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OVERVIEW

More than 500 times each year, the Crop Reporting Board of
the United States Department of Agriculture issues official sta-
tistics covering such matters as. crop yields and stocks, live-
stock inventories , poultry and dairy output, farm prices, labor
and other agricultural items. Additional local information about
crop acreages and yields, production levels and weather is pub-
lished by the Agency s forty-four field offices serving the fifty
states. Together, these continuing series of reports help to
maintain an orderly association among the output, supply and
marketing elements in the agricultural economy.

The accuracy of agricultural statistics published by the
Department of Agriculture depends , in large measure , upon the
cooperation of farmers and ranchers in participating fully and
factually in the Agency s sample survey, activities. The pro-
ducers ' voluntary participation is conditioned in turn by their
understanding of and attitudes toward the reports that are based
on those surveys. Clearly, the Agency s ability to maximize
survey participation rates will be influenced by its knowledge of
the operators I attitudes and beliefs with respect to the surveys
and reports.

The National Opinion Research Center was commissioned by the
Department of Agriculture to conduct a study of farm operators
opinions toward statistical and economic information, including
their principal concerns about crop and livestock reports and
their reactions to their personal experiences with USDA surveys.
To this end, NORC undertook a telephone interview survey of a
sample of farmers and ranchers in North and South Dakota during
March and April of 1978. The findings , which are briefly suma-
rized below, will help the Agency to better serve producers and
other segments of the nation s economy.

USE AN EVALUATION OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION

Almost all Dakota farm and ranch operators named at least one
source of crop or livestock information that they used to help
them make production or marketing decisions. No one major
information source predominated. For 35 percent , the main source
is specialized farm magazines or newsletters, for 20 percent it is
mass media, for 16 percent agricultural agents, for 13 percent
various USDA publications, and for 6 percent personal conversa-
tions with either business contacts or friends.

Most operators said that the information they get from crop
and livestock reports is "somewhat useful" to them in managing
their operations, and about 10 percent felt that it was "very
useful. However, about one operator in three considered the
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information to be "not useful at all. Operators who primarily
use USDA publications were most likely of all to report their
information source as useful, followed by those who use agricul-
tural agents or farm periodicals as their main source.

Wi th respect to specific types of information in reports,
data on anticipated crop demand and information on costs of
production were most often cited as useful; fewer than half the
operators reported any use for monthly forecasts of crops to be
harvested. When operators deemed a particular type of informa-
tion not useful , the most common reason given simply reflected the
absence of need for it, rather than any specific criticism of the
information itself. Crop farmers seldom found livestock reports
to be of much use , and vice versa. On average, about 15 percent
considered various types of information too inaccurate to be
useful.

When asked about the incidence of benefits from crop and
livestock reports , 78 percent of Dakota farmers and ranchers
voiced the opinion that other groups benefited more than pro-
ducers. Nonproducer groups mos t frequently named by operators as
users of this information were grain and livestock buyers , food
processors, and speculators. When operators were asked speci-
fically about the effects of use of crop and livestock information
by fourteen different groups, they tended to divide users into two
distinct camps. Use of these data by groups who supply farmers
with necessary materials , services , or capital was largely per-
ceived as beneficial; use by groups on the demand side of the
economy--various buyers , speculators , and consumers--was widely
thought to work against producers I interests.

Crop and livestock reports published by the government re-
ceived a mixed evaluation by Dakota operators. About half found
them to be clear and easy to understand , about half did not.
About half were satisfied with the depth of coverage provided
about one-fourth wanted more detailed information, and about one-
fourth preferred less. Two operators in three felt that govern-
ment reports were more useful to managers of large farms or
ranches than to smaller-scale producers.

There is considerable skepticism about the accuracy of USDA
information. Only about one-fourth felt that government reports
could be trusted almost always or most of the time. About one in
five said he could "hardly ever trust government data. 
addition , two-to-one majorities felt that private commercial
services were more accurate than government reports , that most
farmers and ranchers refuse to participate in government surveys
and that operators did not always give accurate information when
they did participate.

Furthermore, most Dakota operators expressed the belief that
publication of government reports depresses the prices they re-
ceive , that the reports are influenced by politics, that pro-
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ducers I interest groups should have more to say about the kinds of

information collected, and that individual survey responses are
not necessarily kept confidential from private firms or other
government agencies.

Some of these feelings and. beliefs are simply unfounded.
Others represent an inevitable price that must be paid if USDA is
to serve its function of collecting and disseminating accurate
data to all parties in the agricultural marketplace. Still others
may represent legitimate criticisms of the Agency 

I s work. Found-
ed or not, USDA researchers cannot escape the necessity of taking
these opinions into account as they pursue their survey activi-
ties in the Dakotas and elsewhere.

OPERATORS' EXPERIENCES WITH CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

Almost all operators (91 percent) in the two states said they
had been asked to participate in a crop or livestock survey at
some time or other , and about three-fourths said they were asked
during the previous twelve months. About one-fourth of the
operators reported that their participation was sought five or
more times in the year preceding the survey.

Two different measurement approaches were used (each with
one-half of the operators in each state) to determine the parti-
cipation rates of individual operators during the previous year
yielding two somewhat different portraits of operators ' partici-
pation habits. In response to a "soft" measure , in which oper-
ators were asked to choose among subjectively worded categories,
65 percent said that they participated "only some of the time" or

hardly ever, " while 35 percent claimed to participate "almost
always" or "most of the time. Alternatively, a "hard" measure
sought to establish the actual number of surveys each operator had
agreed to answer during the preceding year, as well as the total
number of survey requests received in that period. Individual

rticipation rates were then computed as the ratio of surveys
answered to survey requests received. By this measure , 45 percent

said they had participated on more than half the occasions or
most of the time.

Nearly half the operators thought they were asked to parti-
cipate in surveys too often , but this response was not necessarily

related to the n ber of survey requests operators reported
receiving: those who were asked to participate most often were
least likely to register this complaint. Instead , feelings of

being overburdened by survey requests were much more strongly
related to beliefs that the survey reports cannot be trusted
serve no useful purpose, adversely affect farm profits, or mainly
benefit market competitors.

When operators were asked to speculate about why other
farmers and ranchers might refuse to participate in crop and
livestock surveys, two major reasons stood out. One referred to
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the issue of privacy: survey questions are perceived to ask for
personal information , to delve into operators I decisions that are

not the government s business, and to probe for information that
might be used against operators personally. The second cluster of
reasons referred to the effects of the government reports: they
depress prices, they are exploited by interests opposed to the
producers

' .

Operators apparently found it more difficult to think of
reasons why other farmers and ranchers might decide to partici-
pate in surveys. One-fifth of the sample could not think of any
such reason. Most frequently offered were remarks about the value
to the producer of the information provided in the survey reports
and general comments about the importance of the surveys. A
smaller group mentioned the operators I sense of duty to cooperate
in a worthwhile endeavor.

Among operators who were asked to participate in a crop and
livestock survey during the fall or winter of 1977-1978, 83
percent said that the purpose of that survey was at least " fairly
well explained" to them, and 71 percent of those who actually
participated felt that their time was at least " somewhat well
spent. "

Reasons given by operators who refused to participate in the
fall or winter surveys were remarkably similar from one survey to
another and were also similar to the general reasons offered for
other producers I nonparticipation described above. This indi-
cates that participation rates depend more on general attitudes
than on the characteristics of a particular survey.

A wide variety of characteristics, attitudes , and beliefs
were found to be related to operators ' self-reported survey
participation rates, including their preferences among informa-
tion sources, their opinions about the practical usefulness of
published data , their beliefs about the economic impact of wide-
spread distribution of the collected data , their specific evalu-
ations of government-issued reports, their concern about the
quality of the data in reports , their willingness to reveal
particular items of information about themselves or their oper-
ations, their perceptions about the degree of burden imposed upon
them by survey requests, and the stands taken toward survey
participation by any organizations or interest groups to which
they belong.

The factors that relate to individual participation rates
are themselves interrelated (for example , operators who find crop
and livestock reports most useful are also likely to feel least
burdened by the number of requests , and to perceive the economic
impact of report circulation as benign). Consequently, a prelim-
inary decision model , based on simple, plausible assumptions, was
constructed for the purpose of assessing the relative importance
of each factor as a predictor of participation decisions 
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Findings suggest that relatively few fa tors can account for most

of the variability in individual participation habits. Most

important were such considerations as opl:rators ' beliefs about

the usefulness of crop and livestock information for manageml:nt

purposes; their opinions about whether the entire data collection
and distribution program was worthwhile; their views on the
accuracy, quality, and economic impact of government reports; and
their concerns about relinqqishing their rights to privacy by
revealing information in surveys that they would rather keep to
themselves. Also of importance were operators ' views about
whether personal use of survey reports or conceptions of citizen
duty obliged them to participate in surveys, their perceptions

about the government s ability to protect the confidentiality of

their responses, their interest in protecting themselves from

exploitation by market competitors, and their participation in

the non-farm/ranch economy.

ANALYSIS OF SUBPOPULATIONS

Although the main purpose of the study was to identify the
characteristics of the entire population of Dakota farmers and

ranchers, attention was also given to the detection of response
differences between operators in North and South Dakota, among

1arge- and small-scale producers of both crops and livestock, and

among operators of different ages. State differences were gener- '
ally infrequent and substantively insignificant. Differences
among types of producers, defined in terms of commodity produced
and scale of operation, were both more comon and of greater
magni tude, as were response differences among four agl: groups.

ANALYSIS OF ERRORS

In addition to a onsideration of sampling error, the data
were examined for the effects of two types of nonsamp1ing error on

the accuracy of the survey I s results. Analysis of several
experiments with the wording, format, and sequence of survey
items revealed that the major findings were quite robust across
a1 ternative measurement approaches. Investigation of the differ-

ences in survey responses among reluctant respondents , difficu1t-
to-reach respondents, and respondents who were easy to contact
suggested that the bias in results due to nonresponse is likely to
be insignificant for practical purposes.
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CHAPTER 1

THE STUDY

INTRODUCTION

In the Spring of 1977, representatives of the Statistics
Unit of the Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service
(hereafter referred to as the Agency) of the U. S. Department of

Agriculture visited the National Opinion Research Center (NORC)
at its offices on the University of Chicago campus to discuss a
proposed opinion survey of U. S. farmers and ranchers.

Among its other tasks, the Agency has for many decades been
responsible for conducting continuous crop and livestock surveys
among the farm and ranch population. These surveys provide
urgently needed data on crop estimates, livestock and poultry
production, milk and dairy operations, farm prices and costs, and
other agricultural activities. The accuracy of these measure-
ments depends upon the ability and willingness of farmers and
ranchers to report, and these in turn depend upon the operators 
understanding and attitudes with respect to the surveys and upon
the Agency s understanding of the operators ' needs and concerns.
An exploratory survey conducted by the Iowa State University
Statistical Laboratory among Iowa producers, along with informal
evidence, had indicated areas of ignorance and misunderstanding
about the purpose and uses of farm surveys, some dissatisfaction
with survey methods and frequency, and feelings among some pro-
ducers that these data collection activities were of little or no
help to those who provided the information.

These reports led Agency officials to consider a more formal
study, one that would help them understand the operators ' atti-
tudes about the role and value of statistical and economic
information on agriculture, their information needs for formu-
lating production and marketing decisions, their principal con-
cerns about crop and livestock reports, and their views on how the

Agency could be of greater use to them. These concerns were
relevant to the activities of NORC, which, as one of the oldest
and largest social research institutions in the United States,
has a continuing interest in the improvement of survey research
methodology. Each year, NORC, like USDA, conducts many thousands
of interviews--mai1, telephone, and face-to-face--with the gen-
eral public and with special subgroups of the population. NORC

thus faces in its surveys the same problems of persuading respon-
dents to cooperate with the interviewer, of designing appropriate
and efficient survey instruments, of training interviewers, and
of transforming the data collected into useful information.
Thus, what we at NORC would learn from a survey of operators
attitudes toward USDA surveys was expected not only to help the



Agency but also to sharpen our own unders tanding of respondent
reactions so that we could improve NORC response rates and the
accuracy of the data collected.

Two aspects of the proposed survey were of special interest
to NORC. First, the survey offered the opportunity to conduct a
number of methodological experiments based on a " split ballot,

or two different forms of the questionnaire. We planned a core of
items that would be identical on the two forms, and systematic
variation in the wording and sequence of certain other items to
test for effects. Second, the proposed survey seemed entirely
suitable for telephone interviewing, a data collection technique
that is being used more frequently as the costs of in-person
interviews continue to rise. We were interested in this opportu-
nity for another in our tests of the costs and effectiveness of
telephone interviewing.

A cooperative agreement between NORC and USDA was signed in

August 1977, and planning for the survey began the following
month. Consideration of possible sample designs led to the
selection of North Dakota and South Dakota as the survey sites.
On the one hand, a national survey, covering all parts of the
country and all kinds of agricultural crops and livestock, would
have posed formidable sampling problems and required a vast
number of interviews if the data were to be properly analyzed and
understood. On the other hand, a survey conducted in a single
state could hardly be called representative of farmers and
ranchers in general. The selection of two con iguous and agri-
culturally diversified states offered a suitable compromise solu-
tion. The two Dakotas had the further advantage of being among
those states in which response rates to crop and livestock surveys
were declining and in which some organized opposition to the
surveys was being manifested.

Two NORC representatives spent a week traveling around the
Dakotas in November 1977, meeting and talking with operators and
agricultural leaders to ascertain their interests and concerns.
The NORC representatives explained the purposes and goals of the
survey and solicited ideas for how the study could be made most
useful to the farm and ranch population. Even among critics of
the USDA surveys, the NORC representatives were graciously re-
ceived and cooperation was offered. Questionnaire forms and
other survey materials were developed in the fall of 1977, and two

successive pretests of the interview schedules, involving a total
of about fifty interviews, were conducted in the early months of
1978. Interviewing of the designated sample of operators in the
two states was carried out during March and April of 1978 by
approximately twenty interviewers making telephone calls from the
NORC office in Chicago.

This report presents the major findings of the survey.



SAMLE DESIGN

The major features of the sample design for the Dakota survey

of farmers and ranchers were determined by the Agency. In
general , the design employed stratification similar to that used
in sampling for crop and livestock surveys , and with similar
justifications. Essentially, the strata were meant to partition
the universe of operators into two groups, those who produce
livestock versus those who produce only crops , and then to sub-

divide each of these types according to scale of operation, large
versus small. In South Dakota only, small livestock producers
were further subdivided into those producing only cattle, those

producing only hogs, and those producing both. This resulted in
ten final strata--four in North Dakota and six in South Dakota
(Table 1. 1). (See Chapter 4 for a discussion of stratum differ-
ences in survey responses.

TABLE 1.

SAMLING STRTA FOR DAKOTA FARRS
AN RACHERS

North Dakota:

Large-scale cattle producers: operators with 500 or more
head of cattle

Small-scale cattle producers: operators with from 1 to 499
head of cattle

Small-scale crop producers: operators with no (or unknown
numbers of) cattle and fewer than 500 acres planted
to crops

Large-scale crop producers: operators with no (or unknown
numbers of) cattle and 500 or more acres planted to
crops

South Dakota:

Large-scale livestock producers: operators with either
000 or more head of cattle OP 400 or more hogs

Small-scale cattle producers: operators with no hogs
and with fewer than 1, 000 head of cattle

Small- scale hog producers: operators with no cattle but
wi th up to 399 hogs

Small-scale producers of both cattle and hogs: operators
with 1 to 999 head of cattle and 1 to 399 hogs

Small-scale crop producers: operators with no livestock
and fewer than 500-acres planted to crops

Large-scale crop producers: operators with no livestock
and 500 or more acres planted to crops



The small numbers of operators in strata containing larger,
more specialized, and market-responsive farmers and ranchers
dictated oversamp1ing of these strata. Operators were randomly
selected within strata from the Agency s list frame. Approxi-
mately 1, 200 operators were initially selected in each state,
with the aim of completing 1, 000 interviews in each. About 200 of

these cases were subsequently struck from the lists; some of these
persons had left agriculture (85 percent), others had died (15
percent). Interviews were completed with 75 percent of the
remaining cases in each state, for an overall raw sample size of

681. Completion rates were roughly equivalent across strata
and questionnaire version. (See Appendix A for details.

The use of apprQpriate1y varying selection probabilities
provided us with sufficient numbers of cases to analyze each of
the strata as domains or subpopu1ations of interest. In order to

make inferences to the entire population of Dakota operators,
however, it was necessary to introduce compensating case weights
so that true stratum proportions would be reflected in the sample.
In such cases, fractional weights are preferable to integer
weights whenever the latter would result in gross inflation of the
number of cases, and hence the degrees of freedom for significance
testing whenever standard statistical analysis programs are used.
Initial case weights were thus computed as transformations of the
reciprocals of stratum selection probabilities such that the
average per-element weight in the sample was 1. The result is a
weighted sample with stratum proportions equal to those in the

population, with the number of weighted cases equal to the number
of actual interviews, or 1, 681 cases.

Preliminary analysis of the data revealed, however, that the
variability in survey responses ithin each sampling stratum did

not greatly differ aaross the strata in each state (i.e., the

within-stratum variances were roughly equal). Consequently,
although the sample design provided us with sufficient cases for
stratum analyses, it proved to be less efficient than other pos-

sible designs (such as a simple random sample, or a stratified

design with selection probabilities proportional to stratum size)
for the estimation of population parameters. Our calculations
suggest that our achieved sample of 1, 681 cases is slightly more

than three-fourths as efficient as a simple random sample (the
kind normally expected by statistical analysis programs) of the
same size. Thus, by readjusting the initial case weights to
produce a weighted sample of 1, 287 cases, we were able to obtain
both unbiased population estimates and excellent approximations
of their standard errors without the costs and inconvenience of
developing tailored analysis programs. (See Appendix B.

SURVEY INSTRUMNTATION

The survey instruments used in the Dakota study were devel-
oped jointly by NORC and Agency personne1. Two versions of the

questionnaire were employed. These incorporated various methodo-



logical experiments with question wording and sequence, as well
as alternative measures of the operators ' participation in USDA
crop and livestock surveys. Roughly 60' percent of the survey
items were included in both versions. The following is a brief
general description of the structure and content of the question-
naires. Complete copies of both versions are included as Appendix

Both questionnaires were divided into two major substantive
sections. Part I dealt with the operators ' information- gathering
strategies and with their attitudes and beliefs .about the quality
of USDA crop and livestock information and its effects on their
livelihood. Part II focused on the operators I perceptions about
the extent of their own participation in crop and livestock
surveys, about the reasons for their decisions to participate or
not , and about their willingness and ability to provide accurate
data when responding.

The questions in Part I of both questionnaires were designed
to address the following broad issues:

o What are the primary sources of crop and livestock informa-
tion used in day-to-day management?

o To what extent is USDA-supplied information used, both di-
rectly and indirectly?

o How generally useful is the information in crop and live-
stock reports felt to be?

o How useful are specific pieces of information in such re-
ports judged to be? If not useful, why not?

o For which geographical area (county, state, national, or
international) is this information considered most useful?

o Which groups other than farmers and ranchers are thought to
use crop and livestock information?

o Is the availability of this information to nonoperators
perceived as serving or damaging the interests of farmers
and ranchers?

o How do operators evaluate government crop and livestock
reports with respect to such matters as clarity, accuracy,
freedom from political influence, confidentiality, and ef-
fect on market prices and stability?

In Part II of both questionnaires our aim was to investigate
several aspects of the operators ' experiences as participants (or
nonparticipants) in USDA crop and livestock surveys, including:



o How often have operators been asked to respond to USDA

surveys?

o How often have operators agreed to participate in surveys?

o How do operators evaluate the frequency with which they are
asked to respond to surveys--are there too many surveys, or

too few?

o What reasons can be identified for the operators ' own deci-

sions to participate in crop and livestock surveys?

o What are the operators I perceptions
and ranchers either refuse or agree
veys?

about why most farmers
to participate in sur-

How willing are operators to give specific pieces of infor-
mation in responding to USDA surveys (for example, crop

acreage planted and harves ted; kinds, numbers, and prices of

livestock produced; costs of operation; farm/ranch income

and off-farm/ranch income)?

o How difficult do operators feel it is to give accurate survey
responses about the topics listed above?

o Do operators feel that the privacy of their individual
survey responses is adequately guarded with respect to ac-
cess by private companies and government agencies?

o What suggestions do operators have for making crop and
livestock surveys more useful?

The remainder of each questionnaire was devoted to a series
of questions about the operator himself and the characteristics
of his farm or ranch for classification and analysis purposes.
These items included the operator s age and educational attain-

ment; whether he belonged to any organizations that encouraged or
discouraged survey participation; total cropland acreage, crops

raised, types and numbers of livestock held; and whether the

operator had derived any income from a non-farm/ranch job in the
past year.

The use of two different versions of the questionnaire for
the Dakota survey provided us with two principal benefits. The

first resulted from the fact that each of the two versions was

randomly assigned to half of the cases in each stratum. This gave
us, in effect, two equivalent stratified samples of about 840

cases each, to which unique sets of questions could be posed.
This split-ballot technique allowed us to expand the number of
topics covered in the survey while avoiding increases in costs and
duration of the interview. The slight losses in statistical power

in the analysis of version-specific items proved to have little

noticeable effect on our ability to interpret the responses.



The second benefit involved the now commonplace notion that
responses to any survey question are "soft, " owing chiefly to the
inherent imperfections of the instrument of measurement. Indeed
one of the most valuable contributions made by the practitioners
of survey research to those who consume or interpret survey data
has been in their raising awareness of the extent to which the
distribution of responses to a particular survey question may
depend upon such things as question wording, the relative place-
ment of the question within a series of items, and the substantive
relationship of the item to preceding questions. The split sample
afforded us the opportunity to conduct some simple experiments
with the effects of question wording, order , and context. The
principal issue was whether the effects of such methodological
artifacts would be great enough to materially alter our conclu-
sions about the attitudes and beliefs of farmers and ranchers on
specific , policy-relevant points. A discussion of the specific
differences between the two questionnaires is included as Appen-
dix D.

