 6 1,260 
1927 ....................... 12,063 39.2 7,980 25.9 10,482 34. 1 240 
1928 ..•......•.•........... 16,043 45.8 7,091 20.3 11,480 32. 8 384 
1929 ....................... 21,949 52.3 7,511 17.9 11,543 27.5 965 
1930 ••• _ ••••••••.•.•••.• _. 21,456 52. 8 7,972 19.6 7,894 19.4 3.320 
1931 ......•....•.... _ ...... 20,364 21. 8 11,201 12. 0 50.718 54. 2 11,208 
1932 .....•...... _ .......... 22.029 1& 9 13, 120 11.2 78,296 67.1 3,296 
1933 ....................... 21,715 19.6 12,042 10. 9 75,228 67.9 1,756 
1934 ....................... 21,783 22.3 10,624 10.9 64,300 65.9 929 
1935 ..................... _. 26,330 23.4 14, 029 12.4 70,385 62. 5 1,870 
1936 ................ _ ...... 27,420 26. 6 11,605 11.2 62, 128 60.2 2,003 
1937 ............. _ .... _._ .. 26,483 39.3 11, 143 16. 5 29,259 43. 5 465 

J Volome 01 Dayton branch slnoe Mar. 10, IQa&. and volume 01 Ledogton bnr.nch since Ma, 17, 1937, Dot Included with Oblo end Kentuck, totall. 

Source: Recordll 01 the Produoen: Cooperative Comml.lon AMOCiatloD, Cincinnati. ObJo. 
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TABLE 29.-DISTRIBUTION OF RECEIPTS OF THE PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSiON ASSOCIATiON, CINCINNATI, OHiO, 
BY MONTHS AND BY STATES, BASED ON 7-YEAR AVERAGE, 1929-35 

Cattle Calves 

Montb 
Ohio Indiana Kentucky Other Total Ohio Indiana Kentucky Other Total States States 

H,.. H,d Htad H",d H",d H",d Htad Head H",d Htad 
January _____________________________ 843 551 491 210 2,095 961 1,088 470 81 2, 600 February ____________________________ 791 750 344 202 2,087 918 1,101 533 98 2, 650 
~arcb ____________________________ . 

954 708 313 190 2, 165 1, 204 1,407 717 1J2 3, 440 April ________________________________ 
994 865 240 314 2,413 1,290 1,561 905 142 3,898 

~ay ________________________________ 
868 709 324 298 2, 199 1,125 1,321 1,057 99 3, 602 

June ________________________ . ________ 691 607 582 225 2,105 1,002 1, 123 952 102 3,179 
July ________________________________ 627 446 1,147 171 2,391 991 1,086 820 90 2, 987 August ______________________________ 

.0;00 422 1,349 233 2, 504 890 977 669 108 2, 644 SepteDlber ___________________________ 
524 378 1,383 383 2, 668 907 935 630 199 2,671 October _____________________________ 
703 485 1,865 656 3, 709 1,018 1,064 598 222 2,902 

November ______________________ . _____ 663 418 1,453 455 2,989 877 979 486 181 2,523 
December ___ ._. _____ . _______________ 880 559 932 247 2, 618 924 1,058 440 104 2,526 

Total. ________________________ 9,038 6,898 10, 423 3, 584 29,943 12, 107 13, 700 8,277 1,538 35,622 

..-
00 



a"", Sbeep 

January _____________________________ 10,624 11,032 513 1,416 23,585 1,240 369 382 89 2,080 February ____________________________ 7,225 9,600 515 1,504 18,844 821 279 256 97 1,453 
~arch ______________________________ 

8,967 11,874 711 1,820 23,372 778 143 146 244 1,311 
ApriL ______________________________ 10, 523 14, 115 1,086 2,721 28,445 1,038 390 353 104 1,885 
~ay ________________________________ 

10,211 11,363 1,664 2,672 25,910 1,307 968 4, 565 1,031 7,871 
June ________________________________ 8,982 9,489 1,502 1,856 21,829 2,606 1,929 12,609 975 18, 119 July ________________________________ 

7,378 8,063 1,057 1,484 17,982 3,587 1,989 13,342 510 19,428 
August ______________________________ 8,063 10,876 1,219 1,356 21,514 3,266 1,764 8,914 96 14,040 8eptoOlber ___________________________ 11,725 12, 147 1,518 1,524 26,914 2,700 997 4,444 64 8,205 October _____________________________ 

