






Rating 

Very Important 

Slightly Important 

Not A Factor 

Table XI 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS BY FARMERS OF 
THE IMPORTANCE OF PRICE OF PESTICIDE IN 

THE SELECTION OF PESTICIDE DEALERS 

Respondents 
Number 

19 

17 

59 

(N=95) 

x2 = 35.4123 df = 2 p = .001,b'd, 

;';';'Significant at the .001 percent level of probability 

60 

Percent 

20.0 

17.9 

62.1 
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Table XII 

DEALER SELECTION BASED ON PRICE 
ACCORDING TO FARMER'S PERSONAL BUYING HABITS AND FARM CHARACTERISTICS 

Importance of Price 
Variable Degree Important Not .A Factor X2 Significance 

N % N % Level 

Age 20,,39 9 9.5 11 11.6 
40-59 20 21.1 36 37.9 0.5511 0.76 NS 

60-79 7 7.4 12 12.6 

Education Less than HS Grad 12 12.6 31 32.6 
HS Grad 18 18.9 23 24.2 3.7472 0.15 NS 

Beyond HS Grad 6 7.4 5 5.3 

Years Farmed 10 years or less 3 3.2 5 5.3 
11-30 24 25.3 35 36.8 0.5883 0.75 NS 
31 or more 2 2.1 15 15.8 

Years Farmed 10 years or less 8 8.4 10 10.5 
This Farm 11-30 26 27.4 34 35.8 6.0142 O. OS" 

31 or more 2 2.1 15 15.8 

Total Acres 0-340 acres 20 21.1 34 35.8 
Operated 341-660 acres 9 9.5 21 22.1 3.9085 O.14NS 

Over 661 acres 7 7 .. 4 4 4.2 

Ownership Full Owner 11 11.6 19 20.0 
0.94NS 

Partial Owner 16 16.8 24 25.3 0.1327 
Full Tenant 9 9.5 16 16.8 
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Table XII (Continued) 

ImEortance of Price 
Variable Degree Important Not A Factor 

Number Dealers 1 
Purchased From 2 

Distance to 0-5. miles 
Pesticide Dealer 6 or more 

·Advance Purchase Purchase 1 
month or less 

Purchase 2 
months or more 

i'Significant at the .05 level of probability 
"d'Significant at the . 01 level of probability 

N % 

35 36.8 
1 1.1 

15 15.8 
21 22 .. 1 

21 22.1 

15 15.8 

(N=95) 

NS Not significant at the 5 percent level of probability 

N % 

56 58.9 
3 3.2 

38 '+0.0 
21 22.1 

51 53.7 

8 8.4 

X
2 

0.0001 

3.8108 

8.155'+ 

Significance 
Level 

0.98NS 

o. a 5i' 

o. aIM, 

m 
tv 
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response differences of each of the variables compared to the importance 

of price in dealer selection. Each of the chi squdre values revealed no 

significance at the .05 level except the variables (1) years farmed on 

this farm, (2) distance to dealer, and (3) advanced purchase. 

For the years farmed on this farm variable, 62.1 percent indi-

cated price was not a factor. Over 1/3 of this group, 35.8 percent, had 

farmed from 11 to 30 years on the same farm. Lesser percentages were 

found in the under 10 year and over 30 years groups under both the im-

portant and not a factor rating. However, larger percentages were ob-

served for the not a factor ratings than the important ratings under both 

longevity groups. Chi square did support the observed differences at the 

.05 level. 

On the variable of distance, 62.1 percent said price was not a 

factor when examining the distance between the farmers and their pesticide 

j 
dealers. The not a factor group was larger, 53.7 percent, for farmers 

within five miles or less of their dealer. An equal percentage, (22.1), 

I rated price as important compared to those who rated it as not a factor 

for farmers six miles or more from their dealers. These differences were 

significant at the .05 level when tested by chi square. 

The percentage of farmers reporting price as not a factor was 

even more pronounced when examining the advance purchase of pesticides by 

farmers. Of the 75.8 percent, who purchased their pesticide one month 

or less before they used it, 53.7 percent said price was not a factor 

while 22.1 percent indicated it was important. Of the farmers, who pur-

chased their pesticide two months or longer before use, 15.8 percent de-

, 
clared price as important in selecting their dealer compared to 8.4 per-

ce·nt indicating it was not a ·factor. This difference between advance 
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purchase of pesticide and price influence in selecting the pesticide 

dealer was significant at the .05 level. 

Summary of Price As A Reason In Selecting Pesticide Dealers. Null 

hypothesis 3 stated there is no significant difference between the impor-

tance of price paid for a pesticide and the farmer's selection of a pes-

ticide dealer. On the basis of the responses provided by the 95 farmers, 

who were interviewed in the summer of 1971 and used pesticides, price was 

not a factor in dealer selection. Therefore, null hypothesis 3 was re-

jected. In addition, the following subhypotheses of null hypothesis 3 

would be rejected also: 

3A. There is no significant difference between the im-

portance of price paid for a pesticide in dealer 

selection and the number of years a farmer has op-

erated the same farm. 

3B. There is no significant difference between the im-

portance of price paid fOr a pesticide in dealer 

selection and the distance to the pesticide dealer. 

3C. There is no significant difference between the im-

1 portance of price paid for a pesticide in dealer 
, 

I 
I 

selection and the advance purchase of the pesticide. 