DATA COLLECTION

Interviews with Dakota farmers and ranchers were conducted
by telephone from NORC headquarters at the University of Chicago.
During the first week of March, a staff of twenty interviewers
received a total of four days ' training on the survey. The first
two days were devoted to basic telephone interviewing techniques
and the second two days to study-specific training. The latter
sessions were observed by Agency representatives from Washington
who briefed the interviewers on the nature and scope of USDA
survey activities and explained the general objectives of the
Dakota survey. NORC supervisors then discussed the two versions
of the questionnaire item by item, with reference to the written
specifications for each question that were included in the inter-
viewers ' manual of instructions. The last day of training was
largely given over to mock interviews in which NORC staff members
played the part of respondents as the trainees took turns in
administering the interview.

The North and South Dakota state agricultural offices, in
accordance with USDA specifications, provided NORC with computer
printouts of the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of the
designated sample members, and letters were mailed to each of
these operators about a week in advance of the date of the
interviewer s phone call. The letter, on NORC stationery, ex-
plained the nature and purpose of the study, informed the operator
that his name had been selected by probability sampling methods,
and announced that an interviewer would soon be calling from
Chicago to conduct an interview that would take about half an
hour. Just under 80 percent of the respondents later reported
that they had received this letter. Letters that were returned
undelivered enabled NORC staff to begin early efforts to locate
the operators to whom these were addressed.



During the early weeks of interviewing, eighteen telephone

lines were in constant use by interviewers six days a week from 3
to 9 P.M. In addition, since appointments were made for morning,
early afternoon, and late evening interviews, and since some
respondents could not be reached from 3 to 9, some of the
interviewers were scheduled for other hours. Three office super-

visors unobtrusively monitored a sample of each interviewer
work, with the , interviewer I s knowledge that this would be done,
and feedback was provided to the staff regularly on an individual
basis.

While interviewers succeeded in completing the interview on
their first call in 19 percent of the cases, the first call more
often resulted in an appointment for interview at a later time or
in a failure to find the designated respondent at home. In such

cases, of course, interviewers called back. Intensive efforts
were made to trace farm and ranch operators who had moved, were on
extended vacation, or had changed phone numbers. Those with no
phone or with unlisted numbers were sent a letter asking them to
telephone NORC collect or to provide us with a phone number at

which we could call them. Repeated calls were made to numbers
where there was no answer. Two-thirds of the completed interviews
required up to four calls, and a few were not completed until the
tenth or eleventh attempt to reach the respondent. Refusals were
not accepted as final until a different interviewer or an office
supervisor had made an attempt to overcome the respondent
objections.

CONFIDENTIALITY

Confidentiality is important on any survey, and particularly
so in cases of list samples drawn from a limited geographical

area. Protection of confidentiality received special attention
in all written and training materials developed for this survey.
In addition, identifying information for all respondents was kept
only on interview face sheets, which were separated from the
interview protocols, stored under lock and key in NORC' s offices

during the period of data preparation, and subsequently de-
stroyed.

Confidentiality can also be threatened by party lines in
rural communities with limited telephone service. Calls for a
given phone number may ring on several others, raising the

possibility of eav sdropping. Anticipating this difficulty, any
respondent concerned about privacy was asked to call NORC collect
at a suitable time. However, of the three hundred and twenty-
eight respondents with party lines, only thirteen either asked to
be called at a different number or elected to place a collect 

call
to NORC.



CONTENTS OF THE REPORT

SUBSTANTIVE ANALYSIS

Our analysis of the data from the survey of Dakota farmers
and ranchers is divid d into two major substantive chapters. The
first deals with operators ' use and evaluation of crop and
livestock information, and the second with operators ' experiences
with USDA' s information-gathering process , the surveys them-
selves. In both these sections, we are primarily concerned with
analyzing the full sample, with the aim of making inferences to
the entire population of Dakota farmers and ranchers. (We leave
to the reader s judgment how far these results may be generaliz-
able to the national population of farmers and ranchers.

Information acquisition, use, an evaluation. The Agency
has been handicapped by insufficient knowledge of farmers ' and
ranchers I uses of market and production information , and also by
the operators ' reactions to specific survey practices. In many
cases, it appears that operators turn away from USDA information
in favor of alternative sources either because they do not trust
the information or because they believe its availability may harm
their interests. In short, the operators ' reactions to the
information provided by the Agency is shaped by many ideas they
have about what the market is like, what purpose the information
serves, and how accurate and timely the information is. 
Chapter 2 each of these issues is taken up in turn.

ExpePience with sureys. The second broad area of interest
involves operators ' attitudes about participation in USDA crop
and livestock surveys. These reactions are crucial for two basic
reasons: first, because they affect operators I decisions about
whether and how to respond to future surveys when asked , and
therefore have grave implications for the quality of the data
collected by USDA; and, second , because of the effects that such
experiences may be expected to have on operators ' evaluations and
use of the crop and livestock reports based on data from those
surveys. Accordingly, in Chapter 3 we explore several aspects of
the operators ' experiences with USDA surveys.

State an stratwn differences. In our analyses of infor-
mation use and survey experience, presented in Chapters 2 and 3,
our purpose is to describe the response patterns of the full
sample, allowing us to make inferences to all operators through-
out the Dakotas. In the course of this analysis we routinely
compared the responses of North Dakota operators to those of South
Dakota operators and only rarely could we detect any significant
differences. Such differences are noted in the text and tables of
Chapters 2 and 3. Where no differences were observed, the
separate state figures are not presented and the reader may
presume that responses were essentially the same in the two
states.



Some care may be required, however, in the interpretation of
state differences. In general, such differences could arise from
two broad types of causes (or some combination of the two). On

the one hand, in both physical and cultural terms, North and South
Dakota provide farmers and ranchers with unique environents.
Differences in topography and geology, economic development,
political histories, and social and cultural traditions may act,
singly or in combination, to produce divergent attitude struc-
tures among the farmers and ranchers in the two states. In the
main, such differences may be expected to affect all operators in
a state with about equal likelihood, and therefore provide a basis
for true statewide differences in responses.

On the other hand, North and South Dakota differ substan-

tially in the composition of their agricultural populations, de-

fined in terms of primary agricultural products and scale of
operations. Although such compositional differences may ulti-
mately be due to environmental considerations, they may deserve

attention in their own right, for if different types of operators
have markedly different attitudes , then the distribution of atti-

tudes in each state will depend upon the mix of various types of
operators found wi thin its borders. In this report, we cannot
attempt anything like a full analysis of the reasons behind

observed state differences in survey responses. In particular"
any discussion of the broad environmental differences between
North and South Dakota is beyond the scope of our study. However,
with the use of Census data and several items of background
information collected in our survey, we can point out some of the
major differences in the agricultural populations of the two
states which may lead to dissimilar response patterns.

In Figure 1.1 we display data from the 1974 Census of
Agriculture on the percentage of operators in each state who
derived their incomes principally from crop sales and from live-
stock and their products. About 78 percent of North Dakota
operators received mos t of their income from crops, while only

about 20 percent relied on livestock production. In South Dakota,

35 percent were found to be mainly crop producers, while some 62
percent derived most of their income from livestock and their
products. In Figure 1.2 we present Census data on the 1974
distribution of farm sizes in the two states. At that time, 66

percent of North Dakota farms were 500 or more acres in size, and
35 percent were over 1, 000 acres. In contrast, the majority of
farms in South Dakota (52 percent) were smaller than 500 acres,
and only 25 percent were larger than 1, 000 acres.

Although we have no direct measure of an operator s primary

source of income or of total farm size in our survey data, there
are number of indicators that the pattern evident in the Census
data is replicated in our sample. For instance, Figure 1.3
presents state distributions for a rough measure of cropland
acreage. Farms with more than 500 acres planted to crops are
considerably more common in North Dakota than in South Dakota. 



fact, 41 percent of our sample of North Dakota farms had 1, 000 or
more acres of cropland, compared to only 23 percent of the South
Dakota sample. Moreover , about half of the South Dakota operators
reported having less than 500 acres in crops compared to only 27
percent in North Dakota. Conversely, Figure 1. 4 illustrates that
South Dakota operators in our sample were a good deal more likely
to have larger holdings in livestock, with 46 percent reporting
over 150 head of cattle or hogs, compared to only 24 percent of
the North Dakota sample. About 40 percent of North Dakota
operators had no cattle or hogs at all, while only 17 percent of
South Dakota operators reported having neither type of stock.

Given such baseline compositional differences, we would
expect s tate differences in responses to appear whenever survey
items would draw different answers from crop growers than from
livestock ranchers. Consequently, some caution must be exercised
in comparing the two states lest the attitudes of a prevalent
subpopu1ation in either state be mistakenly attributed to the
state as a whole. We suspect that, to varying degrees, observed
state differences may be "explained away" when the distributions
of distinct subgroups--name1y our sampling strata-:-within each
state are taken into account. We note this possibility as it
arises in our discussion of state differences. However, because
of the importance of these differences, and because differences
among the strata are somewhat more frequent than differences
between the states, we felt that Chapters 2 and 3 would be
overburdened by the inclusion of this materia!. We therefore
present the major findings of the stratum-difference analysis
separately in Chapter 4.

Profile by age. Again, the major purpose of this report is
a description of the full sample of Dakota farmers and ranchers
that can be generalized to all operators throughout the Dakotas.
We found, however, that the responses to a number of our survey
items were related to the operators ' age, with the youngest
farmers and ranchers usually showing distinctive response
patterns. Because such differences may have important implica-
tions for the future relations of USDA and the agricultural
community, we present an age-group profile of the respondent
population in Chapter 

ANYSIS OF SURVEY ERROR

It hardly needs to be said that the findings of any sample
survey should be interpreted with caution. Survey responses are,
after all, answers given during a controlled interview. The
standardized questions we chose to ask were selected from an
infinite number of possible questions; it may be that the answers
to some other questions would have produced different findings.
Moreover, possible response effects (such as the wish to give an

acceptable" answer) are inherent in any survey. And , of course
people s opinions and attitudes are never infallible predictors
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of their future behavior. As professional researchers, we are
aware of these dangers and we have used all of our experience and
skill to minimize them. Many months of effort went into the final
design of the questionnaire, and various drafts of the instrument
were carefully pretested; interviewers received extensive
training and daily supervision; and we have endeavored to exer-
cise caution in our interpretation of the tabulated responses and
the relationships among them.

In Chapter 6 we present an analysis of several potential
sources of error in our data. First, we discuss the inherent
limitations of making inferences from our sample to the popula-
tion of interest, giving special attention to the ranges of error
associated with the various statistics used in the analysis.
Second , we examine two sources of non-sampling error in the data
question wording and question order, by describing the signifi-
cant differences revealed by our experiments in the two question-
naire versions and evaluating the effects of such differences on
our inferences and conclusions. Finally, we present a limited
investigation of the errors of inference that might arise because
of differences between more "cooperative" respondents and those
who refused to be interviewed, which could contaminate our re-
sults (and, for the same reason, those of USDA in their crop and
livestock surveys). Using our own records of the effort required
to secure an interview with each operator, we compare cooperative
and reluctant respondents on a range of survey measures and assess
the likely effects of nonresponse on the quality of the data
collected.



CHAPTER 2

THE ACQUISITION, USE, AND EVALUATION OF CROP

AND LIVESTOCK INFORMATION

The questions asked in the NORC survey of Dakota farmers and
ranchers about the flow of statistical information on crop and
livestock production can be broken down into four broad groups:

o What sources do farmers
livestock information?

and ranchers use for crop and

o How is the information evaluated by operators, especially
with respect to its usefulness, accuracy, and timeliness?

o How do operators think their own
the general availability of such
ties in the agricultural economy?

interests are affected by
information to other par-

o How do operators
reports?

evaluate governent crop and livestock

Answers to these kinds of questions can tell us a great deal about

the role of crop and livestock information--especia11y govern-
ment-sponsored information--in the day-to-day management of farms
and ranches and in the shaping of operators ' attitudes toward the

government s activities in the agricultural market. In this
section, we take up each of these topics in turn.

SOURCES OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION

Respondents to the NORC survey were asked to name all the
sources they used for "information about things like livestock
numbers, acres planted to various crops, and forecasts of
yields. No specific sources were suggested in the question
wording; all responses were volunteered. Table 2. 1 presents the

results.

Just under one-fifth of all respondents mentioned that they
use USDA publications as a source of crop and livestock informa-
tion and 12 percent specifically mentioned publications of the
Crop and Livestock Reporting Service. Magazines, journals, and
newsletters were by far the most frequently cited information
sources; 59 percent of all operators reported use of one of these
sources. Various types of agricultural agents (e.g., university
extension agents, officers of the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service, etc. ) were also frequently named , with just
under a third of all respondents reporting use of this source.
Newspapers were named by 28 percent, radio reports by 20 percent,



TABLE 2. 1

PERCENTAGES OF OPERATORS WHO REPORTED USING
VARIOUS INFORMTION SOURCES

Source Percentage

USDA publications

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

18%

Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service. . . 

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

Magazines, journals, and
newsletters. . . 

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

Newspaper.

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

Radio. .

. . . . . . . .

Television

. . . . . . . . . . 

Extension agent, ASCS agent, or
other persons in government or
universities

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

Consultation with persons in
agricu1 ture-re1ated business

. . . . . . .

Conversations with friends,
relatives, neighbors, etc.

. . . . . . . .

Other sources. . 

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

No source mentioned. 

. . . . . . . . .

Total.

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

211%

N . . 

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

287

The percentages sum to more than 100 because 64 percent
of the respondents reported using two or more sources.



and television by 16 percent of all operators. Personal contacts
(other than the various agents) are a less common source of
information, with business contacts and conversations with
friends and neighbors each named by 7 percent. Finally, 6 percent
of the operators mentioned other miscellaneous sources, while
about 8 percent claimed to use no source.

Operators in North and South Dakota did not generally differ
in their use of the various information sources. Only in the use

of agricultural agents did we find significant differences be-

tween the states, with 39 percent- of North Dakota operators and 21

percent of South Dakota operators using agents.

Operators who reported getting information from two or more
sources were asked to name the single source that provided 

most 

their crop and livestock information. By integrating these
answers with those of operators who named only one source, and

then combining similar source categories (e.g., all government

publications, all media), we arrived at five general types of

sources and were able to classify operators according to their

primary information source among them. Table 2. 2 displays the
results.

The table reveals that the key medium for circulating crop
and livestock information to farmers and ranchers is the spe-

cialized commodity journal, newsletter, or the general farm maga-
zine, in which the mass of information is interpreted for the

particular line of business of the operator. Although there is
significant variation between the states in the percentage who
name periodicals, they are by far the most commonly used source in
both states: 31 percent of North Dakota operators and 39 percent

of those in South Dakota said they got most of their crop and

livestock information from this kind of source. About one
operator in eight named a government publication as his main

source of marketing and production information, with the percent-
ages about equal in the two states. About one operator in five

reported getting most of his information from one of the mass

media, again with no variation between the states. Agricultural
agents were cited as the major source by 16 percent overall, but
by 21 percent in North Dakota and only 11 percent in South Dakota.
About 6 percent in each state said they rely mostly on personal
contacts for their information, and another 8 percent said they
have no source at all.

In general, periodicals, other media, and agricultural
agents are each more commonly named as primary sources than are
government publications. This finding suggests that closer rela-

tions with such interpreters of statistics might be beneficial to
the government. Ih this regard, it is interesting to note that

farmers and ranchers commonly perceive that their primary non-
government information sources (other than personal contacts) do
not generate their own information, but instead rely on USDA for
their information. All respondents who said they got most of



TABLE 2.

PERCENTAGES OF OPERATORS WHO REPORTED OBTAINING
MOST CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION FROM

EACH INFORMTION SOURCE

Source Overall North South
Dakota Dakota

Government documents
(USDA publications
or CLRS reports) 13% 14% 12%

Magazines, journals,
or newsletters

Mass media (newspapers,
radio or television)

Agricultural agents
(university, ASCS,
extension, etc.

Personal contacts
(business or friends)

All other sources

No information source

Total 101% 100% 100%

N . 287 667 620

The overall percentages do not sum to 100 because of
rounding.

their information from sources other than government publications
were asked where they thought their major source got its informa-
tion about crop and livestock developments. The results are shown
in Table 2.

The table reveals that about 40 percent of those who reported
relying on periodicals or agricultural agents and over 50 percent
of those who reported relying on mass media sources believe that
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the information they use originates with USDA or CLRS publica-tions. The right-most column shows that about two-fifths (42
percent) of those who primarily use nongovernment information
sources believe their data ultimately come from USDA, compared
with only 22 percent who think their source produces its own
data, and 14 percent who think the data originate with univer-
sities, agricultural experiment stations, or ASCS information.

When these operators are combined with the 13 percent who
cited actual government publications as their major information
source, it becomes clear that a majority (55 percent) of Dakota
farmers and ranchers are aware of the flow of crop and livestock
information from USDA and recognize that the information they use
comes directly or indirectly from that source. However , the fact
that about three-fourths of this group do not rely directly on
government publications suggests the possibility that most Dakota
operators find USDA information in its raw, statistical form too
dense or unwieldy to be useful for day-to-day decision-making.
The summries, interpretations, and supplementary data provided
by journals , the media , and agents appear to have considerable
value for operators.

Obviously, the information contained in crop and livestock
reports, regardless of source, will not always be perfectly clear
or immediately usable by operators. In fact, 70 percent of the
respondents (73 percent in North Dakota and 67 percent in South
Dakota) reported that they discussed the contents of the reports
with others whenever they were uncertain about the meaning of any
information they contained. As shown in Table 2. 4, about 43
percent overall consult with friends, neighbors, or other farm-
ers, and another 16 percent speak with agricultural agents about
the meaning of the reports. About 9 percent turn to their
business contacts, while only 1 percent discuss the reports
either in their farm or ranch organization or with resources other
than those cited above. North Dakota operators are about 8
percentage points more likely than those in South Dakota to
discuss crop and livestock reports with agricultural agents.

EVALUATIONS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION

Dakota operators were asked for a general assessment of the
usefulness of the information in the various published crop and
livestock reports. While a substantial majority (67 percent)
felt the reports were at least somewhat useful, about one-third of
all operators claimed that crop and livestock reports were not
useful at all for managing their operations (see Table 2. 5).
South Dakota operators of all types appeared to be significantly
less satisfied with the reports than their North Dakota counter-
parts. While the differences among specific types of producers in
each state are not statistically significant, there is some
tendency for large grain producers in each state to be slightly
more positive in their ratings. Since this type of operator



TABLE 2.

OPERATOR$' RESOURCES FOR DISCUSSION OF MEANING
OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS

(Percent)

Resource Overall North South
Dakota Dakota

Extension agent, ASCS office,

university, agricultural
experiment station 16% 20% 12%

Persons in agriculture-related
business (bankers, buyers,

suppliers)

Friends, neighbors, relatives,
other farmers

Farm or ranch organization

Other s

Do not discuss reports

Total 100% 100% 100%

N . 274 661 613

TABLE 2.

GENERA USEFULNESS RATINGS OF INFORMTION 
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS

(Percent)

Very Somewhat Not at Total
Useful Useful All Useful

Overall . 58% 33% 100% 269

North Dakota 100 656

South Dakota 100 613



constitutes a larger proportion of all operators in North Dakota
than in South Dakota, their evaluations may explain most of the
differences between the states.

General satisfaction with crop and livestock information was
found to be related to the operator s major information source.
Table 2. 6 shows that those whose main sources are government
publications are most likely of all to report that the material is
at least somewhat useful (77 percent). Those who get most of
their information from agricultural agents and specialized peri-
odicals are almost as satisfied: 74 and 72 percent , respectively.
In contrast, operators who re1ey mainly on the mass media for this
information are less likely to find the material useful (66
percent), while only a little more than half of those whose main
source is personal contacts report that the information they get
is useful. Finally, it comes as no surprise that 75 percent of
those who say they have no major source feel that they receive no
useful information.

TABLE 2.

GENERA USEFULNESS RATINGS OF INFORMTION IN CROP
AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS AMONG USERS OF VARIOUS

MAJOR SOURCES OF INFORMTION
(Percent)

Major Source Useful Not Useful Total

Government documents:
USDA publications or
CLRS reports 77% 23% 100% 168

Magazines, journals,
newsletters 100 445

Mas s Media: newspapers,
radio, television 100 250

Agricultural agen
university, ASCS
extension etc. 100 205

Personal contacts:
business or friends 100

All other sources 100

No information source 100

Overall 67% 33% 100% 269



Operators were also asked a series of questions about the
usefulness of specific kinds of information usually found in
published reports. Table 2. 7 presents the results. About three-
fourths of all farmers and ranchers found information on costs of
production and anticipated crop demand to be at least somewhat
useful, with 30 percent judging the data on production costs to be
very useful. Information on prices received for either crops or

livestock was rated as useful by roughly two-thirds of all
operators, and about 60 percent gave similar ratings to informa-
tion on amounts of crops in storage, the effects of weather on
crops and forage conditions, and forecasts of livestock to be
marketed. Slightly over half thought that information on plant-
ing intentions, end-of-season crop estimates, and numbers of
livestock sold for slaughter was useful. Only 50 percent felt
they had any use for information on the numbers of livestock on
farms, and less than half judged monthly crop forecasts to be
useful.

The perceived usefulness of the various types of crop and
livestock information differs little between the two states.
Ir,formation on anticipated crop demand is considered useful by
more operators in North Dakota (82 percent) than in South Dakota
(66 percent), largely because of the greater concentration of
larger crop producers in the former state (see Table 2.8). Like-
wise, information on weather effects is more likely to be viewed
as useful by North (64 percent) than by South (53 percent) Dakota
operators (see Table 2. 9), as is information on stocks of grains
and oil seeds (66 percent to 56 percent for North and South Dakota
operators respectively; s e Table 2. 10).