13,855 12,503 1,137 1,123 28,618 2, 122 841 3,320 42 6,325 
November ___________________________ 13,906 11,844 804 1,073 27,627 1,571 733 1,897 30 4,231 
1DeccDlber ___________________________ 13,584 12, 184 667 990 27,425 1,196 526 967 31 2,720 

-
TotaL _______________________ .1125,043 135,090 12,393 19,539 292,065 22,232 10,928 51, 195 3,313 87,668 

Source: Rccorda of the Producers Cooperative Commission Association, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

--<0 



TABLE 30.-AVERAGE MONTHLY RECEIPTS BY SPECIES, AS A PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE ANNIlAL RECEIPTS, FOR THE 

MARKET AND FOR THE PRODIlCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, 1929-35 

Cattle Oalves Ho .. Sheep 

Month 
Market Aa8oclattOD Market Aasoo18tfon Market Association Market Assoolatlon 
receipts receipts , ... tpta l'9C6ipts receipts receipts receipts receipts 

p"",,1 P" .... PI'''''' P" .... p., .... P" .... PI' .... P ...... January. _____________ 8. 03 7.00 6.93 7.30 8.40 8. 07 1. 80 2.37 February _____________ 6.25 6.97 6.95 7. 44 6. 22 6. 45 1.26 1. 66 
March _______________ 6.18 7.23 9.37 9.66 7.39 8. 00 1.16 1.50 
ApriL ________________ 6.48 8. 06 10.98 10.94 8. 00 9.74 1.60 2. 15 
~ay----------------- 6.08 7. 34 10.98 10.11 . 9.12 8. 87 7.48 8. 98 
June _________________ 6. 44 7.03 9.36 8. 92 7.94 7.47 20. 70 20. 67 
July----------------- 8. 21 7.99 8. 63 8. 39 6.80 6. 16 24. 89 22. 16 August _______________ 0.70 8. 36 8. 36 7.42 7.82 7.37 18. 42 16.01 
September ____________ 11.24 8. 91 8. 01 7.50 9.06 9.22 O. 18 9.36 
October ______________ 13.66 12.39 7.97 8. 15 0.42 9.80 6.78 7.21 
Jqovernber ____________ 0.48 9.98 6.22 7.08 9.31 9.46 4. 13 4. 83 
December ____________ 8. 25 8.74 6.24 7.09 9.53 9.39 2. 60 3. 10 

Total. _________ 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

8ouree: ReoordJ of the Producen Oooperative OommlllioD AaIoclatlon, Oinoinnati. Ohio. 



TABLE 31.-PaoP'IT AND Loss STATEMENT OF PIlODUCEIlS COOPEIlATlVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CiNCINNATI, OHIO, BY 

SPECIES, COMPUTED ON A PERCENTAGE BASIS, 1925-37 

OludllC*l1oo I ... , ... '1117 '028 '020 ,1130 , .. , '032 '033 , ... , ... , ... '037 

Cattle: p""", h"'" h"'" p~"", h"'" P""'" hunt p",,", hunt """"' ""- h"'" ""-Comm.isaion income __________________ 99.0 99.0 98. 8 98. 7 98. 5 96. 8 96.8 97.0 9S. 3 97.2 92. 3 96. 2 96. 8 
Other inoome ___________________ . ___ 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.5 3.2 3.2 3.0 4.7 2.8 7.7 3.8 3.2 

--
Total income ___________ . _________ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 

= ------= ------
Salesmen'. and yardmen's 8&14ri88 _____ 53. 9 54. 0 57.6 47.4 51. 0 57.6 50. 9 51. 5 50.1 44. 0 44.0 45.5 57.2 om .. oalaries _____________________ :_ 16. 3 13.4 12.2 11.3 14. 0 12.4 10. 1 10. 7 9.2 10.6 11.4 10.7 11.4 
Administrative expense ______________ 17.1 18. 2 19.0 20.5 22.7 .28.0 26.0 26.4 22.9 24.5 22.7 23.6 26.9 

--------Total expense _________________ . ___ 87.3 85.6 88.8 79.2 87. 7 98. 0 87.0 88.6 82. 2 79. 1 78. 1 79.8 95.5 
= --= ----= = --

Savings recorded by association ____ ___ 12.7 14. 4 11.2 20.8 12.3 2.0 13.0 11.4 17.8 20.9 21. 9 20. 2 4.5 
Expenses paid from reserves _____ . ____ ------ ------ 1.6 2.3 2.7 2.9 5.0 5.8 6. 4 11. 7 11. 9 6.5 

--------------------------
Savings computed _________________ 12. 7 14. 4 11.2 19.2 10.0 -.7 10. 1 6.4 12.0 14. 5 10. 2 8.3 -2. 0 