INFLUENCE EXERTED BY DEALERS ON FARMERS TO PURCHASE PESTICIDES 

Null hypothesis 4, the most important in the study, stated thern 

is no significant difference between the level of dealer influence on farm-

ers and the farmer's decision to purchase pesticides. The dependent vari-

able used to test this hypothesis was a rating the farmer placed on the 

degree of influence he considered the dealer had on his decision to first 
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select and purchase the studied pesticide. The rate and degree of influ-

ence on a five point scale presented to the farmer was as follows: 

Rate Degree of Dealer Influence 

0 He had no influence 

1 He had very little influence 

2 He had some influence 

3 He had considerable influence 

4 He had high influence and he 
co"Cvinced me of the product 
to buy 

The distribution of the influence scores is given in Table XIII. 

The largest group reported no influence and represented 37.9 percent of 

,the farmers interviewed, who used a pesticide. Chi square was computed 

with the expected values equally divided among the alternatives. 

The distribution of the degree of influence ratings was signi-

ficant at the .01 level. However, the frequency of the response was 

skewed toward the no influence end of the scale. Thus, null hypothesis 

4 was rejected. 

It was recognized by the investigator that there was a possibility 

that the various degrees of dealer influence as outlined in Table XIII 

may not have been interpreted the same by all farmers interviewed. Be 

cause of this possibility of different interpretations, further analy-

sis of the degree of influence combines all degrees of influence (very 

little, some, considerable, and high) into a category of influenced. 

Hereafter, all comparisons were made on the basis of no influence versus 

influenced. 



Rating 

0 

1 

2 

3 

If 

Table XIII 

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS BY FARMERS OF 
DEGREE OF DEALER INFLUENCE 

Respondents 
Degree Number 

No Influence 36 

Very Little Influence 16 

Some Influence 26 

Considerable Influence 12 

High Influence 5 

(N=95) 

x2 = 31.1578 df = If p = .01;<>": 

,HSignificant at the .01 level of probability 

56 

Percent 

37.9 

16.8 

27.lf 

12.6 

5.3 
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The effects of the various shopping activities and farmer char­

acteristics on the influence exerted by the dealer as given by the farmer 

were determined in order to reject or accept the remaining hypothesis. 

Farmer's Age and Dealer Influence. In this study younger farmers, 

20 to 39 years, were influenced more by dealers than the older farmers in 

the 60 to 79 year age. Seventy percent of the younger group were influ­

enced compared to 30 percent, who reported no influence in this group. 

The data in Table XIV indicates that 57.9 percent of the 60 to 79 age 

group reported no influence compared to 42.1 percent, who were influenced. 

Twice as many in the 40 to 59 age group were influenced, 66.1 percent, 

as those reporting no influence (33.9%). 

These results tend to support the hypothesis that there is a dif­

ference in dealer influence on the farmer based on .his age but the chi 

square value was below the critical value established for this research. 

Thus, the null hypothesis 5, which stated there is no significant dif­

ference between the dealer influence on farmer's decision to purchase 

pesticides and the farmer's age was not rejected. 

Size of Operation and Dealer Influence. In the analysis of data 

pertaining to the size of the total farming operation and dealer influ­

ence, three groups were defined. In the 341 to 660 acre size farm, 76.7 

percent of the farmers interviewed were influenced by the dealer in their 

original selection and purchase of pesticides. Table XV reveals that 63.6 

percent of the farmers, who operated large farms of over 661 acres, were 

also influenced in their pesticide selection and purchase. Over half, 

53.7 percent, 6f the farmers with 340 acres or smaller farms reported 

being influenced. 



Influence N 

Table XIV 

DEALER INFLUENCE ON FARMERS' DECISIONS TO USE 
AND PURCHASE PESTICIDES BY FARMERS 'AGE 

Age Group (Years) 
20 to 39 40 to 59 

Percent N Percent 
60 to 79 

N Percent 
of Group of Group of Group 

Not Influenced 6 30.0 19 33.9 11 57.9 

"Influenced 14 70.0 37 66.1 8 42.1 

(N=95) 

x2 = 4.1332 df = 2 p = 0.13NS 

NSNot significant at the 5 percent level of probability 

'" 00 



Influence N 

Not Influenced 25 

" Influenced 29 

x2 = 4-.3339 df = 2 

Table XV 

DEALER INFLUENCE ON FARMERS' DECISIONS TO USE 
AND PURCHASE PESTICIDES BY SIZE OF OPERATION 

Size of Farm (Acres) 
o to 34-0 34-1 to 660 

Percent N Percent 
of Group of Group 

4-6.3 7 "23.2 

53.7 23 76.6 

(N=95) 

p = 0.12
NS 

NSNot significant at the 5 percent level of probability 

N 

4-

7 

Over 661 
Percent 

of Group 

36.4-

63.6 

m 

'" 
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A test of significance between dealer influence and size of farm­

ing operation resulted in a chi square of 4.3339, which was not signifi­

cant at the five percent level. Therefore, null hypothesis 6, which 

states there is no significant difference between the dealer influence on 

farmer's decision to purchase pesticides and the size of the farming op­

eration was not rejected. 

Educational Level of Farmer and Dealer Influence. Null hypothe­

sis 7 stated there is no significant difference between the dealer in­

fluence on farmer's decision to purchase pesticides and the educational 

level of the farmer. Classification of the highest educational level 

attained by the respondents into three categories showed that the high 

school graduate group contained the highest percent of the total farmers, 

who used a pesticide and were influenced by the dealer (29.5%). Nearly 

three-fourths of the farmers, who had received education beyond high 

school graduation, were influenced in their pesticide selection and 

purchase (Table XVI). 