We asked Dakota operators who specified that any particular
piece of information was not useful to explain why it was not and
in Table 2. 11 we display the percentage citing each of the major
reasons in response. Operators basically use only two criteria
for judging the usefulness of an item of information: (1) Is it
germane to the management tasks faced in their particular type and
scale of operation? and (2) Is it accurate enough to be relied on
for important management decisions? Most of the operators who
judged information on livestock (items 3, 7, 10, and 11) as not

useful clearly saw no need for it because they are not in the
business of producing and selling livestock. For example, among

thos who said that information on numbers of livestock on farms
was not useful, fully 94 percent of those who explained that it
was not needed were operators with fewer than 200 head of cattle.
Thus, the judgment that a particular type of information is not
useful does not always amount to a criticism. However, there
remains a sizable minority (between 20 and 40 percent for each of
these items) who presumably do have need for livestock informa-
tion but who are not satisfied with the accuracy of such data in
published reports.

On only four of the twelve information items did we find
statistically significant differences between the two states in
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TABLE 2.

OPERATORS' RATINGS OF USEFULNESS OF iNFORMTION 
ANICIPATED DEM FOR CROPS BY STATE--

VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Very
Useful

Somewha t

Useful
Not at

All Useful
Total

Overall . 22% 52%

North Dakota

South Dakota

26% 100% 639

100 325

100 314

TABLE 2.

OPERATORS I RATINGS OF USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ABOUT

THE INFLUENCE OJ!' WEATHER ON CROP PROGRESS

AN FORAGE CONDITIONS BY STATE--
VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Very Somewhat Not at Total
Useful Useful All Useful

Overall . 11% 48% 41% 100% 640

North Dakota 100 338

South Dakota 100 302



TABLE 2.

OPERATORS' RATINGS OF USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ABOUT

STOCKS OF GRAIN AN OIL SEEDS IN STORAGE BY
STATE--VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Very Somewha t Not at TotalUseful Useful All Useful

Overall . 20% 41% 39% 100% 639

North Dakota 100 338

South Dakota 100 301

the extent to which operators cited each of the two major
reasons--need and accuracy--for judging an item not useful.
These differences seem to stem from basic differences in the
commodity orientations of the producers in each of the states:
crop growers are more prevalent in North Dakota, livestock
producers are more prevalent in South Dakota. For livestock
information, such as numbers of livestock on farms or forecasts of
livestock to be marketed (Tables 2. 12 and 2. 13), North Dakota
operators are more likely to have no need, while South Dakota
operators are more likely to cite accuracy problems. When crop
information, such as grains and oil seeds in storage and monthly
crop forecasts, is judged not useful, South Dakota operators are
more likely to have no need for it, while those in North Dakota
are more likely to impugn its accuracy (Tables 2. 14 and 2. 15).

Table 2. 16 shows the proportion of operators who find spe-
cific types of crop and livestock information to be useful, who
have no need for it, and who find it too inaccurate to be useful.
Of the twelve items we asked about, costs of production and
anticipated crop demand are the topics most often considered
useful. Only 6 percent complain about the accuracy of information
on production costs; still, nearly one operator in five says he
has no need for this information. About 11 percent overall feel
they do not need information on anticipated demand for crops, and
about 12 percent feel that these projections are not accurate
enough to be useful. Conversely, monthly crop forecasts are least
likely to be judged useful (by only 44 percent), with some 23
percent of all farmers and ranchers professing not to need them
and an additional 27 percent stating that their inaccuracy
renders them useless.
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TABLE 2.

OPERATORS I REASONS FOR SAYING INFORMTION ON NUBERS
OF LIVESTOCK ON FARS IS NOT USEFUL BY STATE

(Percent)

State Not Needed Inaccurate

North Dakota 69% 30% 345

South Dakota 290

TABLE 2 . 13

OPERATORS' REASONS FOR SAYING INFORMTION ON FORECASTS
OF LIVESTOCK TO BE MATED IS NOT USEFUL BY

STATE--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

State Not Needed Inaccurate

North Dakota 71% 27% 144

South Dakota 121

TABLE 2. 14

OPERATORS I REASONS FOR SAYING INFORMTION ON STOCKS 
GRAIN AN OIL SEEDS IN STORAGE IS NOT USEFUL BY

STATE--VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

State Not Needed Inaccurate

North Dakota 43% 43% 115

Sou th Dakota 129



TABLE 2. 15

OPERATORS I REASONS FOR SAYING INFORMrION ON MONTHLY
CROP FORECASTS IS NOT USEFUL BY STATE--

VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY
( Percent)

State Not Needed Inaccurate

North Dakota 30% 59% 178

South Dakota 173

Overall, 10 percent or more of our respondents cited accu-
racy problems with all but two of the information items we asked
about--production costs and prices received for livestock. In
addition, about 20 percent complained of poor accuracy in four of
the twelve topics--tota1 crop estimates, monthly crop forecasts,
weather influence on crops and forage conditions, and numbers of
livestock on farms.

In addition to an operator I s practical need for specific
information and his judgments about its accuracy, the usefulness
of crop and livestock information to a farmer or rancher depends
upon how well it reflects conditions in the particular geographi-
cal areas in which he operates. The information needs of a small

crop producer whose business is done entirely within his home
county will be quite different from those of a large livestock
producer who operates in a national market, or a massive grain
producer whose sales are greatly affected by conditions in the

export market. To examine the differences among operators with
interests at various geographical levels, we asked our respon-
dents to indicate the area for which they found crop and livestock
information most usefu1--their own county, their state, the
United States as a whole, or other countries. In Table 2. 17 we

display the percentages naming each area, for the total popula-
tion and separately by states.

As the table shows, about one half of all operators are most
interested in national aggregates. Something like one quarter
focus their attention on either the local county or their state,
and only about one in 7 is most interested in international data.
State differences were found only in the percentages citing
national and international level data as most useful. South
Dakota concentration of livestock producers results in a
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slightly larger audience for national statistics in that state
than in North Dakota, and the greater proportion of large grain
farmers in North Dakota results in a larger percentage stating an
interest in other countries than is found in South Dakota.

As noted previously, operators ' choices among information

sources are to some extent related to their information needs, as
determined by the commodities they produce and the scale of their
operations (see Chapters 1 and 4). One might also surmise that
these factors are related to operators 

I beliefs about the geo-

graphical area for which crop and livestock information is most
useful to them. Information-source preferences should thus also
be linked to these geographical interests.

TABLE 2. 17

OPERATORS I EVALUATIONS OF GEOGRAHIC AREAS FOR WHICH

CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION IS MOST USEFUL
(Percent)

Area Overall North South
Dakota Dakota

County 23% 23% 22%

State

Whole u. S.

Other countries

282 664 618

Co1umn percentages do not sum to 100 because operators
were allowed to name more than one area.

Table 2. 18 shows that this is the case. Reading across the
table, we find , for example, that operators whose main interests
are at the local county level are more likely than others to get
most of their information from agricultural agents and , in addi-

tion, are less likely to use government publications. Those with

state-level interests are also more likely to turn to agents , but

they choose other sources at about average rates. In contrast,

those with national or international interests are less likely to
use agents or to claim they have no information source at all.

Periodicals are relied on by more of those focusing on national
markets, while operators who are most interested in international
data are much more likely than others to choose government
documents.
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THE EFFECTS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION ON THE
INTERESTS OF F RS AN RACHERS

Over 90 percent of the Dakota operators we interviewed
claimed to use one or more sources of production and marketing
information about crops or livestock, Two-thirds of the re-

spondents reported that such crop and livestock information was
generally useful to them in managing their operations. Moreover,
though many complained of problems with accuracy or timeliness, a
majority also said that most of the specific items of information
we asked about were useful to them.

However, the quality of the information and its usefulness

to the operators themselves are not the only dimensions used by
operators to evaluate crop and livestock data. Farmers and
ranchers are acutely aware that this information is available to
many other parties in the agricultural marketplace, and the vast
majority of operators--in both states and among all types of
producers--believe that this places them at a disadvantage.

Survey respondents were asked who they thought "benefits
most from the crop and livestock reports--farmers and ranchers or
other groups?" Table 2. 19 displays the results. Nearly four-
fifths of all operators--with no significant variation between
states--be1ieve that other grous benefit more th farers anranahers themseLves. 

TABLE 2. 

OPERATORS I VIEWS OF WHO BENEFITS MOST FROM
CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION

(Percent)

Farmers and ranchers.

. . . . .

17%

Other groups.

. . . . . .

Don t know.

. . . . . .

Total

. . . . . .

100%

. . . . . . . . . . .

274



Of course, the perception that other groups benefit more
than the operators themselves from crop and livestock reports
does not necessarily entail the belief that farmers and ranchers
are worse off as a result. To examine these beliefs, we asked
operators a series of questions about groups who might use crop
and livestock data. First, to avoid providing any suggestive cues

in our question wording, we simply asked each respondent to name
as many groups as he could think of that used crop and livestock
reports. Following this, we asked each respondent whether or not
each of fourteen specific groups used this information--if he had
not already volunteered that they did. For each group named as a

user (either spontaneously or in response to our direct ques-
tion) , we then asked the operator whether he thought the use of
published crop and livestock information by that group was help-
ful or harmful to the interests of farmers and ranchers. The
responses to this series of items are presented in Table 2. 20.

The great majority of farmers and ranchers appear to believe
that all of the groups we named are users of crop and livestock
information. In fact, for nine of the fourteen groups , over 80

percent of the respondents agreed in describing them as users. 
note, however, that far fewer of the respondents spontaneously
named each of these groups when answering the initial open-ended
ques tion, even though only 17 percent failed to vo 1unteer the name
of any group. These operators who could not think of any other
users of the information are, incidentally, almost entirely the
same 17 percent who feel that farmers and ranchers benefit most
from published crop and livestock data. Also noteworthy is the
fact that the four groups spontaneously named by 20 percent or
more of the samp1e--grain buyers, lives tock buyers, food proces-
sors, and specu1ators--were all later described as groups whose
use of crop and livestock information is hamful to farmers and

rancher s .

In general, operators seemed to divide other users of crop
and livestock information into two quite distinct camps. One is
composed of groups who supply farmers with necessary materials,
services, or capital, and whose use of crop and livestock informa-
tion is more likely to be perceived as beneficial; the second
consists of groups on the demand side of the agricultural
economy--various types of buyers, speculators, and consumers--
whose use of this information is widely thought to work against
farmers 1 and ranchers 1 interests. In the category of "suppli-
ers, " we find such groups as farm supply dealers, elevator and
storage operators, bankers, farm organizations and cooperatives,
railroads and truckers, universities, and state and local govern-
ments. On the "demand" side are grain and iivestock buyers,
speculators, food processors, foreign buyers of food, consumer
groups, and--'interesting1y--the federal government.

Farmers and ranchers thus find themselves in something of a
dilemma on the issue of the circulation of crop and livestock
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information. On the one hand, the information contained in the
various reports is useful to most operators, and in some cases may

be crucial to the successful management of a farm or ranch. 
the other hand, operators clearly perceive themselves to be
involved in intense competition with many other market partici-
pants--chiefly the buyers and consumers of their products--and
feel that the free circulation of crop and livestock data gives
an unfair and damaging advantage to their competitors. To a small

minority (less than 20 percent) of Dakota farmers and ranchers,
the existence of this information is a clear boon, a usef l tool

in their efforts to succeed in production and marketing. To the
remainder, crop and livestock reports are at best a mixed bless-
ing: their usefulness for management purposes may be outweighed

by their reduction of uncertainties in the market that operators
believe once worked to their advantage.

In general, there were very few state differences on this
series of measures. Those that were found are presented in Tab 

21. These indicate that slight qualifications of our findings
may be necessary when discussing operators ' perceptions in each

of the states, but they hardly overturn or invalidate the findings
for the population as a whole.

South Dakota operators were about 6 points more likely than.
their North Dakota counterparts to volunteer that livestock
buyers and speculators use crop and livestock information. This
difference is probably accounted for by the differences in the

proportions of crop and livestock producers in the two states.
When the groups were specified by name in the survey questions,
North Dakota operators were about 10 points more likely to say
that consumer groups, farm supply dealers, railroads and truck-

ers, and foreign buyers used the reports. Finally, South Dakota
operators were 6 points more likely to say that use of the reports

by grain buyers hurt farmers and ranchers, about 12 points more

likely to say that livestock buyers ' use harmed operators, about

11 points more like 1y to attribute the same effect to food
processors ' use, and 14 points more likely to claim that use by
railroads and truckers was beneficial to farmers and ranchers.

FARERS' AN RANCHERS' EVALUATIONS OF GOVERNNT
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS

Thus far, we have seen evidence that the flow of information
on crop and livestock production is viewed with ambivalence by
Dakota farmers and ranchers. Notwithstanding occasional criti-
cisms of the accuracy and timeliness of the data, most operators
find at least some aspects of the information to be useful in

managing their operations. Yet the majority of the respondents

feel that the various buyers, traders, and consumers of agricul-
tural products uSe this same information to the detriment of
producers ' interests. Such feelings, if sufficiently intense,
might lead many operators to conclude that they would be better



TABLE 2.

OPERATOR' S PERCEPTIONS OF REPORT USE
BY VARIOUS GROUPS BY STATE

(Percent)

Groups Volunteered as Users of Reports
in Open-Ended Questions
Volunteered Volunteered

Livestock Buyers Speculators
North Dakota
South Dakota

24% 19% 654
610

Grou Said to Use Re orts When Named in uestion
Use Don t Use Don
orts orts Know

Consumer Grou

North Dakota 76% 14% 10% 338
Sou th Dakota 300

Farm Su Dealers
North Dakota 77% 17% 338
Sou th Dakota 300

Railroads and Truckers

North Dakota 67% 23% 10% 338
South Dakota 300

Forei n Bu ers of Food

North Dakota 92% 338
South Dakota 300

Whether Use of Reports by a Group He1ps or Hurts Operators

Hel Hurts Neither Don
know

Grain ers
North Dakota 24% 60% 613
South Dakota 580

Livestock Bu ers and Slau hterhouses
North Dakota 29% 54% 10% 603
South Dakota 542

Food Processors

North Dakota 24% 56% 11% 566
South Dakota 501

Railroads and Truckers

North Dakota 54% 24% 13% 226
South Dakota 166



off if the circulation of information were curtailed or elimi-
nated, despite the loss of whatever direct benefits they now
enj oy.

This possibility emphasizes the need to assess specifically
the operators ' evaluations of the government s role in collecting

and distributing crop and livestock data, for, as we have indi-

cated above, most operators either rely on government documents
directly or believe that USDA provides the basic data for whatever
information source they use. Among these operators, any orga-
nized efforts to restrict the flow of information from the farm
would undoubtedly begin with refusals to prO,vide USDA with the
basic information it requests from them in , its various production

surveys. Consequently, in this section we examine responses to
several questions focusing specifically on crop and livestock
reports produced by the government.

First, we consider the evaluations of the government publi-
cations themselves. As for clarity and readability, only about
half of our respondents agreed with the statement that
government crop and livestock reports are clear and 'easy to

understand" (Table 2. 22). Also, slightly less than half (45
percent) were satisfied with the amount of detail presented in
government reports. An additional 25 percent expressed a desire
for more detailed information, while the remaining quarter said
they would prefer less (Table 2. 23). We found that North Dakota
operators were more likely to ask for more detailed information
while South Dakota operators were more likely to ask for less. No

differences associated with operators ' educational levels were

found in the evaluations of clarity and detail.

TABLE 2.

CLARITY OF GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS--
VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

( Percent)

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed
with the following statement: "Government crop and
livestock reports are clear and easy to understand.

Agree Disagree Don
know

Total

50% 47% 100% 640



TABLE 2. 23 .

AMOUNT OF DETAIL IN GOVERNNT REPORTS--
VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Do you think the government crop and livestock reports
should contain more detailed information , less detailed
information or about the same amount of detail as they
have now?"

More
Detail

Less
Detail

Same
As Now

Don
Know

Total

Overall. . . . 25% 27% 45% 100% 638

North Dakota 100 325

South Dakota 100 313

Government reports were generally perceived as more benefi-
cial to large-scale producers. About two-thirds of the sample (63
percent in North Dakota and 72 percent in South Dakota) agreed
with the statement that government reports are "more useful to
large farm and ranch oper at ions then to small ones" (Tab 1e 2. 24).

TABLE 2.

RELATIVE USEFULNESS OF GOVERNNT REPORTS TO SMAL 
LAGE OPERATIONS--VERSIONII RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondents were asked whether they agreed
with the following statement: "Government
livestock reports are more useful to large
ranch operations than to small ones.

or disagreed
crop and
farm and

Agree Disagree Don
Know

Overall . 67% 27%

North Dakota

South Dakota

641

339

302



Respondents were also asked how often they thought they
could trus t the results of government crop and 1 i ves tock surveys.
Only 23 percent thought they could do so almost always or most of
the time, almost 60 percent felt that results could be trusted
only some of the time, and another 18 percent stated that survey
results were hardly ever correct (Table 2. 25).

TABLE 2. 25

TRUST IN GOVERNNT REPORTS--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

How often do you think you can trust the results of
government crop and livestock surveys? Do you think

they are almost always right, right most of the time,
right only some of the time, or hardly ever right?"

Righ t A1mos t Right Only Hardly
Always or Mos Some of Ever Total
of the Time the Time Right

23% 59% 18% 100% 638

The difficulties operators have in trusting government re-
ports seem to stem from three distinct, if related , causes.

First, the level of trust appears to be somewhat relative, and to
depend in part upon the operator comparison of government
reports to other sources. For example, 65 percent of those who
had an opinion said they believed that crop and livestock reports
put out by private, commercial services were more accurate than
government reports; only 35 percent believed the opposite wastrue; In Table 2. 26, we see that only 17 percent of those who
found commercial reports more accurate said they trusted govern-
ment reports most of the time, while 20 percent said they can
hardly ever trust them. By contrast, among operators who said
that government reports are more accurate than those from commer-
cial houses, 36 percent said they trust government reports most of
the time, while only 13 percent are strongly distrustful.

A second reason for variation in trust of government reports
involves farmers ' and ranchers ' beliefs about the quality of the

information operators give in response to government survey ques-tions. Only about one-third of the respondents be lieve that
participants in government crop and livestock surveys almost
always provide accurate information. The data in Table 2. 27 show

that those who hold this opinion are almost three times as likely
to trust government reports most of the time as those who are less
sanguine about the accuracy of operators ' responses. The latter,



in turn, are three times more likely to say they hardly ever trust
government reports.

A third factor that may affect trust in government publica-
tions concerns the respondents I views on the responsiveness of

their fellow operators to government survey requests. Only about

a third of the operators we interviewed (37 percent in North
Dakota and 28 percent in South Dakota) thought that most farmers
and ranchers agreed to participate in government crop and live-
stock surveys when asked. However, among this group, 36 percent
felt they could trust government reports most of the time , as

TABLE 2.

RELATIVE ACCURACY OF GOVERNNT VERSUS PRIVATE REPORTS AN
TRUST IN GOVERNNT REPORTS--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Crop and 1 i ves tock
Trus t in Government Reports

reports published by
private companies are Most Only
generally more accu-

of the Some of
Hardly Total

rate than government Time the Time
Ever

reports. "

Agree 17% 63% 20% 100% 376

Disagree 100 202

TABLE 2.

ACCURACY OF INFORMTION GIVEN TO GOVERNNT SURVEYS

AN TRUST IN GOVERNNT REPORTS--VERSION I
RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Farmers and ranchers Trus t in Government Reports
almost always give Most Only Hardlyaccurate information 0 f the Some of Total
to 20vernment survevs. Time the Time

Ever

Agree 39% 53% 100% 219

Disagree 100 399

opposed to only 17 percent of those who thought mos t operators

refused to participate. Correspondingly, among respondents who
believed participation rates were low, 22 percent hardly ever
trust government reports, compared to only 9 percent for those who
thought that survey response rates were high (Table 2. 28).



TABLE 2. 28

BELIEFS ABOUT RESPONSIVENESS TO GOVERNNT SURVEYS

AN TRUST IN GOVERNNT REPORTS--VERSION I
RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

''Most farmers and Trust in Government Reports
ranchers refuse to
participate in Most Only
government crop and 0 f the Some of

Hardly Total
livestock survevs. Time the Time

Ever

Agree 17% 61% 22% 100% 376

Disagree 100 191

Trust in government reports is thus clearly linked to judg-
ments about the quality of the data they contain , both its
accuracy and its representativeness of the agricultural 

community'

as a whole. These judgments may be made in a variety of ways, but

we surmise that those based on personal experience are strongest
and most likely to exert influence on other attitudes, such as

confidence in government publications. For example , we would

expect that the feeling that most operators do not give accurate
information in government surveys may be based in part on the
respondents ' own difficulty in giving accurate answers under
those circumstances. Likewise, the opinion that most farmers and
ranchers refuse to participate in government surveys may grow out
of the respondents ' personal feelings of reluctance to give
information to government interviewers.

We can explore these possibilities using responses to two

series of questions (each asked of one-half of the sample) about
respondents ' experiences with government crop and livestock sur-

veys. In one series, operators were asked how difficult they
found it to be aaauate in giving information about several
aspects of managing their farms or ranches; in the second they
were asked how wiZZing they were to provide information on the

same topics.

In Tab 1e 2. 29, we see that of the eight specific types of

information we asked about, ranging from planting intentions to
off-farm income, only the first--the acreage to be planted to
certain crops--presented a substantial proportion of our respon-

dents (41 percent) with any difficulty. For the remaining seven

items, the great majority of operators (from 74 
percent to 88

percent) claimed they would have no difficulty in supplying the



specified information. It is clear, however , that even though
operators may find it easy to provide information they are not
necessarily willing to do so. Although 72 percent of our respon-
dents were willing to reveal the prices they pay for operating
supplies (Table 2. 29f), the proportions willing to provide the
remaining items of information are considerably lower, ranging
from 41 percent to 56 percent. Operators indicated special
sensitivity about revealing the total income from their farms or
ranches (59 percent reluctant or unwilling), their off-farm in-
come (53 percent reluctant or unwilling) and their planting
intentions (51 percent reluctant or unwilling).