== 



TABLE 31.-PROFIT AND Loss STATEMENT OF PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, BY ...... 
SPECIES, COMPUTED ON A PERCENTAGE BASIS, 1925-37-Continued t:g 

Classlftcation '926 '926 '027 '028 '0" 10" 
--~ 

Calves: p""", p""", p""", Perum Perc,," p""", 
Commission income. __ __ . ___________ 99. 0 99.0 98. 8 98. 7 98. 5 96.8 
Other income. _________ . ____ . ______ . 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.5 3. 2 

------------
Total income. _____________ _______ 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 

--= ---= -----
Salesmen's and yardmen's salaries _____ 30.3 40.1 41. 9 32.3 28. 5 24. 3 
Office salaries _______________________ 16.3 13.4 12. 2 11.3 14. 0 12. 4 
Administrati ve expense ____ ... _________ 17. 1 18.2 19.0 20.5 22. 7 28.0 

------------
Total expense. ______________ ___ . __ 63.7 71.7 73. 1 64. 1 65.2 64. 7 

= --
Savings recorded by association. ______ 36.3 28.3 26.9 35.9 34. 8 . 35.3 
Expenses paid from reserves ___ ., ______ ------ ----.- -.---- 1.6 2.3 2.7 

-------------
Savings computed. ________________ 36. 3 28.3 26. 9 34. 3 32. 5 32.6 

= = ===== = --= 
Bogs: 

Commission income. _________________ 99.0 99. 0 98.8 98. 7 98. 5 96.8 
Other income. ___ _____________ ~ _____ 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.5 3.2 

--------------
Total income _____________________ 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

= = = = = 

1931 1932 1933 

------
p""", p""", Percem 

96.8 97. 0 95.3 
3. 2 3. 0 4. 7 

------
100.0 100. 0 100.0 
-------

27. 9 32.2 32. 9 
10. 1 10.7 9. 2 
26. 0 26.4 22.9 

------
64. 0 69. 3 65.0 

--
36.0 30.7 35.0 

2. 9 5.0 5. 8 
------

33.1 25.7 29.2 
= = = 

96.8' 97.0 95.3 
3. 2 3. 0 4.7 

------
100.0 100. 0 100.0 
--= --

1'" 193. 
-----

Perct1l1 Percent 
97.2 92.3 

2.8 7.7 
----

100.0 100.0 
--

27.1 25. 5 
10.6 11.4 
24. 5 22. 7 

----
62.2 59.6 

= ---
37.8 40.4 
6.4 11.7 

----
31. 4 28.7 

= --

97.2 92.3 
2.8 7.7 

----
100.0 100. 0 

= = 

11)36 

--
Puunt 

96.2 
3. 8 

---
100.0 

32.7 
10.7 
23.7 

---
67.1 

= 
32.9 
11.9 

---
21.0 

= 
96.2 
3.8 

--
100. 0 
--

19S7 

PerU1It 
96. 

3. 

100. 

36. 
11. 
27. 

74. 

25 . 
6. 

19. 

8 
2 

o 

o 
4 
o 

4 

6 
5 

1 
= 

9d. 
.3. 

100. 

8 
2 

o 



Salesmen's and yudmen's salaries _____ 23.0 20.0 18. I 15. 2 15.5 17.2 14. 0 14. 0 12.4 13.0 18. 2 18.8 10.6 
Office salariel __________ .: ____________ 16.3 13.4 12. 2 11. 3 14. 0 12. 4 10.1 10. 7 9.2 10.6 11. 4 10. 6 11..4 
Administrative expense ______________ 17.1 18. 2 19.0 20.5 22.7 28. 0 26.0 26.4 22.9 24.5 22. 7 23. 6 26.9 

~ --------
Total e.peDJe __________ . _ .. _. _. ___ 56.4 51. 6 49.3 47.0 52. 2 57.6 50.1 51. 1 44.5 48. 1 52.3 53. 0 57.9 

Savinp recorded by 888Ociation ___ - _.- 43.6 48.4 50.7 53.0 47.8 42.4 49.9 48. 9 55.5 51.9 47.7 47.0 42. 1 
Expensea paid from reserves _____ - - - - ------ ------ ------ 1.6 2.3 2. 7 2.9 5.0 5 .. 8 6.4 11.7 11. 9 6.5 

------
SaViDge computed ______ • __________ 43.6 48. 4 50.7 51.4 45.5 39.7 47.0 43. 9 49.7 45.5 36.0 35. I 35.6 

= = = 
II heep: 