Again the chi square value of 2.5509 was not significant at the 

.05 level and null hypothesis 7 was not rejected. An expanded table of 

farmers' education compared to dealer influence is in Appendix C. 

Tenure and Dealer Influence. Tenure, as it relates to land­

ownership, was included in this study and compared to dealer influence. 

A part owner in this study included any situation where the respondent 

owned and rented part of the land he operated. A full owner owned all 

land operated while the classification tenant included any arrangement 

where the respondent rented all land operated. As presented in Table 

XVII, 65.0 percent of the part owners and 80.0 percent of the tenant 



Influence 

Not Influenced 

. Influenced 

x2 = 2.5509 df = 2 

~':,' 

Table XVI 

DEALER INFLUENCE ON FARMERS' DECISIONS TO USE 
AND PURCHASE PESTICIDES BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF FARMER 

Educational Level 
Less than HS Grad High School Grad Beyond HS Graduate 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 

of Group of Group of Group 

20 46.5 13 31. 7 3 27.3 

23 53.5 28 68.3 8 72.7 

(N=95) 

p = 0.28 NS 

NSNot significant at the 5 percent level of probability 

-.J 
f-' 



farmers were influenced by the dealer in their original pesticide selec­

tion and purchase. Only 43.3 percent of the full owners indicated they 

had been influenced in their pesticide buying. 

72 

A .05 level of significance was selected and the chi square value 

of 8.0359 was obtained. The probability of more tenants or part owners 

being influenced than full owners was significant at the .02 level of 

confidence. 

Based on the data found in Table XVII the conclusion must be 

drawn that there is a difference in the influence exerted by agricultural 

supply dealers on a farmer's decision to select and purchase a pesticide 

based upon his tenure or ownership of the land operated. More of the 

part owners and tenants reported being influenced than the full owners. 

Null hypothesis 8, which stated there is no significant dif­

ference between the dealer influence on farmer's decision to purchase 

pesticides and the tenure of the farm operator, was rejected. 

Change From Original Choice of Pesticide. The farmers were asked 

if the dealer had influenced them to the point that they had changed from 

their first or original choice of pesticide they had intended to buy. 

The responses to that question are contained in Table XVIII. Most of the 

respondents, 88.4 percent, indicated the dealer did not change their orig­

inal decision on pesticides. However, 10.5 percent indicated the dealer 

did cause them to change their decision. 



Table XVII 

DEALER INFLUENCE ON FARMERS' DECISIONS TO USE 
AND PURCHASE PESTICIDES BY TENURE OF THE FARM OPERATOR 

Tenure 
Full Owners Part Owners Tenants 

Influence N Percent N Percent N Percent 
of Group___________ of Group of Group 

Not Influenced 17 56.7 14 35.0 5 20.0 

Influenced 13 43.3 26 65.0 20 80.0 

(N=95) 

x2 = 8.0359 df = 2 p = .021, 

1'Significant at the 5 percent level of probability 

'" 0.l 



Change 

Yes 

No 

Didn't Know 

, 

Table XVIII 

DEALER INFLUENCE ON CHANGING FARMER'S 
ORIGINAL INTENT REGARDING PESTICIDE 

Respondents 
Number 

10 

84 

1 

(N=95) 

74 

Percent 

10.5 

88.4 

1.1 
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Change 

Yes 

No 

Didn't Know 

Table XVIII 

DEALER INFLUENCE ON CHANGING FARMER'S 
ORIGINAL INTENT REGARDING PESTICIDE 

Respondents 
Number 

10 

84 

1 

(N=95) 

74 

Percent 

10.5 

88.4 

1.1 



OTHER INFLUENCES ON FARMERS' 
DECISION TO PURCHASE OR SELECT PESTICIDES 

To determine other influences acting on farmers' decisions per-

taining to pesticide purchases and selection, those farmers (52), who 

rated the dealer influence on their first selection and purchase of the 

studied pesticide as no or little influence, were asked to identify who 

(or what) had the greatest influence on their decision to buy or select 

the studied pesticide. Over two-fifths (44.2%) identified their neigh-

bor as the major influence either by visiting with him or seeing the 

results his neighbor had using the studied pesticide. The educational 

influence of County Extension Agents and Extension educational meetings 

were identified by 28.9 percent of the respondents. The media of news-

paper, magazine, radio or television were named by 13.5 percent of the 

group, while 7.7 percent indicated informational meetings sponsored by 

pesticide dealers were the main influence on them in their pesticide 

selection and purchase (Table XIX). 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

One hundred randomly selected corn, grain sorghum, or soybean 

farmers living in the East Crop Reporting District of Nebraska were in-

75 

terviewed in this study. Demographic data on each farmer and his farming 

operation were obtained. 

The average age of the farmers in this study was 49.3 years. They 

averaged 10.6 years of education and operated 400.7 acres of land. Most 

were tenant farmers. They had farmed an average of 25.7 years and had 

lived on the same farm or another farm within two miles for 21.8 years. 

~~.. ------------------------



Table XIX 

GREATEST NON-DEALER INFLUENCE ON FARMERS IN 
SELECTION AND PURCHASE OF PESTICIDES STUDIED 

Respondents 
Named Influence Number 

Neighbors 23 

Extension Meetings 8 

Medial 7 

County Extension Agent 5 

Dealer Informational Meeting 4 

5 

(N-52) 

lIncludes newspaper, magazine, radio and television 

Percent 

44.2 

15.4 

13.5 

9.6 

7.7 

9.6 

2Includes nO other product available, experience with experimental pro­
ducts, experience with pesticides used singularly, etc, 
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Ninety-five percent of the interviewees used a pesticide on at 

least one of three studied crops. A preemergence insecticide was the 

most used pesticide on corn. A pre emergence herbicide was the most used 

pesticide on grain sorghum and soybeans. 