Although some 66 percent of Version I respondents said they
would have difficulty giving accurate answers about one or more of
the eight information topics, the majority indicated that only
one or two of the items would present any prob 1ems. Only 19
percent of the operators suggested that they would have diffi-
culty with four or more of the items. However , 73 percent of the
Version II respondents indicated they would be less than willing
to provide information on one or more of the topics. Fully 50
percent of these operators claimed they would be reluctant or
unwilling to give out information on four or more of the items.

Using responses to these items, we can test whether or not
operators who themselves have difficulty giving accurate informa-
tion are also more likely to believe that respondents to govern-
ment surveys rarely give accurate information. Likewise , we can
examine whether respondents who are less willing to give certain
items of information are also more likely to think that most
farmers and ranchers refuse to participate in government surveys.
As Tables 2. 30 and 2. 31 show, we can confirm the second of these
hypotheses, but not the firs 

In Table 2. 30 are displayed the percentages who think that
farmers and ranchers almost always give accurate information in
government crop and livestock surveys, separately for the 41
percent who would find it difficult to give accurate information
on how much acreage they intend to plant to different crops and
for the 59 percent who say they would not have difficulty supply-
ing this information. The 2 point difference in the expected
direction is not statistically significant, and in any case
hardly leads us to the conclusion that an operator s personal
difficulty in being accurate is a central element in his opinions
concerning the accuracy of other farmers and ranchers. Similar
tables using seven other measures of personal difficulty in
giving accurate survey responses were examined , all with equally
inconclusive findings.

Personal experiences thus cannot tell us why the preponder-
ance of operators do not believe that government surveys almost
always get accurate information. What, then, explains the preva-
lence of this negative judgment? One pausib1e alternative hy-
pothesis is that two-thirds of our respondents may believe that it
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TABLE 2. 30

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT THE ACCURACY OF INFORMTION GIVEN

TO GOVERNNT SURVEYS AN THEIR PERSONAL DIFFICULTY IN
GIVING ACCURATE INFORMTION ABOUT PLANTING

INTENTIONS--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

How difficult is it for Farmers and ranchers almost

you to give accurate
always give accurate infor-
mation in government crop

information on your and livestock survevs.p1antingintentions?" A2ree Disa2ree Total

Difficult 33% 67% 100% 212

Not difficult 100 299

is fairly common for operators to give inaccurate information

intentionZZy when responding to government surveys. Although we
did not ask explicitly about this possibility, in responding to
another survey item (discussed later) several of our respondents
volunteered the opinion that one reason some operators might

participate in crop and livestock surveys would be to supply false
or misleading data in hopes of biasing the results in their
favor--usua11y to create a false impression that some commodi-

ties were in shorter supply than was actually the case (see
Chapter 3). Such suggestions were relatively infrequent, how-

ever, and so this explanation must be regarded as speculative.

Quite different results were obtained in Table 2.
31, which

displays the percentages who believed that most farmers and

TABLE 2.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT RESPONS IVENESS TO GOVERNNT
SURVEYS AN THEIR DEGREE OF WILLINGNESS TO GIVE

INFORMTION IN GOVERNNT SURVEYS--

VERS ION II RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Are you wi 11 ing Most operators agree

unwilling to give participate in govern-

information on planting ment survevs. 

intentions in govern- Agree Disagree Total
ment survevs?"

Willing

&- 

52% 48% 100% 256

Reluctant or unwilling 100 269



farmers and ranchers agree to participate in government surveys,
separately for those willing and those less than willing to supply
information on their own planting intentions. Respondents were
themselves willing to divulge this information were much more
likely than others to feel that most other operators agree to
answer government surveys (52 percent compared to 27 percent),
and those who were less than willing to reveal their planting

intentions tended to disagree with the statement that most farm-
ers and ranchers participate in government surveys (73 percent
compared to 48 percent for more willing respondents). Nearly
identical results were found in our analysis of the remaining
measures .of personal willingness to provide information (tables
not presented).

Farmers and ranchers were also rather negative in their
views about the effects of government crop and livestock reports
on the overall behavior of agricultural markets (Tables 2. 32 and33). For example, 65 percent of all operators felt that
government crop and livestock reports tend to make the market for

TABLE 2.

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF GOVERNNT REPORTS ON
MAT STABILITY

(Percent)

More Stab 1e Less Stable Don t Know Total

31% 65% 100% 277

NOTE: Table percentages were derived from combined re-
sponses to the following items, asked on only one question-
naire version:

Agree or Disagree

Version I: Government crop and livestock reports tend to
make the market for agricultural products
less stable.

Version II: Government crop and livestock reports tend to
make the market for agricultural products
more stable.

The category "more stable" includes respondents who disagreed
with the Version I statement or who agreed with the Version IJ
statement. The category " less stable" includes respondents who
agreed with the Version I statement or who disagreed with the
Version II statement. When ordered this way, response patterns

are virtually identical for the two versions.



agricultural products less stable, " compared to only 31 percent
who thought the opposite. Similarly, 63 percent felt that it
would be easier for them to make a profit if there were no
government crop and livestock reports, while only 30 percent
believed that it would be harder to do so. ' Furthermore, 68
percent of the respondents felt that commodity buyers would have
less advantage if there were no government reports, while only 25

percent held the opposite view (Table 2. 34).

Two question forms were used (each with one-half of the total
sample) to gauge operators ' opinions about the effects of govern-

ment reports on farm prices (Table 2. 35). In the first form of
the question respondents were asked whether they thought the

TABLE 2.

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF ELIMINATING GOVERNNT REPORTS ON
OPERATORS' ABILITY TO MA A PROFIT

(Percent)

Harder to Eas ier to

Make a Make a Don t Know Total
Profit Profit

30% 63% 100% 283

NOTE: Table percentages were derived from combined re-
sponses to the following items, asked only on one question-
naire version:

Agree or Disagree

Version I: If there
reports,
ranchers

were no government crop and livestock
it would be easier for farmers and
to make a profit.

Version II: If there
reports,
ranchers

were no government crop and livestock
it would be harder for farmers and
to make a profit.

The category "harder to make a profit" includes respondents who
disagreed with the Version I statement or who agreed with the
Version II statement. The category "easier to make a profit

includes respondents who agreed with the Version I statement
or who disagreed with the Version II statement. When ordered
this way, response patterns are virtually identical for the
two versions.



TABLE 2. 34

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF ELIMINATING GOVERNNT REPORTS ON
ADVANAGES ENJOYED BY COMMODITY BUYERS

(Percent)

Greater
Advanta

Less
Advantage Don t Know Total

25% 68% 100% 280

NOTE: Table percentages were derived from combined re-
sponses to the following items, asked on only one question-
naire version:

Agree or Disagree

Version I: Commodity buyers would
in the market if there
livestock reports.

have more of an advantage
were no government crop and

Version II: Commodity buyers would
in the market if there
livestock reports.

have less of an advantage
were no government crop and

The category "greater advantage" includes respondents who
agreed with the Version I statement or who disagreed with the
Version II statement. The category " less advantage " includes
respondents who disagreed with the Version I statement or who
agreed with the Version II statement. When ordered this way,
response patterns are virtually identical for the two versions.

reports had any effect on the prices they receive for agricultural
products; those who gave affirmative responses were then asked to
describe what that effect was. Fully 49 percent claimed that the
reports drive prices down. About 10 percent said that government
reports have no effect on the prices they receive. An additional

2 percent thought that the reports lead to increases in the prices
received , and another 29 percent claimed that the effect depends
on the circumstances.

In the second form of the question, operators were asked
whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement that "govern-
ment crop and livestock reports are usually followed by a drop in
the prices of agricultural products. Answers of " it depends

were not permitted; operators were asked for general agreement or
disagreement. In this version , 60 percent agreed that the reports



TABLE 2.

PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF GOVERNNT REPORTS ON PRICES
RECEIVED FOR AGRICULTUR PRODUCTS

(Percent)

Version I
Do you think the government crop and livestock reports
affect the prices you receive for your agri u1tura1
products, or don t they affect the prices you receive?"
IF AFFECT

: "

What effect do you think the reports
usually have on prices?"

Decrease Increase
Don

Effect Depends
Know

Total
Prices Prices

10% 49% 29% 10% 100% 644

Version II

Please tell me if you agree or disagree with the following
statement: Government crop and livestock reports are
usually followed by a drop in the prices of agricultural
products. "

Agree Disagree Don Total
Know

Overall . 60% 31% 100% 637

North Dakota 100 337

South Dakota 100 300

NOTE: There were no significant state differences in the
Version I responses.

resulted in lower prices, while only 31 percent disagreed. Also
in response to this version North Dakota operators were 13
percentage points more likely to agree than those in South Da ota
(Table 2. 35). While the percentaged results of the two versions
of the question differ as one might expect, the essential finding
is clear. The preponderance of farm and ranch opinion in the
Dakotas holds that publication of government crop and livestock
reports has a depressing effect on market prices; only a minority
believe the effect is neutral or benign.

Dakota farmers and ranchers also seemed to have largely
negative opinions about the influence that government crop and



livestock surveys are subject to. Over 70 percent of our sample
felt that government reports are influenced by politics (Table

36). In addition, the majority of operators felt that organiza-
tions representing farmers ' and ranchers ' interests should have
more to say about the kinds of information collected in government
surveys, although the percentage expressing this opinion varies
with the way the question was asked. In Table 2. 37 we present the
results from two versions of a question on the desired influence
of farmers ' organizations on government data collection. By
either version, a majority of Dakota operators said that farm
organizations should have more control over the surveys.

TABLE 2.

PERCEIVED INFLUENCE OF POLITICS ON GOVERNNT REPORTS
(Percent)

Reports Are Reports Are
DonInfluenced Not Influenced
KnowPolitics Politics

72% 24% 283

NOTE: Table percentages were derived from combined re-
sponses to the following items, asked on only one question-
naire version:

Agree or Disagree

Version I: Government crop and livestock reports are not
influenced by politics.

Version II: Government crop and livestock reports are influ-
enced by politics.

The category "reports are influenced by politics" includes re-

spondents who disagreed with the Version I statement or who
agreed with the Version II statement. The category "reports
are not influenced by politics" includes respondents who
agreed with the Version I statement or who disagreed with
the Version II statement. When ordered this way, response
patterns are virtually identical for the two versions.



TABLE 2.

DESIRED INFLUENCE ON GOVERNNT REPORTS BY ORGANIZATIONS
REPRESENTING FARERS AN RANCHERS

( Percent)

Version I
Do you think that organizations representing farmers and
ranchers should have more to say about the kinds of infor-
mation collected in government crop and lives 

tock surveys,

should they have less to say, or do they have about the
right amount to say?"

More Less Right Don Total
to Sa to Sa Amount Know

54% 32% 100% 643

Version II

Please tell me if you agree or disagree with the following
statement: Organizations representing farmers and ranchers
should have more to say about the kinds of information col-
lected in government crop and livestock surveys.

Agree Disagree
Don
Know

Total

76% 19% 100% 638

We hypothesized that a serious consideration in an opera-

tor s views about government reports would be his belief about

whether USDA would actually protect the 
confidentiality of his

responses to crop and livestock surveys. Thus, respondents were
asked whether they thought USDA would reveal a particular opera-
tor s survey responses to a private company or to a 

government

agency who sought this information. The proportions who believed
that USDA would not protect confidentiality were surprisingly

high: 40 percent of all respondents believed that a private
company could obtain this information from 

USDA, and 64 percent

believed that such data would be turned over to another government
department that asked for it (see Table 2.

38). The Agency does

inform respondents that their data are held in strict confidence,
but, according to the survey results, that message or its meaning
is not getting through to farmers and ranchers. 

No differences

between states were found on these items.



TABLE 2.

PERCEIVED CONFIDENTIAITY OF RESPONSES
TO GOVERNNT SURVEYS

( Percent)

Would USDA reveal
government survey Don
responses of a Yes Total
particular Know

erator to:

A private company. 40% 46% 14% 100% 277

Another government
agency 100 277

Finally, just prior to the end of each interview, we asked

respondents to tell us in their own words how government crop and
livestock surveys could be made more useful to farmers and
ranchers. Of course, responses to a question of this sort are
never entirely free from methodological artifacts resulting from
the question s inclusion in a full interview schedule. Issues
raised during the interview may take on artificial importance for
a respondent and influence answers even to open-ended questions.
However, we suspect that, given the opportunity to choose their
own evaluative dimensions, most respondents probably answered in
a way that expressed their central attitudes and concerns toward
government surveys. If so, then we can draw the guarded conclu-
sion that many Dakota farmers and ranchers hold some hope that
government surveys and reports can better serve their interests.
In fact, 62 percent of all operators made at least one concrete
suggestion for change in the administration of the surveys , the

kind of information collected, or the presentation of data in
reports. This figure includes 25 percent who wanted improvements
in accuracy, as well as 6 percent who wanted to limit distribution
of goverlUent reports to producers. On the negative side, 11
percent said they would like to eliminate the surveys and reports
entirely, and 38 percent made no suggestions at all (Table 2. 39).

S~Y AND CONCLUSIONS
Among the functions of the Economics, Statistics, and Co-

operatives Service of USDA is the provision of crop and livestock
information to all agricultural market participants with the aim
of making the market work more efficiently. Farmers ' and ranch-

ers '" perceptions about who is served by information from the
Agency clearly show that they understand at least a part of this
function, for the overwhelming majority of operators agree that



TABLE 2.

OPERATORS' SUGGESTIONS FOR MAING CROP AN LIVESTOCK

SURVEYS MORE USEFUL TO FARRS AN RACHERS
(Percent)

Coments About Surveys and Procedures1. Eliminate surveys altogether. 

. . . . . . .

2. Reduce number of surveys; shorten, simplify
questionnaires; eliminate certain questions3. Anti -government response; make surveys
independent of government, politics4. Improve participation in surveys; get more
operators to cooperate, to tell the truth

. . . 

5. Demonstrate purpose of surveys; justify
to operators. 0 . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . .

6. Improve sampling procedures; get better
cross-section of operators. . 

. . . . . 

7. Conduct surveys in person , by people at the
farm or the telephone instead of by mail. . . . .

8. Improve confidentiality

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

Comments About Reports Based on Surveys9. Improve accuracy, credibility of reports. . . . 
10. Localize reports; break down results by

area, region, state, or county. . 

. . . . . . . .

11. Improve publicity for reports; increase
operator awareness. 

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

12. Lengthen reports, add detail; make
reports more thorough

. . . . . . . 

13. Eliminate projections from reports. . . . 

. . . .

14. Simplify reports; provide more interpretation
of data; advise how operators can use infor-
mation in reports

. . . . . . . . .

15. Provide additional reports; expand
topics covered. . . 

. . .

Publish reports more often. 

. . . . . . . . . . .

Release reports sooner. 

. . . . . . . . . 

Eliminate reports entirely; publish
fewer reports

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

19. Limit distribution of reports to operators.
All other suggestions

. . . . . . . . . . .

No suggestion

. . . . . . . . .

:e .
16.
17.
18.

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

11%

279

NOTE: Percentages qo not sum to 100 because operators
were allowed to make more than one suggestion. For ease of

presentation, suggestions made by less than 1 percent of re-
spondents were combined into categories with re1ated responses

(e.g., item 2). There was a total of 1, 059 suggestions made

by 787 respondents.



participants in the market use crop and 1ivestock reports. What
is not perceived, however , is that the information works to the
advantage of all market participants, including farmers and
ranchers. Especially when evaluating the use of crop and live-
stock information by people who buy their products, the great
majority of operators think that this information works against
them--about four out of five believe that other groups benefit
more than operators themselves. Briefly, these producers think
that information in the reports has the genera! effect of reducing
prices and is thus one of the factors driving them out of
business. As one respondent put it when asked how government crop
and livestock reports could be made more useful, "If there was any

profit in farpling, they might be useful."

To better understand why Dakota operators have come to hold
these attitudes and beliefs, it may be helpful to examine a number

of trends they have observed over the past several years. For
example, onewthird of our respondents claimed to earn some por-
tion of their income from a non-farm/ranch job. For most, seeking

additional income is a matter of necessity, rather than choice.
Moreover, they have observed directly the increase in average
farm size alongside the decrease in the number of operators. 
another of our respondents told us, "I used to have neighbors a
half-mile away; then they were a mile away; now my nearest
neighbor is a mi1e-and-a-ha1f away. . . . There s nobody to come

after me. I didn t have a son, and the girls have all left home.

I don t know if I had a son whether he d want to go into farming.

About 7 percent of the sample initially selected by USDA for
the NORC survey were found to be ineligible because they had left
farming or ranching over a year prior to the interview date, and 3
percent of the eligible respondents had ceased working their
operations within the twelve months preceding the survey. In both
states (as in the nation as a whole) the total number of farms and
ranches has been steadily declining over the years. From 1969 to
1974 in South Dakota, the number of farms of between 50 and 499
acres dropped by about 13 percentage points, and the number
between 500 and 999 acres dropped by 6 percentage points. 

North Dakota during the same period, the number of farms of 50 to
499 acres decreased by about 11 percentage points, and those
between 500 and 999 acres decreased by some 16 percentage points.
Only the number of farms over 1, 000 acres showed an increase in

both states during this period (1974 Census of Agriculture, Vol.
I, Parts 34 and 41). Since something like three-fifths of our
sample consisted of operators in the sma11er size ranges, the bulk
of our respondents have seen for themselves that many of their
contemporaries who leave farming or ranching are not being
replaced by younger men and women.

To some extent, this is to be expected. For decades,
technical innovation in agriculture has been changing the pro-
ductivity of agricultural labor at a higher rate than the growth
in demand for farm products. Consequently, if farm incomes are to



remain stable, the farm labor force must decline over time to
match greatly increased productivity with slightly increased
demand.

At the level of the individual operator, these circumstances
result in returns to labor low enough that people are moved to
leave agriculture for other opportunities, and very few young
workers are attracted to agriculture. This may be expected when

product prices barely cover capital and production costs and do
not quite provide a subsistence for the farmer. In fact, we find

increasingly that sma11- and medium-sized operations, which may

have capital and land values totaling hundreds of thousands of
dollars, cannot be sustained or even passed intact from one
generation to another when substantial unanticipated expenses

(e.g., inheritance taxes) disrupt fragile cash-flow balances.

With the continuing decline in the numer of farms, it is not
surprising that operators f e1 that they are being driven out of

agriculture. The respondents in our survey are overwhelmingly
convinced that USDA information drives prices down rather than

enhancing market efficiency for all participants. They believe
that crop and livestock reports aid the demand side of the market
more than themselves and thus feel that this information is
partially to blame for the exodus from agriculture. Furthermore
many of them appear to feel that, whatever they do, the returns
are not great enough to make it worthwhile to stay in farming and
ranching; fluctuations around low equilibrium prices apparently
do not impress them.

It should be noted that the gen ra1 attitudes of farmers and

ranchers toward the markets for factors of production and raw

materials are quite different from those toward buyers and specu-
1ators. That is, their general suspicion that use of the reports
by purchasers of their products works against them evidently does
not carryover very much to their suppliers, even suppliers of
capital (bankers), who are often classified along with other
middlemen" as exploiters qf farmers in populist r4etoric. 

most cases, it appears that operators believe that the prices they
get are too low, not that the prices they have to pay are unfair,
or that their suppliers are against them.

From its place in the scheme outlined above, it is clear that
most farmers and ranchers identify the federal government (and

USDA in particular) with the "demand" side of the market; they

believe, largely, that government policy is working to depress
prices, bringing them such low returns as to drive them out of
business. Information circulated by the Agency is seen as a part
of that policy, and many operators are especially hostile to it
because its effects on commodity prices are so obvious to them.

It is not surprising that, faced with
that they perceive is working against them
do not believe that information per se 

a market environment
farmers and ranchers
likely to radically



alter their situation. Asked to describe the usefulness of
various items of crop and livestock information, fewer than one
out of three of our respondents found the item of information of
most interest to them to be "very usefu1." Thus the overall
perception of the utility of USDA reports has to be seen in the
context of widespread beliefs that even the most valuable inform-
ation to be found in the various sources is not especially useful.
Information about the fact that prices are too low to give much
return is, in fact, not very useful, although farmers and ranchers
may pay a good deal of attention to it. It should be borne in mind
that about a third of our respondents generally regard the
information they get from various sources of crop and livestock
data to be "not useful at a11."

Within that general context, it seems that the closer infor-
mation is to the point of transaction on the demand side, the more
useful farmers and ranchers see it to be. Prices, for example
are thought to be more useful than stocks on hand , which are in
turn more useful than projections of future production , which are
more useful than intentions to produce.

Finally, although theoretically it is the balance between
demand and supply that determines prices, survey results sugges 
that operators see information about demand as more valuable than
information about supply. It seems that what the farmer or
ranche:: would most like is the sort of information that he
believes the crop and livestock reports provide for the people who
buy from them--that is, antieipations of the behavior of the other
party in the transaction., In light of the previous results, we
speculate that the information that operators would find most
valuable would be the prices that buyers and other sources of
demad wiZZ offer for farm products of different kinds. We are
not, however, in a position to speculate about whether this is a
possible task for a government agency.

For most of the questions we asked about farmers ' and
ranchers ' evaluations of government crop and livestock reports,
the ratio of critical answers to supportive answers was about two
to one. That is, roughly a third of our respondents seemed to
believe that the surveys and reports are beneficial to them--
regardless of the context--and about two-thirds that they are
generally harmful. The overall evaluation is therefore negative
whether we ask about accuracy, service to farmers, impact on the
market, or corruptibility of the reports by political considera-
tions. The only dimension on which the reports get a clear
majority of favorable evaluations is their clarity of
presentation.

We do not yet know much about the chief characteristics that
differentiate detractors from supporters of government reports.
Relatively few of our opinion measures were much related to
operators ' characteristics such as his education, membership in
farm organizations , and type and scale of operation. Perhaps more



important, however, is that we cannot say, based on 
the results of

this single survey, whether an operator s judgments about govern-

ment reports are in fact causally determined by his personal
experiences with government surveys and market outcomes, or
whether they are rationalizations of a hostile attitude toward

the market and USDA, merely projected onto government reports

because they h ppened to be the subject of our ques tions .