Commission income _________________ 99.0 99.0 98.8 98.7 98. 5 96. 8 96.8 97.0 9S.3 97.2 92.3 96.2 96.8 
Otbsrinoome _______________________ 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.5 3.2 3.2 3.0 4.7 2.8 7.7 3.8 3.2 

--------------
Total income _______ . _____ ._. _____ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

= ------------
Salesmen's and yardmen's salariBl!l _____ 65.6 80. I 76.8 67.7 53.7 57.5 45.1 39.7 37.2 41. I 36. 3 39.0 41. 5 
Office salaries _______________________ 16.3 13.4 12.2 11.3 14. 0 12.4 10. I 10.7 9.2 10.6 11.4 10. 7 11.4 
Administrative expense .. ____________ .. 17. I 18.2 19.0 20.5 22.7 28. 0 26.0 26.4 22.9 24. 5 22. 7 23.7 27.0 

Total expense _____________________ - 99.0 111. 7 108.0 99.5 90.4 97.9 81.2 76.8 69. 3 76. 2 70.4 73.4 79.9 
----------

Savings recorded by association _______ 1.0 -11.7 -8.0 .5 9.6 2. I 18. 8 23. 2 30.7 23.8 29.6 26.6 20. I 
Expenses paid from reserves __________ ------ ------ ------ 1.6 2.3 2.7 2.9 S.O 5.8 6.4 11.7 11.9 6.5 

-- --------
Havings computed ---------------- 1.0 -11. 7 -8.0 -I. I 7.3 -.6 15. 9 18.2 24.9 17.4 17.9 14.7 13.6 

Ho11ftle: ReconU 01 tbe Producers' Cooperative Oomml.loD AuoclatlOD, Oinclnnatl, Ohfo. 



TABLE 32.-DISTRIBUTION OF SAVINGS, DIVIDENDS, RESERVES, AND RESERVE EXPENDITURES COMPUTED ON A PERCENTAGE ..... 
BASIS, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, BY SPECIES, 1925-37 ~ 

OlasslftcatlOD I.,. 1926 1.27 1.28 1m '030 1931 1932 ,.as 
Cattle: 1'","" Percnol PtrctnJ. Percmt Per,,,,, Per,,,,, Per,,,,, P"cnol Percm 

Savings recorded by 8.88Ociation ___ ____ 12.7 14.4 11.2 20.8 12.3 2. 0 13.0 11. 4 17.8 
------ --

Patronage dividends paid _____________ 18.0 18. 0 18.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 30. 0 33.3 
Reserves set aside _______ ... _______ .. 17.5 17.8 19.6 18. 5 13.3 7.6 14.7 7.6 13.3 

---------------------
Net difference. ______ ______________ -22.8 -21. 4 -26.4 -22.7 -26.0 -30.6 -26.7 -26.2 -28.8 

Expen8e8 paid from reserves _______ ___ ---._- ------ ------ 1.6 2.3 2. 7 2. 9 5.0 5.8 
--------------------

Excess of savings after distribution .. -22.8 -21. 4 -26.4 -24. 3 -28.3 -33.3 -29.6 -31. 2 -34.6 
----= = = = ----= 

Calves: 
Savings recorded by association. __ ____ 36. 3 28. 3 26. 9 35.9 34. 8 35.3 36.0 30.7 35.0 

--------------------
Patronage dividends paid. __________ __ 18.0 18. 0 18.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 30.0 33. 3 
Reserves set aside ___________________ 17.5 17.8 19.6 18. 5 13.3 7.6 14. 7 7.6 13.3 

------------------
Net difference ________ . ____________ .8 -7.5 -10.7 -7.6 -3.5 2.7 -3.7 .-6.9 -11.6 

Expen8C8 paid from reserves __________ --._-- ------ ------ 1.6 2.3 2.7 2. 9 5.0 5.8 -------------------
Excess of savings after distribution __ .8 -7.5 -10.7 -9.2 -5.8 0 -6.6 -11. 9 -17.4 

=== ====== 

,.,. .... 
Per"", .percent 

20.9 21. 9 

33.3 83. 3 
9.0 8.0 

-----
-21. 4 -19.4 

6.4 11.7 
----
-27.8 -31. 1 
= = 

37.8 40.4 
----

33.3 33.3 
9.0 8.0 

-----
-4.5 -.9 

6.4 11.7 
----
-10.9 -12.6 
= = 

ID33 

Per"", 
20. 2 

33.3 
4.4 

--
-17.5 

11.9 
--
-29.4 
= 

32.9 
--

33. 3 
4.4 

--
-4.8 
11.9 

---
-16.7 
= 

'DS7 
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25. 
6. 