All except one of the farmers had complete freedom in the selec­

tion and purchase of their pesticides and did not have to consult with 

the land owner or farm manager. 

Twenty-eight percent of the farmers indicated they had only one 

dealer selling pesticides in their agricultural supply trading center. 

Over 50 percent reported two to four pesticide dealers in their trading 

center. 

The farmers did not purchase their pesticides in advance. 

Seventy-five percent of the farmers purchased their pesticide the same 

month or within one month before they used it. 

Most of the farmers purchased all their studied pesticide from 

the same dealer. Only 4.2 percent purchased pesticides from more than 

one dealer. Not all farmers purchased their pesticide in the town 

they designated as their agricultural supply trading center. Twenty-one 

percent of the farmers purchased pesticides from a dealer located in 

another town. 

The farmers in this study lived an average of 5.9 miles from 

their agricultural supply trading center and 6.2 miles from their major 

pesticide dealer. 

Most of the farmers (90.5%) used a pesticide because they ex­

pected an increase in yield. This was the most important Own ChoicE: 

Reason-For-Use. Informational articles in the written media were the 

most important Educational Reason-Far-Use with 35.8 percent reporting 

77 
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this reason. The farmer visiting his dealer's store was the most im­

portant Dealer Reason-For-Use as reported by 33.7 percent of the farmers. 

There were differences between Dealer, Educational, and Own Choice 

Reason-For-Use Scores. Forty percent of the Own Choice Reason-For-Use 

scores were high while 11.6 percent of the Dealer and 7.4 percent of the 

Educational Reason-For-Use Scores were high. 

Only two independent variables by Reason-For-Use Score comparisons 

were statistically significant. The distribution of the educational level 

of the farmer by the Educational Reason-Far-Use Score and the total years 

farmed by the Farmer's Own Choice Reason-For-Use Score were significant 

at the .05 level. 

Farmers chose their. pesticide dealer because of honest and fair 

dealing with the dealer in the past as reported by 86.3 percent of the 

interviewees. Over 80 percent chose their dealer because they had done 

business with him for a long time. Price was not an important reason 

for farmers' selection of their pesticide dealer. 

The influence dealers have on farmers' decisions to purchase 

pesticide, as reported by the farmers, was low with 37.9 percent of the 

farmers reporting no influence and 16.8 percent reporting very little 

influence. Only 5.3 percent reported high influence. When dealer in­

fluence was compared to the independent variable list, only the tenure of 

the farm operator was significant. More of the part owners and tenants 

were influenced than the full owners. 

Farmers, who rated the dealer influence on their decision to 

purchase and select pesticides as little or no influence, identified their 

neighbor as the major influence either by visiting with him or scedng the 

resul ts his neighbor had usi.ng the pesticide. Over two-fifths ('+'+' 2%) 



of this group identified their neighbor as the major influence in their 

first selection and purchase of the studied pesticide. The educational 

influence of County Extension Agents and Extension educational meetings 

were identified by 28.9 percent as the major influence for selection and 

purchase of the studied pesticide. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study was to analyze the influence agricul­

tural pesticide dealers have on farmers in their decision to purchase 

and use agricultural pesticides. 

The research design used for this study was the descriptive 

design. The design included obtaining data by personal interview of 

100 randomly selected farmers, who produced corn, grain sorghum, or 

soybeans in 1971, and lived in the East Crop Reporting District of 

Nebraska. 

The investigator developed an interview schedule. Ideas for 

questions came from several sources including several studies conducted 

by Purdue University on farmers' behavior and decisions in purchasing 

supplies. The 20 to 45 minute interviews "ere conducted by the investi­

gator. 

Chi square statistical procedures were used to te~t the signi­

ficance of the distributions obtained. The degree of significance 

selected was the five percent level. 

Based on the data presented in Chapter III, the following results 

were indicated: 

1. Null hypothesis I states there is no significant difference 

between Dealer Reason-For-Use Influence, Educational Reason-for-Use In­

fluence, and Farmer's Own Choice Reason-For-Use Influence, and the farm­

er's decision to use pesticides. 
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Analysis of the Reason-For-Use influences revealed a statisti­

cally significant difference between the threE; influences. Forty per­

cent had high Farmer Own Choice Influence reasons, while 11.6 and 7.4 

percent had high Dealer Influence and Educational Influence respectively. 

Thus, null hypothesis 1 was rejected. 

2. Null hypothesis 2 states there is no significant difference 

between the Reason-Far-Use Scores and the independent variable list. 

Only two of the 27 chi square comparisons between the three Reason-For­

Use scores and the independent variables were significant at the .05 

level. On the basis of the responses provided by the 95 farmers inter­

viewed, the independent variable group was not related to the Reason-For­

Use Scores. Null hypothesis 2 could not be rejected. 

jected: 

The following subhypotheses of null hypothesis 2 would be re-

2A. There is no significant difference between the Educa­

tional Reason-Far-Use Score and the educationai level 

of the farmer. 

2B. There is no significant difference between the Farmer's 

Own Choice Reason-Far-Use Score and the total years the 

farmer had farmed on one farm. 