It is clear, however, that farmers and ranchers would like to
have more control over the surveys and reports--both in the nature
of the data collected and in the distribution (at least its
timing) of the informtion--and that they are concerned about

reducing the undue advantages they believe the reports give to
buyers of their products.



CHAPTER 3

OPERATORS' EXPERIENCES WITH CROP AND LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

The flow of statistical information on crop and livestock
developments depends in a fundamental way upon the cooperation of
farmers and ranchers in responding to sample surveys. The quality
of these data is clearly affected not only by survey participation
rates , but also by the quality of the operators ' responses once
they have agreed to participate. To some extent, both the
decision to respond to a survey and the kinds of answers given are
conditioned by the operators I views about the net value to society
and to themselves of making this information generally available.
In the preceding chapter we examined in detail a number of such
orientations and found considerable evidence that, although much
of the information produced by surveys is indeed useful to
operators for management purposes, a great many producers feel
that such benefits are outweighed by the disadvantages they
suffer in the marketplace because the information is accessible
to commodity buyers and other groups whose economic interests are
in competition with theirs.

Survey participation may also be affected by more immediate
factors, however, such as the operators I experience with and
reactions to the surveys themselves. In this chapter , we explore
several aspects of that experience--the frequency of survey re-
quests, the frequency of compliance with those reques ts, percep-
tions about the costs of compliance , and evaluations of the
conduct and content of the surveys--and we discuss the data
obtained through two different techniques for measuring these
items. Again , our primary aim is to discuss findings for the
population of Dakota farmers and ranchers as a whole , though , as

in the preceding chapter , we discuss state differences where
appropriate. (Stratum differences are treated in Chapter 4.

Ultimately, we attempt to classify each of the respondents
on a rough scale of "participatory cooperativeness, " distinguish-
ing reliable , frequent survey participants from occasional par-
ticipants and from nonparticipants. We then examine the rela-
tionships between our participation index and other operator
characteristics , identifying and discussing the major factors
that seem to affect operators ' decisions about responding to crop
and livestock surveys.

MEASURING PARTICIPATION IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

We used our two questionnaire versions to measure survey
participation both in subjective or qualitative terms and in
strictly quantitative ones. In Verson I , we took the subjective
approach. To measure individual participation rates we asked:



When you are asked to participate in a crop or livestock survey,
do you almost always agree to participate , do you agree most of

the time, only some of the time, or do you hardly ever agree to
partictpate?" To measure the extent to which respondents per-
ceived surveys as a burden we asked: "Did you feel that you were

asked to participate in these surveys too often, about the right

number of times, or not often enough during the past 12 months?"
In Version II our approach was quantitative. The participation
rate for an operator was obtained by getting a numerical report of
the surveys he was asked to participate in during each of three
seasons of the previous year, along wi th a second (immediately
following) report on the number of these surveys he took part in.
The measure of burden in this version is simply the number of
survey requests reported.

Good arguments can be made for and against both methods.

Some might feel that subjective reports correspond to the way
people actually remember things, others that subjective reports
are merely attitudes toward participation rather than recall of
participation. Some might feel that numerical reports require
that the respondent think in a rigorous quantitative way that is
psychologically unnatural and thus encourages inaccurate re-
sponses, others that numerical reports measure memory of actual
events rather than underlying attitudes. These considerations
are discussed below.

Overall, better than 90 percent of our respondents said that
they had been asked , at one time or another, to participate in

some kind of crop or livestock survey. As Table 3. 1 shows
Version II respondents (numerical approach) were more likely to

TABLE 3. 1

PERCENTAGE OF OPERATORS WHO HAVE EVER BEEN ASKED
TO PARTICIPATE IN CROP OR LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

South Dakota
Version I
Version II

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

Percent

91%' 277
639
638

663
325
338

614
314
300

Overall

. . . . . . . 

Version I . 

. . . . . . .

Version II 

. . . . . . . . . . .

North Dakota

. . . . . . . . . . . 

Version I . 

. . . . . . . . . . .

Version II 

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



report being asked , but the percentage difference (8 points) is
not very large, and this discrepancy is probably due to the
questioning procedure. That is, Version I respondents were asked
in a single question whether their participation had ever been
sought for a crop or livestock survey. Version II respondents, in
contrast, were first asked whether their participation had been
sought for a series of specific surveys conducted in different
seasons during the year preceding the NORC survey; then , those who

claimed that they had not been asked to respond to those specific
surveys were asked whether their cooperation had been sought for
any other surveys during those seasons; and finally those who
indicated no survey requests for the previous year were asked the
general question used in Version I. Version II respondents were
thus provided with many more opportunities to recall being solic-
ited for a survey.

South Dakota operators were about 4 percentage points more
likely than those in North Dakota to say they had been asked to
participate in a survey. This figure applies equally to operators
in the two states without regard to questionnaire version (Table

In addition, respondents were asked about the number of
survey requests they had received during the twelve months prior
to the study. The following approach was used in Version 
During the past 12 months--that is, between March 1977 and
February 1978--how often were you asked to participate in crop or
livestock surveys? Were you asked more than 10 times, from 5 to
10 times, 1 to 4 times, or were you not asked at all during the
past 12 months. In Version II, respondents were asked for
precise numerical estimates of the numer of survey requests they
had received during three separate time periods: the winter
months just prior to the NORC interview (December of 1977 and
January and February of 1978), the fall (September through
November) of 1977, and the spring and summer (March through
August) of 1977. After preliminary seasonal totals were com-
puted, respondents were given an opportunity to revise their
recollections, and then a final sum of survey requests was
calculated.

Column one of Table 3. 2 displays the percentages falling
into each of the four levels of the Version I measure. For
comparative purposes, column two displays the percentages of
Version II respondents who fall into the same categories when
their numerical reports are collapsed. Column three contains the
percentages when the two versions are combined.

Of the Version I respondents, 31 percent claimed that they
had not been solicited for any crop or livestock surveys in the
year before the interview. About half (49 percent) told us that
they had been asked to respond to as many as four surveys during
that time. An additional 15 percent claimed to have been



approached between five and ten times , and a small number (4
percent) indicated they were asked to participate more than ten
times.

TABLE 3.

SURVEY REQUESTS IN THE YEAR PRECEDING THE NORC SURVEY
(Percent)

Version I Version II
Whole

Number of Requests RespondentsRespondents (Co11a sed) Population

None 31% 26% 28%
through 4 .

5 through 10
More than 10

Total 100% 100% 100%

N . 637 625 262

For Version II respondents only,
survey reques ts equals 3. 3, the median
deviation 4.

the mean number of
2, and the standard

In general, the Version II respondents, who were asked for
numerical reports, show a slight tendency to recall higher num-
bers of requests for surveys. Only about one-quarter (26 percent)
said they were not approached at all during the previous year, and
46 percent recalled being asked between one and four times. In
addition, 23 percent reported between five and ten requests, and
about 5 percent said they were asked to participate more than ten
times.

Version differences in reported numbers of requests are to
be expected , of course, since, as we saw in Table 3. 1, Version I

respondents were slightly more likely to say they had never 

asked to participate. Correspondingly, they are 5 'percentage
points more likely than Version II respondents to report no
requests during the preceding year. However, about equal propor-
tions answering each version reported receiving relatively few
requests (one to four) or a great many requests (more than ten).
The chief difference elicited by the alternative measures is in
the proportion reporting moderate numbers of requests (five to
ten), with Version II respondents 8 points more likely to report
numbers in this range.

We also present two measures of central tendency for the
numerical reports of Version II respondents (note to Table 3. 2).



These operators claimed to have a mean of 3. 3 survey requests
during the year before the interview. The median, however, tells
us that 50 percent of these respondents received two or fewer
requests for participation.

State differences in numbers of survey requests were found
among respondents to both versions. Table 3. 3 summarizes these
differences when the two versions are combined, using the same
categories as shown in Table 3. 2. North Dakota operators were 14
percentage points more likely to say they had not been asked to
fill out a questionnaire during the past year (35 percent with
zero requests, compared to 21 percent in South Dakota). Just
about half of the operators in each state reported between one and
four survey requests. South Dakota operators were about 9 points
more likely to report between five and ten requests (24 percent
for South Dakota , 15 percent for North Dakota), and 4 or 5 percent
in both states claimed to have gotten more than ten requests. For
Version II respondents, South Dakota operators reported an aver-
age of 3. 9 survey requests during the year, while the average for
North Dakota operators was 2. 8 requests.

One of the primary goals of the survey was to identify the
various factors that influence operators I decisions about whether

or not to participate in crop and livestock surveys. To do this
we first needed a measure for each operator that would tell 
something about the likelihood that he would agree to respond

TABLE 3.

STATE DIFFERENCES IN NUERS OF SURVEY REQUESTS
(Percent)

Number of Requests North Dakota South Dakota

None

. . . . . . . . . 

1 through 4 . 

. . . . . 

5 through 10 

. . . . . .

More than 10 

. . . . . .

35% 21%

Total. . . . 100% 100%

N . . 657 605

For Version II respondents, the mean number of survey
requests equals 2. 8 for North Dakota and 3. 9 for South Dakota.

The requests reported by Version II respondents in
numbers were collapsed to match categories used in Version 



favorably to a survey request. Again using our split-ballot
technique, we sought this information in two ways. In Version I,
if a respondent said he had ever been asked to participate in a
crop or livestock survey, we asked for a subjective estimate of
how often he agreed to, participate ("a1most always, most of the
time, II etc. ), using the question cited earlier. In Version II,
after asking each operator for a numerical report of the survey
requests he had received during the previous year, we asked for
the actual number he had participated in; we then computed a
participation rate for each operator by dividing the second
figure by the first. The results are presented in Table 3.

TABLE 3.

TWO MEASURES OF SURVEY PARTICIPATION RATES
(Percent)

Version I Version II
Subjective Collapsed Numerical
Measure Measure

Hardly ever 38% 37%

Only some of the time

Most of the time

Almost always

Total 100% 100%

N . 552 447

OVerall, only about 13 percent of our Version I respondents
said that they almost always participated in surveys when asked.
About 22 percent said they agreed most of the time, 27 percent

said they participated only some of the time, and 38 percent

claimed they hardly ever agreed to respond to surveys. For
Version II respondents, we have collapsed the computed partici-
pation rates into four intuitively comparable categories: those
who said they participated in 10 percent or less of the surveys
they received requests for (i. e., hardly ever), those who said 11

to 50 percent (some of the time), those who said 51 to 89 percent
(most of the time), and those who said 90 to 100 percent (almost
always) .

Comparing the percentages for the two versions forces us to
consider the possibility that our two measures of survey partici-
pation rates are indicators of two somewhat different underlying
dimensions. Only the category describing the lowest participa-
tion rates contains comparable percentages of operators for the



two versions. Otherwise, Version I respondents are more likely to
describe their participation rates in relatively modest terms
(some of the time or most of the time), while Version II respon-
dents are more likely to indicate that they almost always partici-
pate. (The average individual participation rate for Version II
respondents is 49 percent, and all of the Version II respondents
who fell into the highest category on the collapsed scale had
computed participation rates of 100 percent). No significant
state differences were found on either measure of participation.

Our two participation measures are thus different, but , for
various reasons , we hesitate to say that one of them is a more
accurate or legitimate representation of the characteristic of
farmers and ranchers that we are trying to analyze. If the
subjective measure is, in fact, more reflective of an attitude
toward the surveys than of the true frequency of participation,
then our findings of generally negative attitudes toward crop and
livestock reports would suggest that this measure may under-
estimate real participation rates. Yet, even if this is so , an
attitude-based measure of this sort has considerable value as an
indicator of future intentions about participation , and is there-
fore useful for identifying other attitudes that influence par-
ticipation decisions.

Unfortunately, this survey does not provide sufficient data
for an examination of the psychometric properties of our subjec-
tive participation measure. It is possible that many Version I
respondents who said they participated most of the time have real
participation rates in excess of 90 percent or that those who said
only some of the time have better than 50 percent participation
rates. Shifts of this sort could make the two distributions much
more comparable. However, as we will show, the subjective measure
is more closely related to operators ' attitudes toward government
surveys than is the numerical measure. On the one hand , this
supports the notion that the subjective measure is more in line
with the way that operators actually think about their participa-
tion histories. On the other hand, the fact that the three
strongest predictors of subjective participation rates are all
attitudinal measures indicates that when an operator says he
almost always participates in surveys, he may be expressing
another favorable attitude , this time toward surveys, rather than
reporting his true compliance rate. At the same time , we would
emphasize that the differences in the magnitudes of the relation-
ships between each of the participation measures and various
explanatory constructs are by no means vast, which suggests that
our alternative measurement approaches resulted primarily in
differences in the scaZes of response, and only secondarily in
differences of a qualitative nature.

This interpretation is supported by the fact that our two
approaches to measuring participation focused on two different
time frames. In fact, the question wording for our subjective



measure completely ignored the time issue. We suspect that most
operators understood the question to apply to an indefinite
period , stretching back to the first time their participation was
requested, and responded accordingly. Our numerical measure, in
contrast, took into account only the survey requests and compli-
ances during the preceding twelve months. By definition, then,

our numerical measure describes a ahart- term. tendency and the
subjective measure, a er- tePm habit (at least for operators
who have been in business for more than one year). Limiting the
numerical measure to the one-year period greatly increased the
likelihood that an operator participation history might be
composed of a single survey request and a single compliance, and
this is precisely the case for many of the Version II respondents
who fell into the highest participation category in Table 3.
(with participation rates of 100 percent). Along with those
previously mentioned , this important difference between our two
participation measures must be kept in mind in analyzing the
factors that influence individual participation rates.

We turn now to the operators I reactions to the frequency with

which they are asked to respond to surveys. If respondents to
questionnaire Version I told us that they had been asked at least
once to participate in a survey during the twelve months prior to
our interview, we then asked: "Did you feel that you were asked,
to participate in these surveys too often, about the right number
of times, or not often enough during the past 12 months?" Respon-
dents who said too often were then asked: "Would you say that
this was much too often or only a little too often?" Table 3.
presents the distribution of responses to these questions, in-
cluding a breakdown by state.

Of the 435 operators who answered this question (asked only
on Version I), about 30 percent said they felt they were asked to
participate much too often, and an additional 17 percent said a

TABLE 3.

PERCEIVED BUREN OF SURVEY REQUESTS
(Percent)

Much Too A Little About Too TotalOften Too Often Few

Overall 30% 17% 51% 100% 435

North Dakota 100 203

South Dakota 100 232

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months before the NORC interview.



little too often; 51 percent felt that the number of requests was
about right for them, and only 2 percent expressed a desire for
more frequent surveys. Operators in South Dakota were 10 percent-
age points more likely than those in North Dakota to say they were
asked much too often.

These results indicate that nearly half of the respondents
who were explicitly asked would prefer to be solicited for fewer
surveys. Intuitively, we might expect that the more survey
requests a farmer or rancher received, the more likely he would be
to feel he was approached too often, but the data in Table 3.
show that this is not exactly the case. Although operators who
reported between five and ten survey requests were 29 percentage
points more likely to feel oversurveyed than those who reported
fewer requests, respondents who received the largest numbers of
survey requests were least likely of all to say they had been
solicited too often. This finding clearly raises the possibility
that when operators said they were asked to participate in surveys
too often they were reacting to something more than simply the
number of requests they received.

TABLE 3.

NUBER OF SURVEY REQUESTS AN PERCEIVED SURVEY BUREN
(Percent)

Perceived Burden
Number of Reques ts Too About Too TotalOften Righ t Few

1 through 4 . 41% 56% 100% 308

5 through 10 100

More than 10 100

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months prior to the NORC interview.

This conclusion is strengthened by an examination of the
relationships between the measure of perceived survey burden and
the subjective measure of participation (Table 3.7). If per-
ceived burden is a function of the actual work load placed upon
operators, then we would expect that those who participate in
surveys most frequently would be most likely to complain about
their frequency. However, only about 20 percent of those in the
two highest participation categories felt overburdened by the
number of surveys. In contrast, those who said they participated
only some of the time were much more likely to feel excessively
burdened (42 percent), and among operators who hardly ever par-



ticipated this feeling was stronger still--a1most four out of
five (78 percent) said they were asked too often. (The relation-
ships depicted in Tables 3. 6 and 3. 7 apply equally to both
states. )

TABLE 3.

PARTICIPATION RATE AN PERCEIVED SURVEY BUREN
(Percent)

Perceived Bur den
Participation Rate Too About Too TotalOften Right Few

Almost always 19% 77% 100%

Most of the time 100

Only some of the time 100 116

Hardly ever 100 159

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months prior to the NORC interview.

The burden imposed on operators by "too many" surveys is thus

not merely a result of the numbers of requests received or surveys
answered and may not be alleviated by a simple reduction in that
number. Perhaps more important, as we now propose to show, Dakota
operators feel burdened by surveys they feel are of little use,
cannot be trusted to be accurate, hamper their ability to make a
profit, or confer greater benefits on other groups than them-
selves.

Tables 3. 8 through 3. 11 present the evidence for this claim.
First, we find that operators who felt that crop and livestock
information was not useful to them were 30 percentage points more
likely to feel that they were surveyed too often compared to
operators who thought that such information was useful (Table

8). Also, those who believed that they could hardly ever trust
the results of government surveys were 43 points more likely to
say they were solicited too often, in comparison with operators
who thought survey results could be trusted almost always or most
of the time (Table 3.9). Moreover, respondents who agreed that
profits would be easier to make if government survey reports were
eliminated were some 36 percentage points more likely than those
holding the opposite view to claim they were oversurveyed (Table

10). Finally, compared with those who believed that farmers and
ranchers benefit most from the circulation of crop and livestock
data, operators who thought that other groups benefit most were 30
percentage points more likely to say they were surveyed too often
(Table 3. 11).



These findings are only a small sample of those that illus-
trate the same general point: in their assessment of survey
burden, farmers and ranchers are not so much influenced by the
number or length or type of surveys as they are by their percep-
tions of the quality of the surveys and the effects of surveys on
their lives. Operators who are convinced that surveys produce
useful and accurate information that serves primarily their own
economic interests tend not to feel burdened by even large numbers
of surveys. Those who are not so convinced are likely to feel
that even one survey request is too many.

TABLE 3.

USEFULNESS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION AN
PERCEIVED SURVEY BUREN

(Percent)

Usefulness Perceived Burden
Too About TooEvaluation Often Right Few

Total

Very or somewhat
useful 36% 61% 100% 275

Not at all useful 100 156

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months prior to the NORC interview.

TABLE 3.

TRUST IN GOVERNNT SURVEYS AN REPORTS 
PERCEIVED SURVEY BURDEN

(Percent)

Trust Results
Perceived Burden

of Surveys
Too About Too TotalOften Ri,gh t Few

Almost always or
most of the time 25% 73% 100% 114

Only some of the time 100 246

Hardly ever 100

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months prior to the NORC interview.



TABLE 3.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT THE EFFECTS OF GOVERNNT REPORTS

ON FAR PROFITS AN PERCEIVED SURVEY BURDEN
(Percent)

Perceived Burden
Effect on Profits Too About Too TotalOften Ri2ht Few

Profits easier 24% 74% 100% 156

Profits hampered 100 240

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months prior to the NORC interview.

TABLE 3. 11

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHO BENEFITS FROM CROP 
LIVESTOCK REPORTS AN PERCEIVED SURVEY BUREN

(Percent)

Perceived Burden
Who Benefits Most Too About Too TotalOften Ri2ht Few

Farmers and ranchers 23% 74% 100%

Other groups 100 351

NOTE: Data are only for Version I respondents who were
asked to participate in at least one survey during the twelve
months prior to the NORC interview.

Our conclusion that the actual number of survey requests is
less important than other attitudes in determining an operator
perception of burden is rendered somewhat uncertain because of

the small number of operators (27 cases) who reported ten or more
survey requests and who were asked for their reactions to the

number of survey requests (Table 3. 6). We cannot replicate this
table for the remainder of the sample because the it m measuring

perceived burden was not included in Version II of the question-naire. However, we can bolster our conclusion somewhat by
examining the relationship between the number of reported survey
requests and another item asked on Version II, which, as we



attempt to show in our analysis of participation rates below,
reflects attitudes similar to those tapped by the perceived-
burden measure. This item is a simple cumulative scale based on
operators ' responses to questions about how willing they are to
provide eight specific types of information about themselves and
their operations when answering crop and livestock surveys.
(These items were described in Chapter 2, with response patterns
displayed in Table 2. 29. For each item of information, an
operator was given a score of 1 if he was willing to provide it, a
score of 2 if he was reluctant, a score of 3 if he was unwilling to
reveal it. An index score was computed for each operator by
summing his individual scores for the eight items. Thus the more
items of information a respondent was willing to provide, the
lower his scale score, and the more reluctant or unwilling he was,
the higher his score.

Table 3. 12 presents the average unwillingness scale scores
for Version II respondents in each of four categories denoting
numbers of survey requests. Unwillingness scores decline stead-
ily with increases in the number of reported requests, supporting
the notion that large numbers of requests need not provoke
negative attitudes toward the surveys. This finding reinforces
our belief that when an operator says he has been approached for
surveys too often he is more likely to be expressing a subjective,
negative reaction to the surveys than to be making a straightfor-
ward, objective judgment about the frequency of requests.

TABLE 3.

AVERAGE UNILLINGNESS SCALE SCORES BY NUBER OF
SURVEY REQUESTS--VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

Number of Requests
Average Unwillingness

Scale Score

None

. . . . . . . .

14. 117

1 through 4 .

. . . 

13. 275

5 through 10

. . . .

12. 128

More than 10

. . . . . . .

11. 76

Total. . . . . 

. . 

13. 550

NOTE: Pearson correlation equals - 13.



EXPLAINING PARTICIPATION IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

Having established two types of measures of the extent of
participation in crop and livestock surveys , we now turn to the
task of exploring the reasons that operators participate at
widely different rates. Presumably, an understanding of the
process by which farmers and ranchers decide to participate , and
identification of the circumstances or factors that promote par-
ticipation (or, conversely, inhibit it), will shed some light on
the nature of the exchange between farm and ranch operators and
USDA researchers. A high degree of cooperation between these two
parties is necessary if complete and accurate agricultural infor-
mation is to be made generally available , and , as we shall see
such cooperation depends greatly on perceptions among operators
of the motives and outcomes associated with the collection of this
data.