-27. 
6. 
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Hug.: 
SaviDgs recorded by &88Ociation __ _____ 43.6 48.4 50.7 53. 0 47.8 42. 4 49.9 48.9 55. 5 51. 9 47.7 47.0 42. 1 

Patronage dividend8 paid ______ _______ 18. 0 18.0 18.0 25.0 25.0 .25.0 25.0 30.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 25.0 
Reserves eet aside. __________________ 17.5 17.8 19.6 18. 5 13.3 7.6 14. 7 7.6 13.3 9.0 8.0 4.4 6.9 

---------------------
Net difference ______ ______ _________ 8.1 12. 6 13.1 9.5 9.5 9.8 10.2 11.3 8.9 9.6 6.4 9.3 10.2 

Expen.8es paid from reserves __________ ------ ------ ------ 1.6 2.3 2.7 2.9 5.0 5.8 6.4 11.7 11. 9 6.5 
-----

Excess of savings after distribution._ 8.1 12.6 13. 1 7.9 7.2 7. 1 7.3 6.3 3. 1 3.2 -5.3 -2.6 3.7 
---

Sheep: 
Savings recorded by 888Ociation _______ 1.0 -11.7 -8.0 .5 9.6 2. 1 18. 8 23.2 30.7 23.8 29.6 26.6 20.1 

------
Patronage dividends paid ____ _________ 18.0 18.0 18.0 25. 0 25.0 25.0 25.0 30.0 33. 3 33.3 33.3 33. 3 25.0 
Reserves set aside. _____ . ____________ 17.5 17.8 19.6 18.5 13.3 7.6 14. 7 7.6 13.3 9.0 8.0 4.4 6.9 

Net difference _______ ___ _ . _______ __ -34. 5 -47.5 -45.6 -43.0 -28.7 -30.5 -20.9 -14. 4 -15.9 -18. 5 -11.7 -11.1 -11.8 
Expenses paid from reserves __________ ------ --.--- ------ 1.6 2.3 2.7 2.9 5.0 5.8 6.4 11.7 11.9 6.5 

--------------------------------
Excess of savings after distribution._ -34. 5 -47.5 -45.6 -44. 6 -31. 0 -33.2 -23.8 -19.4 -21. 7 -24. 9 -23.4 -23.0 -18.3 

8ourac: Recorda of tbe Producen Cooperative Comm.iseJOD AS8OClatlon. ClncloDalJ, Oblo. 



TABLE 33.-PROFIT AND Loss PER HEAD, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, BY ..... 

SPECIES, 1925-37 ~ 

ClasslOcatlon l~ 1900 1911 

Cattle: 
CommiosiolUl per head ____ .__________ 91. 1 91.8 88. 0 

Salesmen's and yardmen's salaries ____ _ 
Office salaries. _____________________ _ 

Administrative expense ______________ _ 

TotaL __________________________ _ 

Savings on commissions only _________ _ 
Other income ___ __________ ____ _____ _ 

49.6 
15.0 
15.8 

50. 1 
12.4 
16.9 

51. 4 
10.8 
16.9 

80. 4 79. 4 79. I 

10.7 
1.0 

12.4 
.9 

8. 
I. 

9 
1 

Savings 88 recorded by association __ . _ _ 11. 7 13. 3 10. 0 
Expenses paid from reserves __________________________ _ -

Savings computed _____________ . __ . 11.7 13.3 10.0 

= = 
C"Aliv .. : 

CommissiolUl per head_______________ 54. 9 59.5 61. 0 

Salesmen's and yardmen's salaries. ___ _ 
Office salaries. _____________________ _ 
Administrative expense ____ _________ _ 

16.8 
9. 1 
9.5 

24. 1 25. 9 
8.1 7.6 

10.9 n.8 
TotaL___________________________ 35.4 43.1 45. 3 

== 

(Cent!l) 

1938 1m 1930 1931 1930 1933 19M 
-----------

89.7 91.7 95.0 93.8 85.7 84. 5 85.8 
--------------

43. 1 47.5 56.5 49.3 45.5 44.4 38.8 
10. 3 13. 1 12.2 9.8 9.5 8. 1 9.4 
18.7 21. 2 27.6 25.3 23.2 20.2 21. 7 