3. Null hypothesis 3 states there is no signficant difference 

between the importance of price paid for a pesticide and the farmer's 

selection of a pesticide dealer. Over 60 percent (62.1) of the farmers 

interviewed reported that price was not a factor in their selection of 

their dealer. Twenty percent of the farmers said price was very impor­

tant and 17.9 percent said price was slightly important in dealer "elec­

tion. Thus null hypothesis 3· was rejected. 
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Separate analyses of the various variables were used to test sub­

hypothesis of null hypothesis 3. The various variables appeared to be 

independent of each other and one variable might have contributed more 

to the effects of price in dealer selection than any other variable. Each 

of the chi square values revealed no significance at the established crit­

ical value except the variables of (3A) years farmed on this farm (3B) 

distance to pesticide dealer and (3C) advance purchase of pesticides. 

~. Null hypothesis ~ states there is no significant difference 

between the level of dealer influence on farmers and the farmer's decision 

to use pesticides. The dependent variable used to test this hypothesis 

was a rating the farmer placed on the degree of influence he considered 

the dealer had on his decision to first select and purchase the studied 

pesticide. The distribution of the responses on the five point scale sub­

mitted to chi square goodness of fit tests indicated that farmers were not 

highly influenced by dealers; therefore, null hypothesis ~ was rejected. 

5. Null hypothesis 5 states there is no significant difference 

between the dealer influence on farmer's decision to purchase pesticides 

and the farmer's age. The contingency-table analysis of the variable in­

fluence by age did not yield a significant chi square value; therefore, 

null hypothesis 5 was not rejected. 

6. Null hypothesis 6 states there is no significant difference 

between the dealer influence on farmer's decision to purchase pesticides 

and the size of the farming operation. The contingency-table analysis 

of the variables influenced by size of operation did not yield a signi­

ficant chi square value; therefore, null hypothesis 6 was not rejected. 
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7. Null hypothesis 7 states there is no significant difference 

between the dealer influence on farmer's decision to purchase pesticides 

and the educational level of the farmer. The contingency-table analysis 

of the variables influence by educational level of the farmer did not 

yielG a significant chi square value; therefore, null hypothesis 7 was 

not rejected. 

8. Null hypothesis 8 states there is no significant difference 

between the dealer influence on farmer's decision to purchase pesticides 

and the tenure of the farm operator. The contingency-table analysis of 

the variable influence by tenure of the farm operator revealed a signi-

ficant chi square value. More of the tenants (owned none of the land 

they farmed) were influenced by the dealer in their original selection 

and purchase of the studied pesticide (80.0%) while less (65.0%) of the 

part owners and (43.3%) full owners were influenced. Null hypothesis 8 

was r",jected. 

In summary, dealers had a low degree of influence on farmers' 

selection and use of pesticides. Proportionally, more part owners and 

tenants were influenced than full owners. Neighbors were the greatest 

non-dealer influence on farmers who reported little or no dealer influence 

in their pesticide selection and purchase. farmers choose their deal(~r 

because of honest and fair dealing with the dealer in the past. farmer!3 

used pesticides because of their own choice influence reasons rather 

than because of educational or dealer influence reasons. Most of the 

farmers used a pesticide because they expected an increase in yield. The 

price charged by the dealer for pesticide sold did not influence a majority 

of farmers in the selection of their dealer. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Conclusions based on this research include: 

1. Farmers in eastern Nebraska used pesticides in 1971 on corn, 

grain sorghum, and soybeans because of their "own choice" reasons, while 

dealers were second in influence for reasons to use, and educational in-

fluences were third. The single most important reason for farmers using 

pesticides in 1971 was "expected a possible increase in yield" with 90.5 

percent of the pesticide users indicating this was a reason for use. 

The most important dealer Reason-For-Use influence was that the farmer 

"visited the dealer at his store about using pesticides" as reported by 

over 33 percent (33.7) of the respondents. The most important educational 

Reason-For-Use influence was "information articles in newspapers, maga-

zines, or Quarterly" with 35.8 percent giving a yes to this reason. 

2. More tenant farmer operators were influenced by dealers in 

their decision to purchase and select their pesticides than part or 

full owner farmer operators. More part owner operators are influenced 

by dealers in their pesticide purchase and selection than full owner oper-

ators, but less than the tenant operators. 

3. The price charged by a dealer for a pesticide was not an 

important factor in the selection of a pesticide dealer by farmers. 

4. Dealers have little or no influence on a farmer's decision 

in his first selection and pur_chase of a pesticide. 

, 

1 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the knowledge gained and analysis of the data from this 

study, the fallowing recommendations are made for future research 

studies: 

1. Similar study with more farmers in counties scattered over 

a larger area. 

2. A repeat of this study with a comparison of dealer influence 

from cooperatives and privately-owned dealers. 

3. Similar study with other agricultural supplies. 

4. Studies to determine the consumers' expectations of the 

dealer in pesticides and other agricultural supplies. 

5. Similar study considering the degree of influence of the 

educational institution on farmers in their selection of agricultural 

supplies. 

6. Similar study considering the degree of influence of neigh­

bors and friends on farmers in their selection of agricultural supplies. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

Implications for the Farmer 

It appears that many farmers do not avail themselves of the 

various purchasing opportunities available to them. The number of dealers 

pesticides were purchased from was limited. Farmers did not purchase 

their pesticides much before the time they used them. It is possible 

that the limited shopping activities of the farmer may not force the 

dealers to be as aggressive and competitive as they might be. 

Farmers might consider their purchasing actions if they are in­

terested in reducing their production costs and buying their pesticides 

at the best price. 

Farmers might also consider their reasons for using pesticides. 

Past experience was an important reason for using a pesticide. Perhaps 

farmers should make better use of educational influence to assure the 

pesticides are best suited for the job required. 