Thus, in this section, we investigate three broad types of
hypotheses concerning the causes of participation in crop and
livestock surveys. The first is based on the economic or "ratio-
nal man" approach to explaining decisions at the level of the
individual farmer or rancher. Basically it poses the question 
the relative costs and benefits of participating in surveys, and
it assumes that farmers will agree to be surveyed if they believe
that benefits outweigh costs, however these may be perceived.
Some of the factors relevant to this analysis are operators ' views
on the value of the survey results to the management of their own
enterprises, on the effects such data may have on the sale of
their products (prices, etc. ), on the resources and effort re-
quired to fill out the survey forms, on the general worth to
society of having the information available, and on the possible
impact on their lives of the sacrifice of time and privacy that
surveys entail.

The second approach is more akin to that of psychology 
social psychology. To what extent , for example, does partici-
pation depend on the operator I s sense of personal ob1igat ion to 
as his government bids , or on the pleasure he takes in being
interviewed and providing information, or on his beliefs about
whether other operators are cooperating or resisting, or on his
commitment to an organization that promotes or discourages par-
ticipation?

Finally, in the third approach we focus on the impact of a
number of sociological characteristics on the decision to partic-
ipate in surveys. Here we examine the relationships between
participation rates and several broad sociological classifiers,
such as the operator s age or generation group, his educational
attainment, his state of residence, the particular nature of the
operator s farm or ranch, and whether or not the operator derives
any income from an off-farm or off-ranch .source.



We wish to emphasize that we do not in any sense see these
three broad approaches as competing perspectives for analyzing
survey participation rates. Rather , they serve in a heuristic
capacity only, and are useful to the extent that they suggest
questions that may have practical implications for researchers
and policy makers. Our analysis largely ignores the distinctions
among the disciplinary approaches , concentrating instead on the
task of comparing all the potential determinants of participation
our survey measured. In general, our goal is the straightforward
one of identifying the factors most closely linked to the decision
to participate , describing as best we can both the relative
independent impact of each factor and the relationships among
them.

Our analytical techniques are restricted to correlation and
multiple regression, although percentage tabulations are used
when appropriate to clarify the meaning of summary statistics. 
course, findings based on correlations do not allow absolute
answers to questions of causal direction. Because our data were
obtained from a nonexperimenta1 , cross-sectional survey, we can
never say with certainty that, for example, operators participate
more often because they think the surveys are useful or because
they use the resulting reports. It is quite possible that
operators may participate for other reasons entirely (e.g., peer

pressure or the pleasure of talking about themselves and their
work), but then either rationalize their evaluations or begin to
use the reports only after they have responded to a crop or
livestock survey. In our examination of the correlates of
participation, causal ambiguities of this sort are actually of
little consequence, for , by definition, we are simply trying to
establish which attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors are reZated 

the participatory decision. When we proceed to build causal
models, however, and to calculate regression equations to esti-
mate the independent effects of various attitudinal and behav-
ioral factors on participation rates, we are clearly changing our
underlying view of the process. Briefly, our analysis assumes
that causation operates in one direction only, from preexisting
attitudes and beliefs to participation, and that the problems
arising from various forms of rationalization are minimal. Our
findings from multiple regression models must be interpreted in
this light; we leave to the reader s judgment how far these
findings must be qualified should our assumptions not comport
with reality.

The majority of what we have to say about the determinants of
participation relies on the correlation of other survey variables
wi th the two self-reported participation measures. The main
features of this analytical approach are: (1) that we use an
operator s ow responses about his motivations and behaviors to
explain his personal decision process, and (2) that we conceptu-

alize participation as a behavioral tendency that manifests
itself over a period of time (an indefinite period for the
subjective measure, one year for the numerical measure) rather



than in a one-time yes-or-no decision.

In order to widen our perspective somewhat, we also asked
respondents to Version I of the questionnaire to tell us in their
own words why they think othe:t farmers and ranchers might agree or

refuse to participate in surveys. We suspect that these responses
reflect much of what goes on in an operator own decision
process; that is, that they are parts of the reasoning process
that an operator might feel uncomfortable about attributing to
himself but that he nonetheless knows to affect participation
rates. Whatever the case, data from these questions will help to
round out our understanding of the general experiences of farmers
and ranchers with crop and livestock surveys. In addition,
Version II respondents were asked a series of questions about
their experiences with two particular surveys conducted during
the fall and winter before our interview. Operators who declined
to participate in these surveys were asked to explain in their own
words the reason for their decision. Although these responses
apply to specific, one-time decisions rather than to long-term
tendencies, it is clear that they can assist us in identifying the
most prevalent factors inhibiting participation. Before proceed-
ing with the correlational analysis of participation rates, we
briefly review the responses to these two additional sets of

ques tions.

REASONS FOR PARTICIPATION OR REFUSAL

Version I respondents were asked the following two ques-

tions:

We are interested in finding out your opinions on why farmers
and ranchers might refuse to participate in crop and livestock
surveys. What do you think are the main reasons some farmers
and ranchers refuse?

We are also interested in finding out your opinions on why
farmers and ranchers might agree to participate in crop and
livestock surveys. What do you think are the main reasons some
farmers and ranchers agree?

Up to three verbatim responses to each of these questions were

recorded for each operator. In Tables 3. 13 and 3. 14 we present
the results.

The most frequently cited reasons for refusal concern the
issue of privacy: 43 percent of the respondents suggested that

some farmers and ranchers refuse because, crop and livestock
questionnaires ask for personal or private information, because

their operations are no one else s business, or because the

government is trying to find out too much about farmers and
ranchers. In addition, 5 percent indicated that operators might
refuse because they doubted government pledges to safeguard the
confidentiality of their answers (Table 3. 13). Nearly half of the



operators who answered this question made at least one response
linking refusals to privacy concerns. Yet the subjective partic-
ipation rates of respondents who mentioned this issue were not
significantly different from those of respondents who did not
mention it. This suggests that we may not be justified in
treating these speculative responses as if they were descriptions
of the personal motives of the respondents themselves. Hypothet-
ical reasons for refusal were equally likely to be offered by
those who considered themselves regular participators as by those
who usually refused to participate.

TABLE 3. 13

REASONS WH SOME FARERS AN RANCHERS REFUSE TO
PARTICIPATE IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS--

VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Reason Percentage

Reports depress prices

. . . . . . . . 

43%Invasion of privacy

Confidentiality problems

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

Reports used against farmers and ranchers

Reports not useful

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

Reports not accurate

. . . . . . . . .

Difficulty in providing accurate information

Scheduling prob1ems--1ack of time. 

. . . . . . 

Anti-government" responses.

. . . . . . . . .

No interest in surveys or reports

. . . . . . . .

Other reasons. .

. . . . . . . . .

Don t know--no idea.

. . . . . . . . .

Total

. . . . . . . . .

163%

N . . 

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

639

NOTE: Percentages sum to more than 100 because operators
were allowed to suggest up to three reasons for refusal. The

total number of reasons mentioned for refusal was 1, 040; 96

percent of the respondents suggested at least one reason for
refusal.



TABLE 3.

REASONS WH SOME FARERS AN RACHERS AGREE TO
PARTICIPATE IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS--

VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Reason Percentage

Direct benefits (nature of benefit
specified in response)

Indirect benefits from action by
government or other parties

. . . . . . . . . .

38%

. . . . . . . .

General positive evaluation of reports--usefu1,
helpful, worthwhile (no specific benefits
mentioned) .

Sense of personal obligation, duty, general
cooperativeness (participation not linked
to expected benefits) . 

. . . . .. . . . .

Other reasons. . 

. .

Don ' t know--no idea

. . . 

Total

. . . . . . 

110%

N . .

. . . . . . . . 

636

NOTE: Percentages sum to more than 100 because operators
were allowed to suggest up to three reasons for participation.
The total number of reasons mentioned for participation was
699; 79 percent of the respondents suggested at least one
reason for participation.

A little over one-fourth of the respondents (28 percent)
suggested that some farmers and ranchers might refuse because
they felt that the surveys and reports were ultimately used
against them. Furthermore, 25 percent linked refusals to feel-
ings that the surveys and reports were responsible for depressing
markets and prices received for products.

A substantial number of respondents connected refusals to
the quality of the end product of the surveys. For example, 18
percent raised the possibility that some farmers and ranchers
refuse because the resulting reports are inaccurate. Also, 8
percent suggested that the survey reports were useless for man-
agement purposes. It is not surprising that operators would
refuse to devote time and effort to a survey process that they

believed would end in a useless or inaccurate result.



It is surprising, however that only 2 percent of the
respondents suggested that operators might refuse participation
because they found it difficult to answer surveys accurately.
Although this is only speculation, it seems to us that if the
inaccuracy of survey reports is considered a likely reason for
survey refusals, but difficulty in providing accurate information

is not then the accuracy issue must revolve around operators
perceptions of basic flaws in the survey process itself. Op-
erators may feel that survey questions--even if answered accu-
rate1y--do not fully cover the topics they seem to address,
leading to "accurate" but incomplete reports. Or they may feel
that the surveys are filled out by too few farmers and ranchers,
leading to inaccuracies in aggregate figures such as proJections.
A third explanation concerns the possibility that some survey
participants intentionally respond with false or misleading data
compromising the accuracy of the reports. Unfortunately, because
we did not take up with respondents the precise meaning of their
complaints about the accuracy of reports, we are unable to offer a
clear explanation of the link between accuracy and survey
participation.

Only about 8 percent of the respondents mentioned lack of

time as a likely reason for survey refusal. Most of these
respondents suggested that interview requests often come at "
bad time, " when farm or ranch demands make it very difficult for
operators to participate. Also, 6 percent of the respondents
suggested that farmers and ranchers might refuse because they
simply have no interest either in surveys or in the resulting

reports. Finally, 9 percent thought that some farmers and
ranchers might refuse to participate because of their generally
hosti 1e attitudes toward "government, especially government

agricultural policies that could be construed as " interference
in farm matters.

In Table 3. 14 we see that respondents made far fewer sug-
gestions about why farmers and ranchers might agree to partic-
ipate (total of 699) than about why they might refuse (total
of 1 040). A1mos t four respondents in ten thought that operators
might participate in order to obtain direct benefits from the
resulting crop and livestock reports. Note that this category was
restricted to comments that made specific mention of the nature of
the expected benefit (e.g., assists decision-making about type
and quantity of crops to plant, timing of sales, getting better
prices). About 20 percent of the respondents linked participa-
tion to more general favorable evaluations of the reports
calling them helpful, useful, generally worthwhile , and the like.

Such comments differed from those in the direct-benefits category

in that no indication was given of the specific kind of benefit
provided by the reports. An additional 4 percent mentioned
possible indirect benefits from participation. The great major-
ity of these comments involved expectations about beneficial
government policies (e.g. , price supports) that might be insti-
tuted on the basis of survey results.



Some 15 percent of the respondents suggested that partici-
pation was not so much a matter of anticipated benefits as a
reflection of a sense of personal obligation or duty, or a more
general attitude of cooperativeness. Many of these remarks
implied that some farmers and ranchers felt favorably disposed
toward government activity in agriculture, although the majority
were cast in terms of fulfilling civic responsibilities. At any
rate, comments of this type omitted any reference to expected
benefits.

Fully 21 percent of the operators who were asked this
question could not think of any reason why some farmers and
ranchers participated in crop and livestock surveys. The remain-
ing responses were not classifiable into any of the above cate-
gories. A number of these speculated that some operators filled
out surveys with bogus information with the aim of sabotaging the
accuracy of the resulting reports, usually in a way designed to
serve their own interests. Several others thought that operators
participated just to guarantee their access to the final reports,
whether or not they were of any use. A very few remarks contained

the suggestion that some operators were harrassed or "hounded"
into participating.

In Table 3. 15 we present the state breakdowns for the two
tables just described. Some state differences exist, but on the
whole there is little variation. Operators in South Dakota were
somewhat more likely (10 percentage points) to suggest that
refusal to participate results from a belief that reports 

re used

agains t farmers and ranchers. By a somewhat larger margin , North

Dakota operators were more likely to think that refusals resulted
from the opinion that reports drove product prices down. South
Dakota respondents were also 8 percentage points more likely to
connect refusals with concern about invasion of privacy by the
surveys.

The distributions of responses concerning why some operators
agree to participate were similar in the two states. The only
difference of note is the greater tendency (8 points) of South

Dakota operators to mention direct benefits as a possible reason
for survey participation. This difference may result from South

Dakota s larger proportion of livestock producers, whose greater
ability to manipulate production rates may lead to greater use of
vestock reports in production and marketing decisions.

EXPERIENCES WITH PARTICULAR SURVEYS

As mentioned earlier, Version II respondents were asked
about participation in fall and winter surveys conducted by USDA
during the preceding year. Some 368 operators said they were
asked to participate in the fall survey. About four out of five
were referring to the Acreage and Production of Crops Survey in
North Dakota or the Acreage and production of Small Grains Crops
Survey in South Dakota. The remainder were divided equally among



TABLE 3.

STATE DIFFERENCES IN REASONS WH OPERATORS REFUSE OR AGREE
TO PARTICIPATE IN SURVEYS--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Reasons for refusal

Invasion of privacy

. . . . . . . . . . . 

Confidentiality problems

. . . . . . . . . .

Reports used agains t operators
Reports depress prices

. . . . . . . . . . .

Reports not accurate
Reports not useful

. . . . .

Difficulty in providing
curate information

. . . . . . . . . . .

Scheduling prob1ems--no time 

. . . . .

No interest in surveys or reports. 
Anti-government" responses. 

. . . . . . . .

Other reasons

. . . . . . . . .

Don t know--no idea 

. . . . . .. . . . .

North South
Dakota Dakota

39% 47%

164% 1'62%

327 312

Total

. . . 

N . . 

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

Reasons for participation

Direct benefits (specified) 34% 42%

Indirect benefits (government policy, etc.
General positive evaluation of

reports (non-specific)
Personal obligation duty
Other reasons 

Don t know-- idea

Total 112% 108%

325 310

NOTE: Percentages sum to more than 100 because operators
were allowed to suggest up to three reasons for refusal and
participation.



those who referred to some other survey that they said was
conducted by the Crop and Livestock Reporting Service during the
fall, those who referred to surveys conducted by various other
sources, and those who could not remember who had conducted the
fall survey for which they were solicited.

Some 335 operators said that they were asked to participate
in a survey during the winter months of 1977-78. Of these, 
percent mentioned that they were solicited for the January Cattle
and Calf Inquiry conducted by the Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service. Of the remainder, about three in ten claimed to have
been solicited for other surveys conducted by USDA or CLRS; about
four in ten referred to surveys conducted by other government
agencies, universities, or private organizations; and the others
could not recall.

Those respondents who indicated that they had been asked to
take part in crop and livestock surveys during the fall or winter
preceding the interview were asked a series of three questions

about their experiences. Two of these questions were meant to
elicit operators ' evaluations of the survey procedures used:
How well was the purpose of this survey explained? Would you say

very well, fairly well, not very well, or not well at all?" and
Overall, do you feel the time and effort you put into answering
the questions in this survey was very well spent, somewhat well'

spent, or not very well spent?" The third question, which was

open-ended , sought operators ' reasons for deciding not to partic-
ipate in these surveys: "What were your reasons for deciding not
to participate in this survey?"

In Table 3. 16, we present the results for the first of these
questions. Of the 337 Version II respondents who answered the
question about the fall 1977 survey, the overwhelming majority
(about 83 percent) thought the survey purpose was at least fairly
well explained, and nearly one-third said that the purpose was
very well explained. Of the remainder, about 10 percent were
dissatisfied with the explanation they were given, and 7 percent
could not recall. Findings for the winter survey are quite
comparable, although there is evidence of a slight tendency
toward greater dissatisfaction with the survey explanation.

Tab 1e 3. 17 presents the resu1 ts for the ques tion on the
operators ' inves tment of time and effort. Of the 205 operators
who said they responded to the fall survey (56 percent of those
asked), about one in four (24 percent) felt that their time had
been very well spent and just under one-half (47 percent) thought
their time was somewhat well spent. Of the remainder, about one-
quarter (26 percent) said their time was not well spent , and 3

percent could not recall. Of those who were asked to participate
in the winter survey, 52 percent (171 operators) said t ey had in
fact participated. As Table 3. 17 shows, opinions of participa-
tors about the worth of participation in this survey were distri-
buted almost identically with those of respondents to the fall

survey.



TABLE 3.

OPERATORS I EVALUATIONS OF EXPLAATIONS OF
FALL 1977 AN WINTER 1977-78 SURVEYS

(Percent)

Don t know

. . . . . . . . . .

Fall 1977
Surve

32%

Winter 1977-78
Survey

31%

Evaluation

Very well explained. 

Fairly well explained. . . 

. .

Less well explained. . 

. . . 

Not well explained

. . . . . .

Total.
N . . 

. . . . . . . . 

100%

337

100%

305

. . . . . . . . .

NOTE: Data are only for Version II respondents who were
asked to participate in surveys during the fall of 1977 and/or
the winter of 1977-78.

TABLE 3. 17

PARTICIPANS I EVALUATIONS OF EXPERIENCES IN
FALL 1977 AN WINTER 1977-78 SURVEYS

(Percent)

Evaluation Fall 1977 Winter 1977-78
Surve Surve

Time was very well spent 24% 24%

Time was s omewha t well spent

Time was not well spent
Don t know

Total 100% 100%

203 171

NOTE: Data are only for Version II respondents who agreed
to participate in surveys during the fall of 1977 and/or the
winter of 1977-78.



In general, then , we find that the great majority of opera-
tors appear to have had reasonably satisfactory experiences with
the surveys themselves. Most of those who were asked felt that
the purposes for various surveys were made reasonably clear to

them, and , among those who participated , the majority considered

their investment of time and energy to be at least somewhat
worthwhile. Yet it is by no means trivial that 15 to 20 percent
of those who were asked to participate in a survey either claimed
that its purpose was not well explained to them or could not
remember the explanation at all. Data presented in Table 3.
show that perceptions of the quality of the explanation of the
survey are quite strongly related to participation. In the fall,
71 percent of the respondents who were unsatisfied with or could
not recall the explanation declined to participate in the survey,
compared to roughly 30 percent refusal rates among the more
satisfied. The results were much the same for the winter survey.

TABLE 3.

EVALUATIONS OF SURVEY EXPLATIONS AN PARTICIPATION
IN FALL AN WINTER SURVEYS

(Percent)

Pur ose for Surve
Par ticipa tion Very Well Fairly Well Not Well Explained

lained lained or Don I t Know

Res onse to
Fall Surve

Participated 69% 66% 29%

Refused.

Total 100% 100% 100%

N. 108 171

Re13 onse to
Winter Surve

Participated 67% 62% 31%

Refused.

Total 100% 100% 100%

N . 138

NOTE: Data are only for Version II respondents who were
asked to participate in surveys during the fall of 1977 and/or
the winter of 1977-78.



Although plagued by ambiguities about the direction of
causality in these data (i. e., we cannot say for sure whether poor
explanations led to refusals or refusals led to rationalizations
that the purpose was inadequately explained), it is plain enough
that there is an association between an operator I s perception
that the purpose of a survey has been adequately explained and his
decision to participate in it. Given the apparent strength of the
relationship, it seems quite possible to us that placing greater
emphasis on explaining the purpose of any given survey to an
operator, in a cover letter or other introductory documentation,
might be a re1atiye1y low cost way to increase participation
rates.

We also explored the reasons that some farmers and ranchers
decided against filling out the fall and winter surveys. In Table

19 we display the percentages for various reasons given by those
who refused to participate , grouped into categories similar to
those used for Tab 1e 3. 13. The reader should keep in mind that
in contrast to the data in Table 3. , the data in Table 3.
apply to the respondents ' own reasons for refusal, rather than to
speculations about why "some farmers and ranchers " might refuse.
Perhaps the first thing to note about the two columns of percent-
ages is how similar they are: reasons for refusal on the two
different surveys are almost identically distributed across the
categories. In both fall and winter , the most commonly cited
reason for nonparticipation was a belief that the report result-
ing from the survey would be of no use to the respondent in
managing his operation (24 percent and 27 percent). However, the
expectation that the reports would be used against operators 
interests, and objections to invasion of privacy, were mentioned
only slightly less often (about 20 percent). About 8 percent of
the respondents mentioned unwillingness to cooperate in an enter-prise that operators believed would ultimately depress farm
prices. In addition, although about 16 percent of the operators
refused because they believed the final report would be inaccu-
rate, only about 2 percent cited any personal difficulty in
providing accurate information. Finally, about 10 percent
claimed no interest in the surveys or reports and roughly 4
percent mentioned scheduling or time problems.

Minor differences nothwithstanding, the distributions of
these Version II responses bear a remarkable resemblance to those
obtained for the Version I questions in which entirely different
operators were asked to speculate ab ut the refusal reasons of
other farmers and ranchers. The main differences involve the
comparatively greater role of privacy and confidentiality consid-
erations in the speculative responses, and the greater weight
placed on the more instrumental aspects of the survey process
(usefulness and quality of the report, use of reports against
farmers and ranchers) in the personal responses. These varia-
tions in the distributions should not, however, obscure their
essential similarity. By far the most commonly cited reasons for
nonparticipation in both groups are protection of privacy, the



TABLE 3.

REASONS GIVEN FOR REFUSALS TO PARTICIPATE
IN FALL AN WINTER SURVEYS

(Percp.nt)

Reason
Fall

Surve

21%

Winter
Survey

19%Invasion of privacy. 

. . . . . . . .

Confidentiality problems

. . . . .