--------------
72. I 81. 8 96.3 84. 4 78.2 72. 7 69.9 

17.6 9.9 -1.3 9.4 7.5 11.8 15.9 
1.2 1.4 3. 1 3. I 2. 7 4.2 2.5 

--------------
18.8 11.3 1.8 12.5 10.2 16. 0 18. 4 
1.5 2. 2 2. 6 2.8 4.4 5. 1 5.7 

-------- ----
17.3 9. 1 -.8 9.7 5.8 10.9 12.7 

= = = = = ----

62. I 61. 8 62.0 60.2 57.8 53.2 52.6 
--------------

20. 3 17.9 15 .. 6 17.3 19.2 18. 4 14. 6 
7. 1 8. 8 7.9 6. 3 6.4 5. I 5.8 

12.9 14. 3 17.9 16. 2 15.8 12.8 13.2 
--------------

40.3 41.0 41.4 39.8 41. 4 36.3 33.6 
I =.=.==== 

1S16 J~ 1937 
--

86.8 88. 1 87.6 
-------

41. 4 41. 7 51. 7 
10.8 9.8 10.3 
21. 4 21.6 24. 4 

73.6 73. 1 86.4 

13.2 15.0 1.2 
7. 3 3.5 2.8 

------
20.5 18. 5 4.0 
11. 0 10. 9 5.8 

-------
9.5 7. 6 -1.8 

-------

52.6 54.5 53.0 
---------

14. 6 18. 5 19.7 
6.5 6. 1 6.2 

12.9 13.4 14. 8 
-------

34. 0 38. 0 40. 7 
=,== 



Savings on commissions only _________ _ 19.5 16.4 
Other income ___ • _ •• _____ • _________ _ .6 .6 

Savings 88 recorded by 88BociatioD ___ _ - 20.1 17.0 
Expensee paid (rom reserves ________ _ - ------ ------

Savings computed ________ • ______ _ - 20.1 17.0 
= 

Hogs: 
Commissions per head _____________ _ - 28.5 31. 6 

--
Salesmen's and yardmen's salaries ___ _ - 6.6 6.4 
Office salaries _____________ • _______ _ - 4.7 4.3 
Administrative expense ____________ _ - 4.9 5.8 

----
1ro~ __________________________ _ 

- 16.2 16.5 

Savings on commissions only ________ _ - 12.3 15.1 
Other income _____________________ _ - .3 .3 

--
Savings 88 recorded by 888ociation ___ _ - 12.6 15. 4 
Expenses paid (rom reserves ________ _ - ------ ------

----
Savings computed _______ • _______ _ - 12.6 15.4 

15.7 21. 8 
.7 .8 

16.4 22.6 

------ 1.0 

16.4 21. 6 
= = 

31.5 31. 8 

5.8 4.9 
3.9 3.6 
6.0 6.6 

----
15.7 15. 1 

15. 8 16.7 
.4 .4 

16.2 17.1 
------ .5 
----

16.2 16.6 

20.8 
.9 

21. 7 
1. 5 

20. 2 
= 

32. 6 

1 

5 

5. 
4.6 
7. 

17. 2 

15. 4 
5 

15. 9 
8 

20.6 
2.0 

22.6 
1.7 

20. 9 
= 

32.7 

5.8 
4.2 
9.5 

--
19.5 

13.2 
I. 1 

14. 3 
.9 

15. f~~ , 

20.4 16.4 16.9 19.0 18. 6 16. 5 12.3 
2.0 1.8 2.6 1.5 4.4 2.1 1.7 

22.4 18. 2 19.5 20. 5 23.0 18. 6 14. 0 
1.8 3.0 3.2 3.5 6. 7 6.7 3.5 

20.6 15.2 16.3 17.0 16.3 
= --= --= 

11.9 10.5 
--= is: 

~ 
32. 5 30.4 27.6 28. 5 31. 3 32.5 31. 8 ~ .., 

~ 

4.7 4.4 3.6 3.8 6.2 
3.4 3.4 2.7 3.1 3.9 
8.8 8.3 6.6 7.2 7.7 

----------

6.3 6.4 !>( 
Ii> 

3.6 3.7 t: 8.0 8.9 
---- t:i en 

16.9 16. 1 12.9 14.1 17.8 17.9 19.0 .., 
0 

---- 0 
15.6 14. 3 14. 7 14. 4 13.5 14. 6 12.8 i'I 

1.1 .9 1.4 .8 2.6 1.3 1.0 ~ 

!>( 

16.7 15.2 16.1 15.2 16.1 
1.0 1.6 1.7 1.9 4.0 

15. 9 13.8 
0 
~ 

!>( 
4.0 2.1 0 -------------- !>( 

15.7 13. 6 14. 4 13.3 12. 1 
, =,= 

11.9 11. 7 !>( 

--= ~ 
~ 



TABLE 33.-PROFIT AND Loss PER HEAD, PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO, BY 