Implications for the Dealer 

There was little evidence of the dealers going to the farmers to 

interest them in purchasing pesticides. Dealers may wish to take the in­

itiative more than they have to get farmers to make purchases. A dealer's 

position may be enhanced if he promoted advance sales and delivery with 

appropriate price advantages to increase his sales and alleviate possible 

storage and delivery problems at peak use times. 
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Dealers cannot generalize about the farmers they serve. Some 

farmers buy pesticides early, some buy from more than one dealer. With 

the exception of the fact that tenant farmers were more influenced in 

their pesticide purchases by dealers than part or full owners, very 

few descriptive characteristics of the farmers were found to be related 

to their pesticide purchasing activities. It would be difficult to 

classify farmers in such a way .that their shopping activities might be 

predicted. 

Implications for the Educator 

For educators this study suggests that they may have to become 

more aggressive in their pesticide educational programs. They will need 

to continue their work with pesticide dealers. 

Farmers still depend on the written media for information. The 

newspaper and farm magazine are important information sources' in the de­

cision-making process of farmers. 

The use of the innovator and the early adopter should not be 

overlooked for demonstration purposes. Farmers still rely on observing, 

visiting and seeking the results that their neighbors obtained by using 

various agricultural production supplies. 
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Table VII (Continued) 

Farmers Rating of Reasons 
Reason Yes No Total 

17. Ag supply dealer salesman called or 6.3 93.7 100.0 
visited about using the material 

18. Voc Ag Teacher influence by contact 0.0 100.0 100.0 
with him 

IThe reasonS were printed on a card and handed to the farmer to read as 
well as the investigator reading the reasons to the farmer. 

2Included ease of handling material, work load demands, desire to rotate 
pesticides, etc. 
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA EAST CAMPUS LINCOLN. NB 68503 

I am conducting a study on the influence agricultural supply dealers have 
on the farmers' decision to purchase pesticides. Your name is one of 100 farmers 
drawn at random from the east cropping district of our state to be interviewed 
for this study. 

In this study. I am trying to determine the amount of influence a dealer 
exerts on you as you buy your pesticides. Pesticides include weed sprays and 
material for insect control. I also am interested in some information about 
you and your farming operation as to crops grown and approximate acreages. All 
information that you give me will be held in strict confidence and will not be 
released to anYone other than my co-workers involved with the study. 

I am collecting this information by a personal visit to each of the 100 
farmers. I am tentatively planning to visit you on~.-~~~ __ -,.-____ ~~~~ 

I know that you are busy with field 
work at this time of year. I am hopeful that my interview with you will not 
take more than 30 to ~5minutes of your time. If you will not be around the 
farmstead at that time, please leave word at the house where I can reach you in 
the field. It would be helpful if you could fill out the enclosed card and mail 
it 2 or 3 days prior to my visit (it requires no postage). 

I am requesting your cooperation as much as possible because of the wide arec 
I am covering (16 counties) and the limited time I have to make the visits. I 
appreciate any help you can give me. If for some reason you need to call me, my 
resident phone is Seward 6~3-~709. I am there usually in the evening. 

LLY:jrnp 

Yours truly, 

I -

C?--,I(~ ~ .;;{. 71 tu I ] ~/I--
Loyd L. Young {/ ./ 
Extension Agriculturist 
College of Agriculture 
Lincoln, Nebraska 

EXTENSION SERVICE. UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE COOPERATING 
WITH THE U .. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. THE COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 

AND THE COUNTY EXTENSION SERVICES • 



COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE AND HOME ECONOMICS 
U. S. Department of Agriculture and Nebraska Lano.Grant College 'Cooperating 

TO: FARMERS SELECTED FOR DEALER INFLUENCE STUDY 
It would be helpful to me if you would check the appropriate boxes below 

and mail this card by return mail. It requires no postage. . 
- Loyd L. Young 

Dear Sir: 

( ) The date you suggested is fine and I will plan on seeing you that day. 

( ) The date is fine but I would appreciate if you could be here at 
________ ..:0 'clock. (Fill in a suggested time.) 

() I am going to be gone on the date suggested. Please call me 
evening to set another date. (Suggest an evening for me to -c-al~l~y-o-u-.~)~-

(Name and Address) 

{Your phone number t;- exchange) 

co 
w 



COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE AND HOME ECONOMICS 
U. S. Department of Agriculture and Nebraska Land-Grant College tooperating 

TO: FARMERS SELECTED FOR DEALER INFLUENCE STUDY 

Dear Sir: 

This is a reminder of my approaching visit to you on the date and approximate 
tim.e listed below for the intl!rview.· This interview is part of the study on the 
influence Agricultural supply dealers have on farmers' decision to purchase pesti­
cides, which I wrote to you about a week ago. 

r am looking forward to meeting and visiting you. I will be visiting several 
other farmers in your county the same day. r hope to stay on my schedule as nearly 
as possible. 

(DATE OF INTERVIEW AND 

Yours' truly, 

Loyd L. Young 
Extension Agriculturist 
College of Agriculture 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68503 

TIME) 

CD 
-f= 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
Dealer Influence Study 

Date of Interview Name of Interviewer -------- ------
1. Nameo _____________________________________________________ _ 

2. Address _______________ County ___________ _ 

3. Telephoneo _____________ _ 

In this study we are attempting to learn how much pesticide dealers in­
fluence farmers in their decision on the products they select. By 
pesticides, I mean chemicals that will control weeds (herbicides); 
insects (insecticides); and diseases (fungicides). You have been in­
Cluded in our sample for this study and we would like to ask you a 
few questions about you, your farming operations, and your use and 
purchase of pesticides. First----

4. What is your age? 
-------~-----------

5. 