Reports used agains farmers and ranchers 

Reports depress prices
Reports not accurate
Reports not useful

Difficulty in providing
accurate information

Scheduling prob 1ems--1ack time

interest in surveys reports
Anti-government responses

All other reasons

Total 122% 117%

125 127

NOTE: Percentages sum to more than 100 because operators
were allowed to mention up to three reasons for refusing to
participate. There were 152 responses about the fall survey
and 149 responses about the winter survey.

anticipated low quality or uselessness to the operator
reports of survey results, and the expectation that the
data collected will eventually be used against those who
it.

of the
survey
supply

Although there is much to be gained from an analysis of
operators I spontaneous, open-ended explanations of why they agree
or refuse to participate, there are some significant limitations
on what we can learn from responses of this type. As indicated
above, the hypothetical questions used in ' Version I of the
questionnaire encouraged respondents to speculate freely about

reasons for participation or refusal. As a consequence , we have

no basis for determining how important any particular factor
might have been to the farmer or rancher who mentioned it.
Conversely, asking operators for their personal reasons for non-



participation, as we did in Version II, left open the possibility
that respondents would feel inhibited about revealing motivations
that might be considered "socially unacceptable " again biasing
the results. Furthermore, the analysis of open-ended material
necessarily depends on the grouping of responses into categories
based on subjectively determined criteria. However carefully
this is done, a survey s findings may be affected by how the basic
categories are defined and how classification criteria are ap-
plied. Thus, while the results presented thus far are quite
useful for suggesting the major concerns affecting survey partic-
ipation, a different approach is required if we are to learn
something about the relative importance of the various factors
that affect long-run participation rates.

EXLAINING PARTICIPATION RATES:
BIVARIATE ANYSIS

In both versions of the questionnaire, we obtained a great
deal of information about the opinions and characteristics of
farm and ranch operators that might conceivably affect their
tendencies to participate or refuse. Much of this data has
already been described in the discussion of information use and
evaluation (Chapter 2) and in the preceding sections of this
chapter; the remainder wi 11 be reviewed be low as we turn to
examining the possible effects of these characteristics on par-
ticipation rates.

Our method is a simple one, well suited to a study of this
kind. First , survey items identified as potential determinants
of participation rates were recoded as necessary so that re-
sponses that we expected to be associated with lower participa-
tion rates had low values or scores, and responses thought to be
related to higher participation rates had high scores. We then
computed a series of measures of association (correlation coeffi-
cients) between each of the hypothesized predictors and each of
the participation rate measures. (In most cases, correlations
were available with both the subjective and the numerical mea-
sures of participation. Occasionally, however , a predictor was
measured in only one of the two questionnaire versions, so that
its relationship could be tested with only one of the participa-
tion measures.

Theoretically, the choice among measures of association
depends on the conformity of the variables being analyzed to the
logical and mathematical assumptions (level of measurement , scale
properties, the nature of the hypothesized relationship, etc. ) on

which the statistic is based. In practice , however, it is often
the case that the character of ordinal relationships can be
described equally well by a variety of coefficients, regardless
of the underlying measurement assumptions. In fact, in our
analysis of the strength of the relationships between ordinal
measures, such as degree of trust in government reports and



subjective participation rates, we obtained virtually identical
results with ordinal measures of association (such as Kendall '
Tau-beta) and interval-based measures (such as Pearson s product-
moment coefficient). The discrepancies between these two statis-
tics are so slight in our data that, for the sake of parsimony, we
have elected to report only the Pearson correlation coefficients
for all relationships between predictor variables and participa-
tion rates. (The use of these coefficients also enables us to
avoid presenting upwards of 75 percentage tables to describe
those relationships. The bivariate coefficients presented in the
following table are the ones used in the correlation matrix for
the multiple regression analysis that follows.

In Table 3. 20 we display the Pearson correlation coeffici-
ents for all hypothesized predictors found to have statistically
significant relationships with either or both of our participa-
tion measures. The first column reports the coefficients for the

subjective measure of participation (designated Y ) and the
second column contains correlations with the numerical measure

). A brief review of these findings will allow us to clarify
the derivation of each of the predictor variables. For ease of

presentation of subsequent analyses, each of the predictors has
been labeled with an X plus a subscript.

First, operators who reported using publications of the Crop
and Livestock Reporting Service (X ) also indicated that they
participated in surveys slightly more often than those who did not
(Pearson r = . 13 with both participation measures). The same was
true for those who use agricultural agents for crop and livestock
information (X), although the relationship is weaker (. 07 with

subjective par ticipation rates, . 09 with numerical). Operators
who rely on friends, relatives, and neighbors for agricultural
information (X ) appear to participate slightly less frequently
than others, although this effect is evident only in the corre-
lation with numerical participation (r = - 10). Similarly,
operators who said they had no source for crop and livestock
information (X ) also appear to be less frequent participators
although the relationship was detected only in the correlation
with the subjective measure of participation (- 16).

The perceived usefulness of crop and livestock data for
managing a farm or ranch shows substantially greater predictive

power with respect to both participation measures. Operators
opinions about the utility of the information were measured in two
ways. The first made use of the direct question about how
generally useful operators considered the information to be (X
described in Chapter 2. As expected , the more useful the informa-
tion was deemed to be, the higher the operator I s participation
probability (r = . 30 with the subjective measure, . 34 with the
numerical measure). Second , using a series of questions about the

usefulness of specific types of information usually found in crop
and livestock reports (X )' we constructed for each operator a



simple sum of the number of items he considered very or somewhat
useful. Again quite predictably, the more pieces of information
an operator rated as useful, the higher his reported participa-
tion rate (r = . 38 with subjective rates, . 25 with numericalrates). The two usefulness measures are , of course , closely
related, but, as the variation in their respective correlations
with the two participation measures shows, they are by no means
identical (the Pearson correlation between them is . 51).

Some clarification of the magnitudes of the correlations
that we have discussed so far may be useful at this point. Tables

21 and 3. 22 display the average numerical participation rates
broken down first by whether or not an operator reported using
CLRS publications, and second by the operator s evaluation of the
usefulness of crop and livestock information. In a similar
fashion, in Tables 3. 23 and 3. 24 we present the percentage
distributions for the subjective participation measure for each
category of these same two predictor variab 1es. The Pearson
coefficient of . 13 in Table 3. 21 reflects an underlying differ-
ence of about 16 percentage points in self-reported participation
rates between those who use CLRS reports and those who do not,
with users claiming to participate more frequently. In contrast
Tab 1e 3. 22 reveals that a correlation of . 34 reflects a percentage
difference of some 46 points between the participation rates of
those who think the data is very useful and those who feel it is
not useful at all, while those who think it is somewhat useful
fall about halfway between.

Roughly parallel results obtain for the subjective partici-
pation measure (to simplify presentation, we have combined the

two categories of most frequent participators). Of the operators
who claimed to use CLRS reports, 53 percent said that they
participate almost always or most of the time, compared to only 32

percent for nonusers, a difference of 21 percentage points (Table
23). Even more impressive is the fact that 58 percent of those

who believe crop and livestock data is very useful are found in
the highes t participation categories, compared to only 18 percent

of those who believe the information is not useful at a11--a 40

point difference (Table 3. 24). Again, operators who think the
information is somewhat useful have an intermediate percentage in
the highest participation category.

Returning to the table of correlations, the two predictors

following the usefulness measures are a pair of indices built from
the responses to questions about which groups other than farmers
and ranchers use crop and livestock reports and whether their use
helps or hurts operators I interests. The first represents an

operator s perceptions about the extent of damage done to farm-
ers I and ranchers ' interests by the use of reports by other groups

). We constructed it by simply summing the number of groups an

operator described as harmful users of crop and livestock inform-ation. The second index represents the opposite sentiment,
namely the degree to which operators believe benefits accrue to
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TABLE 3.

MEAN NUERICAL PARTICIPATION RATES FOR SELF-REPORTED
USERS AN NON-USERS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK

REPORTING SERVICE INFORMTION
(Percent)

RUses
CLRS Reports

R Does Not Use
CLRS Re orts Total

Mean participation
rate

N . . 

. . . . 

63% 47%

383

49%

447

TABLE 3.

MEAN NUERICAL PARTICIPATION RATES BY
OVERAL USEFULNESS EVALUATIONS

( Percent)

Evaluation of Information
Very Somewhat Not At All Total

Useful Useful Useful

Mean participation
rate 73% 56% 27% 49%

N . 266 124 442

TABLE 3.

SUBJECTIVE PARTICIPATION RATES AN USE OF CROP AN
LIVESTOCK REPORTING SERVICE INFORMTION

(Percent)

FreQuencv of Participation

Use of Almost Always Only Some Hardly Total
Data or Most of of the

the Time Time
Ever

Ruses CLRS
data 53% 26% 21% 100%

R does not
use CLRS
data 100 485



TABLE 3.

SUBJECTIVE PARTICIPATION RATES AN EVALUATIONS
OF THE OVERAL USEFULNESS OF CROP AN

LIVESTOCK INFORMTION
(Percent)

FreQuencv of ParticiDation
Usefulness Almost Always Only Some Hardly TotalEvaluation or Most of of the

the Time Time
Ever

Very useful 58% 20% 22% 100%

Somewha t

useful 100 312

Not at all
useful 100 203

farmers and ranchers because crop and livestock data is used by
other groups (X

). 

This, too, is simply a sum, in this case of
the total number of groups the respondent considered helpful
users of the reports. For each operator, the range of possible
scores on these two indices ran from 0 (no groups considered
helpful/harmful users) through 9 (nine groups named as help-
ful/harmful users).

The correlation coefficients for these indices are quite
substantial with the subjective participation measure, though
somewhat lower with the numerical. The index of other groups
helpfulness appears to have a stronger relationship with both
participation measures (. 40 and . 21) than does the index of
perceived harm (- 29 and - 11), indicating an asymetry in opera-
tors ' motivational structures. Although the frequency of partic-
ipation declines as the number of groups believed to use reports
against operators increases, participation increases at an even
faster rate as the number of groups believed to use crop and
livestock information in a way that benefits operators increases.

Another measure of the incidence of benefits from crop and
livestock reports was found to be a moderately strong predictor of
participation rates. Respondents who believed that farmers and
ranchers benefited more than other groups from crop and livestock
reports (X ) were a good deal more likely to be frequent partici-
pators than those who felt that other groups benefited more
(Pearson r = . 26 with the subjective measure, . 23 with the
numerical measure).



Among the strongest correlates of participation rates is a
summary index of operators ' evaluations of gove!'ent crop and

livestock reports (X

). 

This scale is based on a number of
questions about the quality of government reports and their
impact on the agricultural economy. (Distributions of 

responses
to these questions were discussed in Chapter 2. See Qs. 16 and 17

of Version II, and 16 to 18 of Version I. ) It is a simple additive

index, computed as a net count of the number of favorable evalua-
tions of government reports made by the operator minus the number
of unfavorable evaluations. Built in this way, the summary

measure is a more powerful predictor of participation rates than
anyone of the individual component items (coefficients of .
with the subjective participation measure and . 38 with the numer-

ical measure).

Almost as potent a predictor as the evaluation index is our
measure (used in Version I only) of the extent to which a farmer
or rancher feels he can trust the results of government crop and
livestock surveys to be accurate (X ). The correlation with the

subjective participation rate is . 44.

The next group of predictor variables was derived from a set

of questions designed to explore the importance to operators of
seven hypothetical reasons for agreeing to participate in sur-
veys. After each reason was read to the respondent, he was asked'
to indicate whether or not it was usually an important factor
affecting his participation decisions. In Table 3.

25, we display

the response patterns for this series of items. 
We found consid-

erable variation in the proportions citing each of the reasons as
important. The only reason endorsed by a majority of operators
was the one citing concern about the accuracy of resulting crop
and livestock reports (Table 3. 25. d); 57 percent of the respon-
dents considered this an important factor when deciding whether
or not to participate. Two other reasons were deemed important by

more than 40 percent of the operators: one referred to a general

feeling that it was difficult to refuse a direct request for
cooperation (Table 3. 25. a), which 45 percent cited as important;
and other second described a sense of obligation to participate
because the operator personally used crop and livestock reports
(Table 3. 25.b), cited by 42 percent. te that the percentage

who attributed importance to the obligation imposed by personal
use of reports is much larger than the percentage who claimed to
use reports from the Crop and Livestock Reporting Service in
response to our question about information sources--

12 percent;
Table 2. 1. The substantial proportion of operators who feel that
report use obliges them to participate apparently have in mind
types of reports other than those from the Crop and Livestock
Reporting Service. Operators were least likely to attach
importance to personal enjoyment in being interviewed and giving
information (27 percent, Table 3. 25c), and to encouragement from

organizations to which they belong (28 percent, Table 3.
25f).
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In general, operators who mentioned any of the seven reasons
as important are likely to be more frequent participators than
those who did not. Clearly, those with the lowest participation
rates are not likely to consider reason very important.
However, comparing the magnitudes of the coefficients for the

various reasons, we find that three of the reasons appear to be
exceptionally strong predictors for both types of participation
measure: the link between participation and personal use of crop
and livestock reports (X13' r = . 50), followed by the force of the

belief that government-sponsored surveys are usually worthwhile

18' r = . 46), and by the notion that participation is essential
if the resulting reports are to be accurate (X 5' r = 44).
Although the remainder of these predictors (X 12' 14' X16' X
all have significant relationships with the partic patwn mea-

sures, their coefficients suggest that operators who attached
importance to such factors as personal enjoyment of being inter-
viewed and participation pressures from organizational membership
tend to have lower average participation rates than those who
cited personal use of reports or concern about accuracy as their
motivation.

The conceptual differences between the two predictors that
bear on the relationship of participation rates to the use of crop
and livestock reports is important. The first of these (X ) deals,

with the effect on participation of the of reports from the

Crop and Livestock Reporting Service. The second (X )' though

related to the first, is quite distinct in that it aSKs specifi-
cally whether use of these reports is felt to be an impoX'tant
X'eason foX' paJtiaipating. Since the latter appears to have a much

s tronger relationship to participation rates than the former, we
can probably assume that some operators who make use of CLRS data
do not feel any obligation to assist in the collection of informa-
tion for those reports.

The next predictor in Table 3. 20 is an indicator of whether

the respondent finds it difficult to answer accurately survey

questions about the number of acres he intends to plant to
particular crops (X

). 

It has a mild, inverse relationship to
participation (- 16). This was the .on1y one of eight items (asked
on Version I only) concerning the difficulty of providing accu-
rate information that showed any significant relationship to
participation rates. Based on this finding, we conclude that the

difficulty of actually answering survey questionnaires has little
or no effect on participation rates.

This finding contrasts sharply with the next set of predic-
tors (X

20 to X
)' which score operators acco ding to how unwill-

ing they are Eo reveal the same eight items of information for
which we asked the difficu1ty-of-being-accurate questions in
Version I (see Table 2. 29 for a review of these items). All eight

of these items (Version II only) show moderate to strong negative
correlations with participation rates, the strongest being



unwillingness to reveal planting intentions (.41), acreage
planted to various crops (- 41), harvest acreage and crop yields

39), and the kind and number of livestock held (- 38). A
general index of unwillingness to provide information in surveys

) was computed by suming the eight individual measures. Its
strong correlation with the dependent variable Y2 (- 42) makes it

the most powerful predictor of numerically measured participation
rates.

An equally strong relationship was found between subjective
participation and our measure of perceived burden of survey
requests (X )' discussed earlier. Recalling that perceived
survey burden reflects considerably more than just the actual
numbers of survey requests received , we feel justified in treat-

ing our perceived-burden variable as an alternative measure of
the operators I unwillingness to reveal information about their
operations. With a Pearson correlation of - 48, it is, along with

overall evaluations of government surveys (X )' one of the two

strongest predictors of subjective participat on rates.

The next two predictors concern operators ' beliefs about how

well the confidentiality of their survey responses is protected.
Those who thought that USDA would reveal an operator s answers to

a private firm (X 0) or to another government agency (X ) have

lower average par cipation rates than those who were convinced
that confidentiality is guaranteed , although the differences are

probably rather small (the coefficients are . 18 or lower).

We also find that participation is affected by the position
on surveys taken by the various agricultural organizations or
interest groups to which the respondents belonged (X

). 

Al-
though the relationships with both measures of participation are
moderate (. 22 with the subjective measure

, .

20 with the numerical

measure), members of organizations that encourage participation
tended to report participating at higher rates, while members of
groups that advise against participation tended to report at
lower rates. (Simply being a member of an agricultural organiza-
tion has no predictable effect on participation rates, a finding
that runs contrary to some frequently offered notions about the
positive effects of organizational affiliations on various types
of social participation behavior.

We collected a small amount of background information on the
characteristics of each respondent and the nature of his agricul-
tural enterprise, but very few of these items have statistically
significant relationships with participation. For example, the
respondent s age (X ) shows only modest correlation with the two
dependent variables (. 07 and . 10), indicating that older oper-
ators tend to participate at slightly higher rates. The relation-

ship of respondents 
I educational attainment to participation was

not statistically significant.



There are few significant correlations between participation
rates and various measures of the type and scale of operation
managed by a respondent. Number of cropland acres (X ) corre-

lates only with numerical participation (- 09), suggesting that
larger crop producers are slightly less frequent participators.
Likewise, operators who raise cattle (X ) appear to have lower

numerical participation rates (r = - 08), lJut this finding is not

replicated for subjective participation. In contrast, those who
raise hogs (X ) show a tendency toward lower subjective partici-
pation rates l.r 

= -

09), but no predictable pattern on the
numerical measure. Operators who grow corn (X ) are less likely

to participate, regardless of the participation measure used (r =
13 with both participation variables).

Finally, we found a modest association between subjectively
measured participation and an indicator of whether a respondent
receives any income from an off-farm/ranch job (X

). 

That is
operators who supplemented their farm or ranch income were more
likely to be frequent participators according to the subjective
measure (r = . 11).

EXPLAINING PARTICIPATION RATES: MULTIVARIATE ANYSIS

If we allow the eight separate measures of unwillingness to
supply information to be represented by the single unwillingness
index , we are left with a total of about twenty-five significant
predictor variables for each of the dependent participation mea-
sures. Yet, although we now have a general idea about the totaZ
relationship between participation and any of the individual
predictors, we are as yet unable to assess how much of that total
might be due to the direat, indpendent infZuenae of a given

predictor on the dependent participation measure. That is, the
bivariate correlation coefficients presented in Table 3. 20 are
sumary statistics, representing not only the direct effects of a
predictor , but also any indirect or spurious covariation. Thus,
the appearance of a strong correlation between a presumed predic-
tor variable and participation must be interpreted carefully. It
might be that it resulted from a causal process in which some
third variable (one of the remaining predictors) influenced both
participation rates and the first predictor , giving rise to a

substantial but spurious correlation. Or it may be that an
apparently powerful predictor of participation had little direct
effect on the dependent variable , but actually transmitted its
influence through a third intervening factor, which in turn
affected participation. The fact that some of our predictor
variables are themselves interrelated indicates that many such
processes may have occurred among the independent variables. 
rank the presumed causes of survey participation in order of their
direct influence on operators ' behavior we must turn to a multi-

variate analytical technique.

Briefly, multivariate procedures such as multiple regression



allow us to take account of the intercorre1ations among the
predictor variables (regressors), which may arise from mutual
causal processes or from the fact that some predictors are
actually indicators of the same underlying factor. The object of
regression methodology is the calculation of a set of partial
regression coefficients for our predictor variables, which , given
certain assumptions , express the degree of direct, independent
influence each predictor exerts on its respective participation
measure. If all variables in the analysis are first standardized
to have a mean of zero and unit variance , then the resulting
standardized regression coefficients (also referred to as beta

weights or path coefficients) can be compared with one another and
the relative importance of the predictors can be assessed. Fur-
thermore , with the use of an iterative algorithm known as stepwse

inclusion to aid the selection and testing of regressors for the
prediction equation, we can efficiently obtain a solution that
identifies the best linear combination of independent variables,in terms of the amount of variation accounted for in the
participation measures.

Of course, the results of any analytical procedure such as
multiple regression depend heavily upon the specification of the
conceptual model to be analyzed and upon how well the observed
data meets the statistical assumptions of the analytical tech-
nique used. Model specification--the process of stating the
general nature of the relationships among variables of interest--
will rarely be approached in exactly the same way by different
researchers, each of whom may have unique interpretations of the
meanings of survey variables or the causal processes connecting
them. We do not offer our model as an authoritative representa-
tion of reality. Rather, in keeping with the exploratory nature
of our survey, we have specified the simplest possible model that
meets the criterion of plausibility. In particular, our model
assumes that the participation measures are true "dependent
variables that are causally determined by some or all of the
predictor variables we have discussed above (except for the
disturbances due to various sources of error--random individual
differences among operators, other variables that were not mea-
sured in our survey). It assumes that participation tendencies 

not causally affect these predictor variables in return. In other
words, attitudes and beliefs are presumed to have been formed
through independent experiences and only then to exert influence
over participation decisions, rather than merely arising as post
hoc rationalizations of participation habits that may have
evolved for entirely different reasons.

Our model also assumes that, even though each of our predic-
tor variables may be related to one or more of the remaining
predictors, the magnitude of its direct influence on participa-
tion rates does not depend upon the corresponding values of any
other independent variable. In statistical terms, our model is
linear-additive rather than interactive.



Finally, the values of the coefficients computed for this
model, with which we will attempt to compare the direct effects of
predictor variables, hinge on the assumption that we have not

omitted from the model any important causes of participation that
are substantially correlated with specified predictors. If such

variables were omitted , the computed coefficients might be biased
in either direction, depending upon the nature of the omitted
effect. We assume that all such factors have been included in the
model.

Not all readers will agree with everyone of these assump-
tions. Many alternative specifications are possible; other sta-
tistical techniques might shed additional light on the processes
underlying participation decisions. Our assumptions are not
likely to be drastically wrong, however, and the regression
technique was chosen in part because of its relative flexibility
wi th respect to minor violations of mathematical assumptions.
Thus, we feel confident that the findings presented below provide
a sound starting point from which to understand the dynamics of
participation in crop and livestock surveys.

Following the above procedures, we have computed regression
equations for each of the participation measures, including in
the matrix of regressors all of the variables that have signifi-
cant zero-order correlations with participation rates (i. e.,
those listed in Table 3. 20). As mentioned above, the summary
index of unwillingness to supply information was substituted for
the eight individual unwillingness measures in the matrix for
numerical participation.

