Relate Q25 to Q21
Value-Added
N = 13 surveys for the Produce category of question 21.

N = 11 of those surveys that also answered question 25.

Among those who sold value-added products in 2006, here are their preferred marketing methods:

Contracts –    0
Brokers –      1
Direct --      7.5
Retail –        1.5
Fm. Mkt –     0
CSA –           0
Other --         1
And the frequency (percentage) data = those numbers divided by 11:
Contracts –   0
Brokers –     9
Direct –       68
Retail –        14
Fm. Mkt –     0
CSA –          0
Other --         9
The random chance number on the frequency data = the mean = 100/7 = 14%

The standard deviation = 24%, which is quite a bit larger than the mean, and an indication that we have a small set of numbers and skewed data -- so these numbers aren’t anything definitive.
For the value-added category, direct sale was +2 standard deviations more than the mean, so was the preferred method of selling value-added products.
Correlations:

contracts21 – contracts25  Insufficient data to analyze.
brokers21 – brokers25   Insufficient data to analyze.
direct21 – direct 25  r = 0.63; P = 0.02.  R-squared = 0.40, so 40% of the variation in direct for question 25 could be explained by the direct variable for question 21, and this is moderately significant at P < 0.05.
retail21 – retail25  r = 0.54; P = 0.06. R-squared = 0.29, so 29% of the variation in retail for question 25 could be explained by the retail variable for question 21 – but P > 0.05 so this is not significant. 
farm-mkt21 --  farmmkt25  Insufficient data to analyze.
CSA21 – CSA25  Insufficient data to analyze.
Other21 – other 25 r = 0.39; P=0.19.  R-squared = 0.15, so about 15% of the variation on Other for question 25 could be explained by Other in question 21, but this is not significant at all with a P = 0.19..
Well, with such a limited number of people doing value-added at all, it’s hard to say very much about it.  It does appear that those doing direct sales are satisfied with that marketing method.
I tried some correlations between the income variables and the marketing variables, but I don’t think it is good data to report. There were some correlations that looked high but were based on just one or two data points – that really isn’t enough.