6. 

7. 

s. 

9. 

How many years of formal schooling did you complete? 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
(HS) 

13 14 
(Voc) 

15 16 
(BS) 

17 18 
(tIS) 

19 20 
(PhD) 

How many years have you been farming? _______________ _ 

How many years have you farmed on this farm or on a farm within 
2 miles of here? years. 

Distance to nearest trading center for Ag supplies. miles ----' 
Name of town identified in question 8. 

-----~-------------
10. How many acres do you own or operate: 

IOwn but do not Operate 
I o Jperate 

I Please do 
I not write 
I in these 

I_s_p_a_c_e_s _. 

11-.-­
I 
12• ___ _ 

3. ___ _ 

4. __ _ 

15. __ 

I 
I 

! 
16 • ___ _ 

! 
I 
17 • ___ _ 

! 
18 • __ _ 

9. ____ _ 

10. 

a. ___ _ 

(a) Owned 

(b) Rented 

Total 

I 
I 

(c) lb. 

I xxxxxxxxxxxx 

11. How many ~cres of the following crops do you have this year? 

(Acres) 

(a) Corn 

(b) Grain Sorghum 

(c) Soybeans 

12. Did you or do you intend to use any pesticides on these 
crops this year and on how many acres? 

Corn Sorghum b Soy! eans 

Pre-emergence herbicide 

Post emergence herbicide 

Pre-emergence insecticide I 
Post emergence insecticide 1 
Fungicide 

---
c. ____ _ 

11. 

la. __ _ 

Ib.-

r' 
12. 
a. _____ _ 

,b. 
I 

Ic. 
I 

Id. , 

Ie. 

9E 
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For Purposes of later questions, interviewer will use the largest 
figure reported, or if there are two with the same largest figure, 
ask R which was most expensive of the D~O and use that practice. 
Circle the figure of the practice used for fUrther questions. This 
figure will be identified hereafter by *. If all parts of question 
12 are zero, terminate the interview after question 13. 

13. Do you plan to use pesticides next year (1972)? Code: 

Herbicide 

Insecticide 
Fungicide 

Corn 

I 
Sorghum Soybeans 

I-Yes 
2-No 
3-Haybe 
4-Don't know 
O-won't grow 

crop 

14. Do you have freedom in purchasing supplies, such as pesticides, 
or must you consult with someone before making the purchase? 

!-lust consult with 

(1) 

)<,2) 
I (3) 

\.J4) 

Have Freedom ----Landlord, ______ _ 
Farm Manager _______ __ 
Other _____________ _ 

I Please do 
not write 
in these 97 
spaces. 

13. 

a.'-___ _ 

b.~ __ _ 

c, ___ _ 

14, __ _ 

15. How many dealers selling pesticides are available to you in your 115. 
shopping area? ------'-

16. ~ere have you purchased your *(pesticide)? I 
I would like to know the names of the dealers where you purchased 
this pesticide, the percent of the total pesticide you purchased 
from each dealer, and the distance from your farm to the dealers 
store? (Up to 4 dealers) 

Name of Dealer Distance % of purchase 
a, ____________________________ _ 

b, ________________________ __ 

c. ________________________________ __ 

d, ________________________ ___ 

17. I am interested in finding out the month you purchased the *pesticide 
and the month you used the *pesticide: 

Corn Sorghum Soybeans 
Pre-emergence herbicide Purchased 

, 

! 

Used I 
Post emergence herbicide Purchased i 

Used 

Pre-emergence insecticide Purchased 

Used 

Post emergence insecticide Purchased 

Used 

, 

16. 

a. _____ _ 

b, __ _ 

c. ___ _ 

l
d. 

17. 
i _ 

I 

I a,-,---. 

l
b. 

c, ---Id,_--
1;:----

Fungicide 

;g._--­
Ih, __ 

-=:.:::.o:used--J.t_----l-------J'i ~:-Purchased 
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18. I would like to find out some of the reasons why you decided to use 

=-=-""7"-----:----'-·'(pesticides) F12ase a"-S11er the following 
question by answering yes or no. 

(Interviewer will state the question:) 

DID YOU USE *(pesticide) TEIS YEAR BECAUSE: 
(and read each of phrases below:) 

a. 

h. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j, 

severe __ -,,..-__ :-,_-.-:-,,.,-__ -Jproblem last year 
(insect) (weed) 

Adverse weather this spring? 

You expected a possible increase in yield? 

You observed, discussed or otherwise witnessed the 
results that your neighbor obtained by using 
__________________ ~last year? 

Advertisements in magazines, n~wspapers, radio, TV 

Commercial bulletins obtained at your dealer? 

County Agent influence by contact with him? 

Voc Ag Teacher influence by contact with him? 

Ag Su])p1y Dealer infornlational meeting or field 
day attended? 

University Ag College Bulletins? 

k. Information articles in ne1'1spaper, magazines or 
Quarterly? 

1. University or County Agent meetings or field days 
attended? 

m. Ag supply dealer salesman called on you or visited 
with you "J)out 1_'sing the material? 

n. You visited the dea1e~ at his store about using 
pesticides? 

o. Informatjon radio or TV programs (non-commercial) 
you heard or viewed? 

p. You had good success with the product last year? 

q. You thought it was just good farming business? 

r. Other reasons (specify) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

~es 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

I Please do 9E 
not write 

I 

in these 
spaces. 

18a. __ _ 

118b. __ 

I 
No 118c. 