SPECIES, 1925-37-Continued 

[Centsl 

ClasBIflcatiOD 192. -,~ '~I~-I~ ------ ----
Sheep: 

Commissions per head _______________ 21. 4 ~ 22.5~ 25.7 24.8~ 

Salesmen's and yardmen's salaries. ____ 14. 6 18. 8 17.4 16. I 14. 0 14. 8 10. 1 
Office salaries. ____ __________________ 3.6 3. 1 2.8 2.7 3.6 3.2 2.3 
Administrative expense. _____________ 3.8 4.2 4.3 4.9 5.9 7.2 5.8 

----
--;-~I~~ 

----
TotaL ________________ " __________ 22.0 26. I 25.2 18.2 

= === = 
Savings on commissions on1y __________ -.6 -2.8 -2.0 -.2 2. 2 -.4 3. 2 
Other income. __ _____________ _ . _____ .2 .2 .3 .3 .4 .8 .7 

--------------
Savings 88 recorded by 888ociat~on----- -.4 -2.6 -1.7 . I 2.6 .4 3. 9 
Expenses paid from reserves ___ . ______ -----. ------ ------ .4 .6 .7 .6 

--------------
Savings computed. ________________ -.4 -2.6 -1.7 -.3 2. 0 -.3 3. 3 

Source: Recorda 01 tbe Producen Cooperative Oommilalon Association, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

193. 1933 11134 

19.5 20.3 20.9 
-----

8.0 7.9 8.8 
2.2 1.9 2.3 
5.3 4.9 6.2 

------
15.5 14. 7 16.3 

4.0 5.6 4.6 
.6 1.0 .6 

------
4.6 6.6 6.2 
1.0 1.2 1.4 

------
3.6 5.4 3.8 

111M 1936 

20. I 20. 4 
----

7. 9 8.3 
2. 5 2. 3 
4. 9 5.0 

----
15.3 15.6 

4.8 4.8 
1.7 .8 

----
6.5 5.6 
2. 5 2.5 

----
4.0 3. I 

1931 

21. 

9. 
2. 
6. 

17. 

5 

2 
5 
o 

7 
= 

3. 

4. 
1. 

3. 

8 
7 

5 
5 

o 

...... 
I>,:) 
00 



TABLE 34.-DI8T1UBtJTION OF SAVINGS, DIVIDENDS, RESERVES, AND RESERVE EXPENDITURES OF THE PRODUCERS 
COOPERATIVE COMMISSION ASSOCIATION, PER HEAD, BY SPECIES, 1925-37 

(Cents) 

Cludftcation '1126 '926 11127 ,.,. 1112. ,"'" 1931 '93' '933 ,." '936 '936 '93' -----------------------------------
Cattle: 

Savings recorded by associatioD _______ 11.7 18. 3 10.0 18. S 11.3 1. S 12.5 10.2 16.0 18. 4 20.5 IS. 5 4:0 
-----------------------------------

Patronage dividends paid _____________ 16.4 16.5 15. S 22. 4 22. 9 23.7 23.4 25.7 2S.1 28. 6 28.9 29.3 21. 9 
Reserves set aside ______ _____________ 15.9 16.3 17.2 16.6 12. 2 7.2 13. S 6.5 11.2 7.7 6.9 3.9 6.0 

--------------------------------------
Net ditrerenoo _______ ____ ___ ____ ~ ~ -20. 6 -19.5 -23.0 -20.2 -23. S -29.1 -24.7 -22. 0 -23.3 -17.9 -15.3 -14. 7 -23.9 

Expenses paid from reserves __ ________ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - 1.5 2.2 2.6 2. S 4.4 5. 1 5.7 11.0 10.9 5. S 
-------------------------------------

EXOO88 of savings after distribution._ -20.6 -19.5 -23.0 -21. 7 -26.0 -31. 7 -27.5 -26.4 -28.4 -23.6 -26.3 -25.6 -29.7 
= = --------= ---

Calves: 
Savings recorded by association ____ ___ 20. 1 17.0 16.4 22.6 21. 7 22.6 22.4 18. 2 19.5 20. 5 23.0 IS. 6 14. 0 

-----------------------------------
Patronage dividends paid __________ ___ 9.9 10.7 11.0 15.5 15.4 15.5 15.0 17.3 17.7 17.5 17.5 IS. 1 13.3 
Reserves set aside ___ ______________ __ 9.6 10. 6 11.9 11.5 S.2 4.7 S. S 4.4 7.1 4.7 4.2 2.4 3.7 