I 

No 118d. __ 

No IlBe. 
! --

No ,18f. 

No i1Bg.-­
, 

No 118h.~_ 

I 
No 118i. __ _ 

No 118 j • __ 

No -LBk. 

No 1181. ---

}Io 18m. 

~ 

118n. No 

I 
No ~180. 

No f18p. 

No l8q. 

No 118r. 
! 



19. You have indicated that you bought the largest amount of 
*pesticide ( %) from, ________ ~~~~----.---------

(Dealer ) 
I am interested in finding out why you made your purchase 
from this dealer. Various farmers have given some of the 
fol~owing reasons for,buying pesticides at their dealer. 
Please tell me how important each of these reasons >lere 
in yOUI' decision to purchase yOUI' pesticide from this 
dealer over other dealers. 

a. Price (cheaper, bulk discount, etc.) 

b. Dealer >las closest to my farm. 

c. Dealer interested in helping me 
solve my (weed) (insect) problem. 

d. Honest and fair dealing of the 
dealer in the past. 

e. Convenience of location of dealer 
to other shopping, such as bank, 
feed dealer, groceries. 

f. Services offered by the dealer, such 
as delivery, emergency calls, pesti­
cide application service. 

g. I am a good friend of the dealer. 
We belong to the same church, lodge, 
play cards together, etc. (Friend­
ship ties). 

h. The apparent knowledge the dealer 
has about-the products he sells. 

i. The range of product selection 
available at the dealer--Iot of 
brands to choose from. 

j. Helpfulness of the employees at 
the dealers store 

k. The dealer or his fieldman stopped. 
at my home and sold or attempted 
to sell to me. 

1. Dealer is a relative. 

m. I have done busjness for a long 
time with this dealer. 

n. Credit terms >lere attractive 
as offered by the dealer. 

o. Other (Specify), __ ..:.-___ _ 

Not a 
Factor 

Slightly 
Important 

Very 
Important 

Please do 
not >lrite 

in these 
spaces. 

19a. 

19b. 

19c. 

19d. 

1ge. 

19f. 

199. __ 

19h. 

19i. 

19j. __ 

19k., __ 

191., __ 

19m. ___ _ 

19n. __ 

190. 
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20. Looking back at the time you purchased a~d first selected 
from your dealer the "'pesticide you used, I Hcul·:'. :C.Le you 
to rank the influence that you think ,the dealer had on your 
decisi,::m to buy this "'pesticide. Pleas" use the follo~fing 
scale (explain). 

Please do 
not write 1 

in these 
spaces. 

He had No 
Influence 

Fe had 
Very Little 

Influence 
He had some 
Influence 

He had High in-' 
fluence and he 
convinced me of 

He had Ccnsider- the product to 
able Influence buy 

o 1 2 3 20. __ _ 

21. Did the dealer change your decision of your first or 

22. 

original choice of (Pesticide) __________________ ___ 

that you had intended to buy? Yes, ______________ _ 

No ____________ __ 

Don't Know, ________ _ 

(If the r:'!::::k was 0 or I on question 20 ask this question) 

You hv.ve ranked the influence that the dealer had on you 

as none or very little. Then who did have the greatest 

inf;l.uence on your decision to buy or select the. "'pesticide 

you used., __________________________________ _ 

Ask R to perr-it interviewer to check if all information needed 
has been obtained and check the interview schedule. 

Thank farmer for his time and cooperation. 

:2l. 

I 

i22. 
i ------
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Table XX 

CROSSTABULATION OF EDUCATIONAL REASON-FOR-USE SCORE 
BY HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL ATTAINED 

Educational Level Attained 
Not a HS HS Beyond HS 

Educational Reason Graduate Graduate Graduate 
For-Use-Score N % N % N % 

Low 36 37.9 39 41.1 7 7.4 

High 7 7.4 2 2.1 4 4.2 

Total 43 45.3 41 43.2 11 11.6 

X2 = 7.72708 df = 2 Significance - 0.0210'\ 

;'Significant at the 5 percent level of probability 

102 

Total 
N % 

82 86.3 

13 13.7 

95 100.0 



Table XXI 

CROSS TABULATION OF OWN CHOICE REASON-FOR-USE SCORE 
BY NUMBER YEARS FARMED THIS FARM 

Number Years Farmed This Farm 
Own Choice Reason- 10 or less 11 to 30 31 or more 
For-Use Score N % N % N % 

Low 7 7.4 8 8.4 2 2.1 

High 11 11.6 52 54.7 15 15.8 

Total 18 18.9 60 63.2 17 17.9 

X
2 = 6.68420 df = 2 Significance = 0.0354;' 

*Significant at the 5 percent level of probability 
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Total 
N % 

17 17.9 

78 82.1 

95 100.0 



Table XXII 

CROSSTABULATION OF DEALER INFLUENCE ON FARMER'S DECISION 
ACCORDING TO EDUCATION LEVEL OF FARMER 

Highest Education Received 
Degree of 8th Grade HS Beyond College 
Influence or less 9 to 11 Grad HS Grad 

(Percent) 

O-None 13.7 7.4 13.7 1.1 2.1 

I-Very Little 1.1 2.1 9.S 4.2 0.0 

2-Some 8.4 3.2 13.7 2.1 0.0 

3-Considerable 6.3 1.1 3.2 2.1 0.0 

4.JHigh 1.1 1.1 3.2 0.0 0.0 

Total 30.5 14.7 43.2 9.5 2.1 

(N=95) 
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Total 

37.9 

16.8 

27.4 

12.6 

5.3 

100.0 