-------------------------------------
Net difference _____ _____ _________ __ .6 -4.3 -6.5 -4.4 -1.9 2. 4 -1.4 -3.5 -5.3 -1.7 1.3 -1.9 -3.0 

Expenses paid from reserves. _________ ------ ------ - -- - - 1.0 1.5 1.7 I.S 3.0 3.2 3.5 6.7 6.7 3.5 
--------------------------------------

Excess of savings after distribution __ .6 -4. 3 -6.5 -5.4 -3.4 .7 -3.2 -6.5 -S.5 -5.2 -5.4 -S.6 -6.5 

= = = =.= ---== = ---------= 



TABLE H.-DISTRIBUTION OF SAVINGS, DIVIDENDS, RESERVES, AND RESERVE EXPENDITURES OF THE PRODUCERS 
CoOPERATIVE CO .... ISSION ASSOCIATION, PER HEAD, BY SPECIES, 1925-37-Continued 

[CentS) 

ClaMlftcatioD ,926 '926 '907 '928 ""'" --------
Hogs: 

Savings recorded by BBsociatioD _______ 12.6 15.4 16.2 17.1 15.9 
----------

Patronage dividends paid. ____________ 5. 1 5.7 S.7 7.9 8. 1 
Reserves set aside. _______________ ___ 5.0 5.6 6. 2 5.9 4.3 

----------Net difference _____ ______ :- _________ 2.5 4. 1 4.3 3.3 3.5 
Expenses paid from reserves. _________ -.- .. -. ------ -----. .5 .8 

----------
Excess of savings after distribution._ 2.5 4. 1 4.3 2.8 2.7 

----= = = 
Sheep: 

, 
Savings recorded by &88ociation~ ______ -.4 -2.6 -1.7 . 1 2.6 

----------
Patronage dividends paid. ____________ 3. 8 4.2 4.0 5.9 6.4 
Reoerves set aside ••• "" ••............ 3.7 4. 1 4.4 4.3 3.4 

----------
Net difference ____ ____ '. ____________ -7.9 -10.9 -10.1 -10.1 -7.2 

Expenses paid from reserves __________ ------ ---.-. ------ .4 .6 
-----------

Excess of savings after distribution __ -7.9 -10.9 -10.1 -10.5 -7.8 

Source: Rooord. of the Producers Cooperative Comm1ealon A8Iociatlon, CinCinnati, Ohio. 

1930 1831 '93' '93' ---------

14. 3 16. 7 15.2 16.1 
--------

8.2 8. 1 9. 1 9. 2 
2.5 4.8 2.3 3.7 

---- --
3.6 3. 8 3. 8 3.2 
.9 1.0 1.6 1.7 

--------
2.7 2. 8 2.2 1.5 

--= = --

.4 3.9 4.6 6.6 

6.2 5.3 5.8 6. 8 
1.9 3. 1 1.5 2.7 

---------
-7.7 -4.5 -2.7 -2.9 

.7 .6 1.0 1.2 
----- --
-8.4 -5.1 -3.7 -4.1 

'93' '93' 
----

15.2 16.1 
----

9. 5 10. 4 
2. 6 2.5 

----
3.1 3.2 
1.9 4.0 

-----
1.2 -.8 

= --

5.2 6.5 

7. 0 6.7 
1.9 1.6 

----
-3.7 -1.8 

1.4 2.5 
~ --
-5.1 -4. 3 

193. 
--

IS. 9 
--

10.8 
1.4 

---
3. 7 
4.0 

--
-.3 

= 

5.6 

6. 8 
.9 

--
-2.1 

2.5 
--
-4.6 

1037 

13. 8 
--

8. 
2-

3. 
2. 

1. 

o 
2 

6 
1 

5 
= 

4. 

5. 
1. 

-2. 
1. 

-3. 

5 

4 
5 

4 
5 

9 
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, Qircular No::.-C-l09, q~ T. Weaver ~nd U. 'R. 'PritKt'tl 
'Marketing Fruita and-Vegetables Cooperatively 

Circular No. C-1I0, M\.C. G'!l'" " 
" 

Ex(;~p, Ih~ifor, ;alt o~ly, ii,ut' may b~ obtoiJudfre8 oj cJra~gt" while d $II/Ply 
... ' is avaihlblej from tht 

Directo~' 'of int"ormat'ion and 'Extension 
Farm Credit; Administration, WashingtOn, D. C. ,~ 

\ ' , 