Of the twenty-six predictors of subjective participation
rates, only eight proved to have partial regression coefficients
that differed significantly from zero. In Figure 3. 1 we present
the path diagram for this equation and report the beta weights
(with their standard errors in parentheses) for each of the
predictors. Tab Ie 3. 26 presents several statistics and tes ts for

each inclusion step in building the equation. Roughly speaking,
these statistics describe ' the increases in explanatory power
associated with the inclusion in the equation of each additional
variable. Altogether, these eight . variables explain 46 percent
of the variance in subjective participation. Once they are in the

equation , the remaining eighteen predictors cannot significantly
improve our ability to predict subjective participation rates.

The variables exhibiting the strongest direct effects upon
subjectively measured participation are operators ' evaluations of
the quality and economic impact of government crop and livestock
reports (X ; beta = . 22) and the degree to which operators
believe tliey are being burdened with "too many surveys
(X29; beta = - 20) . As we have pointed out, in this context too
ma:y does not refer so lIuch to the actual number of survey
requests as it does to the feeling of some operators that surveys

are an unwelcome intrusion into their private lives. This
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28 Inter-
correlations

Subjective y
Participation ( 1

R = .
2 = .

F = 39. 49 on 8 and 66 df
sig. F = . 000

10 = Index of evaluations of the quality and economic impact
of government crop and livestock reports

29 = Negative reaction to number of survey requests received
(perceived burden)

13 = Perceived obligation to participate in surveys because
of personal use of crop and livestock reports

18 = Belief that government surveys are usually worthwhile

II = How often R trusts government crop and livestock reports
to be right

15 = Perceived obligation to participate in surveys in order
to promote the accuracy of the reports

31 = R believes USDA would reveal confidential survey re-
sponses to another government agency

38 = R receives income from an off-
farm/ranch job

Fig. 3.
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interpretation of perceived survey burden is very much in line
with our finding that reaction against invasion of privacy was the
reason most frequently mentioned when operators speculated about
others I reasons for nonparticipation in crop and livestock
surveys (Table 3. 13).

The next largest coefficient attaches to the sense of obli-
gation felt by some operators to participate in crop and livestock
surveys because they use the resulting reports (X13; beta = . 16).
We reiterate here the crucial point that it is not merely the use
of crop and livestock reports that leads to higher participation
rates , but rather the feeling that one ought to cooperate in
filling out survey questionnaires in exchange for the benefit of
receiving the reports.

The belief that government surveys are usually worthwhile
also exerts independent influence on participation rates subjec-
tively measured (X ; beta = . 14). The basis for this opinion may
vary somewhat from operator to operator. For some it may be the
experience of responding to the survey itself; for others the
pattern of correlations shows that UJopth1hiZe may be roughly
equivalent to usefuZ t:tS1:OT'thY3 or aCCu:ate. This variable is
also related to our index of evaluation of government reports

)' itself an important predictor of participation.

The more often an operator feels he can trust government crop
and lives tock reports to be right, the higher his participation
rate, regardless of his status on other variables (X 
beta = . 12). About equally strong (beta = . 10) is the belief tAat
participation in surveys is necessary to promote the accuracy of
the reports (X

). 

The fact that both the trust and accuracy
items have independent effects on participation rates , along with
the subs tantia1 effects of evaluations of the reports, leads us to
conclude that participation in crop and livestock surveys is
strongly governed by the view an operator takes of the reports
produced from the survey data.

Two additional factors have direct influence on subjective
participation: regardless of other factors , participation rates
are lower among farmers and ranchers who believe that USDA would
reveal the survey responses of a particular operator to another
government agency that asked for them (X31; beta = - 09); and

independent of all other attitudes and beliefs included in the
regression equations, operators who earn some income from employ-
ment outside their farm or ranch are likely to participate at
slightly higher rates than those whose livelihood is derived
exclusively from their agricultural enterprise (X ; beta = . 08).
Other things being equal, operators with greater experience in
the nonfarm economy seem to have less objection to surveys and
reports.

Despite basic differences between our two participation

103



measures, remarkably similar results were obtained in the regres-
sion of numerical participation rates on twenty-four predictor
variables. Nine of the regressors were found to have statisti-
cally significant coefficients; together they account for 33
percent of the variance in numerically measured participation.
Figure 3. 2 displays the path diagram with beta weights and stan-
dard errors for this equation. Step-by-step inclusion statistics
for these variables are displayed in Table 3. 27.

Especially striking is the fact that the four most important
predictors of numerical participation parallel those for the
subjective measure. The index of unwillingness to provide infor-
mation (X 8 ; beta =- 22) appears to serve the same function in
this equa on as the measure of perceived survey burden (X ) in

the preceding equation. Controlling for other factors, the more
jealously an operator guards his privacy, the lower his particip-
ation rate. No matter what kinds of benefits an operator antici-
pates from the production and circulation of crop and livestock
data, his perceptions about the costs of breaking through the
privacy barrier carry considerable independent weight in his
participation decisions.

Evaluations of government reports (X ) are again important,

exhibiting major influence on numerical participation rates
(beta = . 21). In addition, the more generally useful an operator
finds crop and livestock information, the more frequently he
agrees to participate in surveys that produce it (X
beta = . 16). Although we can only speculate , it is quite conceiv-
able that the role of usefulness evaluations in this equation is
much the same as that of beliefs that government surveys are
worthwhile (X ) in the subjective participation equation. Both
appear to represent a rather diffuse, global view about the
collection and dissemination of production and marketing data as
a prudent and useful activity that should be supported by coopera-
tion in surveys.

The next most potent independent variable is the same mea-
sure of obligation to participate because one uses government
reports that was found to be a major cause of subjective partici-
pation (X ; beta = . 14). As was the case for the firs t three
predictors, the magnitude of this coefficient closely parallels
that found in the preceding equation , bolstering our confidence

that our two dependent variables are equally valid indicators of
the " true" underlying participation tendencies of farmers and
ranchers.

There is one more significant predictor in the numerical
participation equation that duplicates an effect found in the
equation for subjectively measured participation. Other things
being equal, respondents who believe that USDA would reveal the
survey responses of a particular operator to another government
agency are less likely to participate (X31; beta = - 12).
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36 Inter-
correlations

:ica

(y)

Part1c1pat10n 2

R = .
Z = .

F = 20. 61 on 9 and 381 df
sig. F = . 000

Z8 = :nd of unwillingness to provide selected information
1n surveys

10 = Index of evaluations of the quality and economic impact
of government crop and livestock reports

= R considers crop and livestock information to be
generally useful

13 = Perceived obligation to participate in surveys because
of personal use of crop and livestock reports

31 = R believes USDA would reveal confidential survey re-
sponses to another government agency

= Number of groups R believes use crop and livestock
reports against operators ' interest

12 = R finds it hard to refuse when asked to participate insurveys

37 = R grows corn

= R gets crop and livestock information from friends,
relatives, or neighbors

Fig. 3. Path diagram for numerical participation equation
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We have also identified four factors with significant re-
gression coefficients that are unique to the numerical partici-
pation equation. Controlling for all other variab 1es, participa-
tion is higher among farmers and ranchers who find it personally
difficult to refuse whenever their cooperation is requested (X
beta = . 10). That is, regardless of their opinions about tne
various cos ts or advantages associated with participation , some
operators agree to participate simply because they would feel too
uncomfortable about declining.

In addition, when other factors are held constant, partici-
pation rates are lower for operators who obtain their crop and
livestock information from personal contacts with friends, rela-
tives, neighbors , or other farmers (X ; beta = - 09). Similarly,
operators who grow corn (about 41 percent of our sample) are less
frequent participators (x 7 ; beta = - 09). Just why, apart from
all other attitudes and be iefs, what an operator produces should
have any independent influence on participation rates is not
clear to us. It may be that operators who grow corn share
characteristics that weigh against participation but were not
measured on a specific version of the questionnaire or perhaps
even on our survey. For example , we collected no data from our
respondents about their economic fortunes during the previous
year. It is conceivable that these producers experienced eco-
nomic setbacks from especially low product prices and that they
blamed the information in crop and livestock reports for their
difficulties.

The final significant predictor of numerical participation
provides us with something of a puzzle. In our analysis of zero-
order correlations in Table 3. 20, we pointed out a modest negative
relationship (r = - 11) between numerical participation rates and
the number of groups a respondent saw as users of crop and
livestock reports against operators I interests (X

). 

In Figure

, we see that this variable has significant independent influ-
ence on participation, but that the sign of the path coefficient
is reversed (beta = +. 12). At first, this finding appears to
contradict reasonable expectations. It is difficult to imagine

why participation rates would be higher. among operators who
believed that more groups were using their data against them.

The mystery begins to fade , however, if two important points

are recalled to mind. First, the beta weight for our measure of
perceived report use by market competitors is a partial regres-
&ion coefficient, and must be interpreted in that light. In other

words, the unexpected positive effect of this variable on partic-
ipation rates is the direct, independent influence of this
predictor after the separate and joint effects of all other
evaluations, beliefs, and characteristics have explained all they
can of the participation measure. It is the remaining shared
variation between these perceptions and participation rates that
is captured by this coefficient. Second , we have noted in our
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analysis of open-ended speculations about reasons for participa-
tion that some operators believe that other farmers and ranchers
participate for the purpose of providing false or misleading
information about their operations in an attempt to sabotage
reports they think are designed to serve their market competi-
tors. Furthermore, operators told us repeatedly that accuracy is
one of the chief problems with government crop and livestock
reports. Yet, as we demonstrated in Chapter 2 (Table 2. 29),
operators do not appear to experience much personal difficulty in
providing accurate information of various kinds when responding
to surveys. Nor, for that matter, do operators suggest that the
difficulty of providing accurate data is a common reason for
refusing to participate in surveys (Table 3. 15). Considered in
this light, it is possible that the more damage an operator thinks
is caused by the reports, the greater would be his motivation to
participate for the purpose of supplying erroneous information.
Of course, high survey participation rates are of value only if
participants can be depended upon to provide honest, accurate
information. And , though we do not contend here that intentional
falsification of survey responses is a major problem for current
surveys (we simply do not have the data to address this issue), we
do say that there is evidence of a motive to falsify responses,

and we suggest that this potential problem be recognized and
confronted.

CONCLUSION

In addition to problems associated with quality of response,
USDA researchers and data compilers face the much simpler problem
that nonparticipants provide no information at all. Thus it may

be useful to summarize here the characteristics that the NORC
survey has found to be associated with low participation rates,
however participation is, measured. In general, we find that
operators with lower participation probabilities :

o Do not use Crop and Livestock Reporting Service reports for
production and marketing information--

o If they do use CLRS reports, they do not feel that this
obligates them to respond to surveys

o Tend not to use agricultural agents for crop and livestock
information

o Prefer to get crop and livestock information from personal
contacts with friends, relatives, neighbors, or other
farmers--

o Tend to feel no need to gather crop or livestock information
from any source

o Consider crop and livestock information to be generally
useless for managing their operations
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o Find few if any specific kinds of information in crop and
livestock reports to be useful

o Believe that many other groups are using crop and livestock
reports to the disadvantage of farmers and ranchers

o Believe that few groups if any use reports in a way that
benefits operators

o Believe that other groups benefit more than farmers and
ranchers from the availability of crop and livestock infor-
mation

o Have generally unfavorable evaluations of the quality and
economic impacts of government reports

o Think that reports from private companies are more accurate
than government reports

o Believe that government reports are subject to the effects
of politics

o Feel that profits would be easier to make if government crop
and livestock reports were eliminated

o Think that government reports make the markets for agri-
cultural products more unstable

o Believe that most of their fellow operators also refuse to
participate in government surveys

o Think that operators who do participate in surveys hardly
ever give accurate information

o Do not think that government reports are sufficiently clear
or easy to understand

o Think that organizations representing farmers ' and ranchers
interests should have more control over the kinds of infor-
mation collected in government surveys

o Think that commodity buyers would have less of an advantage
if there were no government reports

o Believe that government reports usually lead to a drop in
commodi ty prices

o Feel that surveys are an invasion of privacy

o Think that they can hardly ever trust government reports to
be right
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o Feel no compunction about refusing when they are asked to
participate

o Do not enjoy being interviewed and giving out information
about themselves

o Are not concerned about promoting the accuracy of crop and
livestock reports

o Tend to belong to organizations that discourage participa-
tion

o Do not consider government surveys to be worthwhile

o Find it difficult to give accurate information about their
crop-planting intentions

o Are generally unwilling to reveal specific pieces of infor-
mation about their operations-- inc1uding planting inten-
tions, acreage planted to certain crops, crop yields, kinds
and numbers of livestock held , prices received for livestock
sold, prices paid for supplies, and income from their
operations or from off-farm/ranch sources

o Believe that USDA would reveal an operator 
I s confidential

survey responses to a private firm or government agency that
asked for them

o Are younger on average than frequent participators

o Have greater average numbers of cropland acres

o Tend to produce cattle or hogs, and/or to grow corn

o Do not receive income from an off-farm/ranch job

Our multivariate analysis suggested that comparatively few of
these factors have direct , independent effects on participation,
and these may be the ones that deserve attention if participation
rates are to be sustained or iQproved. Above all, less frequent

participants were found to have generally unfavorable attitudes
toward the quality of government reports and the effects of

reports on their ability to earn profits or, in some cases, simply
to stay in business. Changing these perceptions is a possibility,
but clearly not a simple task. Reluctant operators also tend to
be very resistant to relinquishing their rights to privacy by
providing survey responses they would rather keep to themselves.
For operators who hold this view, even one survey may be " too

many. Furthermore, even if these operators do use government

reports, they appear never to have been convinced they are under
any obligation to contribute to the data base they describe.
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At the same time, operators who participate least frequently
tend to feel that crop and livestock information is of little use
to them in managing their farms or ranches, and they are very
unlikely to feel that government-sponsored surveys are worth-
while. Also of importance is the fact that infrequent partici-
pants put very little trust in the results of government surveys.
Moreover , they tend to feel themselves under no obligation to
upgrade the accuracy of the reports by contributing information
themselves. Here again it seems plausible that such operators
have largely given up hope of deriving any personal benefits from
crop and livestock reports, and have become convinced that their
best strategy is to avoid any activity that would result in making
them more useful to market competitors such as buyers and
speculators.

Another crucial factor is the belief that the confiden-
tiality of survey responses would not be safeguarded from prying
eyes--especia11y from the eyes of other government agencies.
Perceptions of this sort may arise from a great many sources , and
it may well be that participation would be enhanced if the Agency
further increased its efforts to satisfy farmers and ranchers
that their information is held in the strictest confidence.

It is unrealistic, of course , to believe that the Agency can
quickly, if ever, convince all farm operators that it is in their
own best interest to provide complete and accurate information
about their activities to USDA interviewers. Survey researchers
of all kinds--pub1ic opinion polltakers, market research agen-
cies, the U. S. Bureau of the Census--are well aware of nonresponse
problems. The participation of more than 80 percent of any
probability sample of individuals is quite rare , and on some types
of surveys response rates are even lower , despite high expendi-
tures of effort to improve them.

The key to improvement in farm and ranch operator participa-
tion rates surely does not lie in one-shot information campaigns
or in superficial changes in survey procedures. It will require
continuing and deliberate educational effort to show farmers that
most of the mistrust and hostility they direct toward surveys is
not warranted. Our study has revealed many such areas--for
example, the belief that publication of survey data depresses
prices, that financial information provided by the farmer may be
turned over to IRS. The most suitable vehicles for accomplishing
this educational effort are probably not mass mailings, but the
good offices of agricultural agents, farm leaders, and organi-
zations whom the operator trusts , and above all the personal and
telephone interviewers who solicit the farmer I s cooperation.
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CHAPTER 4

STRATUM DIFFERENCES

In its day-to-day administrative and sampling processes, the

Agency deals with farmers and ranchers having specific types of
operations. Whether the various operators responded differently
to the questions we asked is therefore of interest. In this
chapter we focus on variation in responses associated with dif-
rences in size and type of operation.

For obvious reasons, the accuracy of USDA crop and livestock
reports is influenced more by the survey participation of larger
farmers and ranchers than by the participation of smaller opera-
tors. Because they are so few in number and their production is
so great, when even modest numbers of the larger operators decline
to participate in USDA suverys the accuracy of the data may be
significantly affected. In addition, because of fundamental
differences in the production and marketing factors affecting
livestock producers on the one hand and crop growers on the other,
response variation related to the broad type of commodity pro-duced is also likely. 

Differences in size and type of operation serve as the basis
for sample stratification in crop and livestock surveys conducted
by the Agency. Similar considerations were employed in the sample
design for this survey, resulting in the specification of ten
strata (four in North Dakota and six in South Dakota), as de-

scribed in Chapter 1. Thus, a clear and direc means of studying

the differences among various types of operators would be to use
these sampling strata as the basis for the analysis. However,
before proceeding in this fashion, we wanted to insure that the
information originally used to stratify the universe of operators
was accurate enough to allow confidence in the results. We
therefore compared the numbers of cattle and hogs and acres of
cropland reported by respondents with the original stratum defi-
nitions. On the whole, we believe that this analysis (see
Appendix F) justifies the use of the sampling strata to denote
scale and type of operations.

In this chapter, we discuss all stratum differences in
survey response patterns found to be statistically significant at
the . 05 level by chi-square tests. We made no attempt to repeat
the analyses in Chapters 2 and 3 for each of the subdomains; such
an effort would obviously require many more ,cases in each group

than are available to us in this survey. Our intention is merely

to provide a convenient summary of observed differences to aid the
reader interpretation of the more general findings and to
highlight those with pOFentia1 policy relevance.
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The first series of questions analyzed for stratum differ-
ences concerned sources of crop and livestock information. Table

1 shows that in South Dakota the largest livestock producers
were more likely to be users of USDA publications than other types
of operators, with 31 percent naming this source. Small crop
producers in South Dakota, in contrast, were less likely to use
USDA publications, with only 10 percent citing use. No signifi-
cant differences in use of USDA publications were found in North
Dakota.

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' USE OF USDA PUBLICATIONS AS A SOURCE FOR
CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY STRATUM--

SOUTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent Who Reported Use)

Stratum Percent

Large livestock producers 31% 134

Sma 11 cattle producers 278

Sma 11 hog producers

Sma 11 producers of hogs a:d cattle 160

Sma 11 crop producers

Large crop producers 128

NOTE: In this and subsequent tab 1es, stratum percentages
and tests for statistical significance of stratum effects were
computed using urMeighted data. Stratum percentages are
unbiased and the power of our statistical tests is modestly
increased.

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.

Use of various non-government sources also differed by
stratum. Magazines, journals, and newsletters were mentioned by
73 percent of large cattle producers in North Dakota, but by only
51 percent of the state s smaller crop farmers (Table 4.2). The
use of radio reports appears to be most common among smaller
producers of both cattle and hogs in South Dakota (29 percent,
Table 4. 3). Similarly, both small crop growers and small hog and
cattle raisers are more likely than others to use television as an
information source (22 and 20 percent respectively, Table 4. 4).
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TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' USE OF MAGAZ lNES , JOURALS, OR NEWSLETTERS
AS SOURCES FOR CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY

STRATUM--NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent Who Reported Use)

Stratum Percent

Large cattle producers 73% 138

Small cattle producers 372

Sma 11 crop producers 125

Lar ge crop producers 194

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS I USE OF RAIO REPORTS AS A SOURCE FOR
CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY STRATUM--

SOUTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS O
(Percent Who Reported Use)

Stratum Percent

. . . . .

18% 134

278

160

128

Large livestock producers; 

. . . . .

Small cattle producers

. . . .

Small hog producers. 

. . . . . . . 

Small producers of hogs and cattle
Small crop producers

Large crop producers

. . . . .

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.
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TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' USE OF TELEVISION REPORTS AS A SOURCE FOR
CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY STRATUM--

SOUTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent Who Reported Use)

Stratum Percent

Large livestock producers 134

Small cattle producers 278

Sma 11 hog producers

Sma 11 producers of hogs and cattle 160

Small crop producers
Large crop producers 128

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.

Finally, significant stratum differences were found in both
states in the use of various types of agricultural agents (Table

5) . We noted in Chapter 2 that use of agents is more prevalent
in North Dakota than in South Dakota. In both states, however,
the smaller crop growers are more likely than others to rely on
agents for crop and livestock data (47 percent in North Dakota, 35
percent in South Dakota). The larger livestock producers, as we
have seen, tend to obtain information from commodity magazines
and specialized journals, and are consequently less likely than
others to use any type of agent (23 percent in North Dakota and
only 11 percent in South Dakota).

Table 4. 6 displays the distribution of operators ' main in-

formation sources for the strata within each state. In North
Dakota, large-scale livestock producers are more likely than
others to get most of their information from magazines, journals,
or new1etters, and less likely to use agricultural agents. Larger
crop producers are slightly more likely to use periodicals for
most of their information and less likely to rely on other media
sources or the various types of agents. Although smaller pro-
ducers of either crop or livestock are most likely to obtain most
of their information from periodicals, they are mor.e likely than

larger operators to rely on mass media and agricultural agents.

In South Dakota, the larger stock producers showed a greater
tendency than others to name government publications or to say
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they use no source at all, but they were considerably less likely
to report relying on agents. Smaller cattle producers were also
more likely to name government documents, but otherwise showed no
distinctive preferences among sources. A higher-than-average
percentage of small-scale hog producers cited farm periodicals as
their main source and a slightly lower proportion cited the media.
We found that smaller producers of both hogs and cattle were less
likely to claim government documents as their main source in favor
of magazines and media reports. Among South Dakota crop growers,
those operating on a smaller scale tend to rely on agricultural
agents, media sources, and personal contacts more than others.
They were also less likely to report use of government documents
or various periodicals. Larger crop producers are more likely
than livestock producers to use agents, and they are more likely
to be users of government publications than the average for the
state. They are also a good deal less likely to obtain most of
their information from any of the media.

In the next series of tables (4. 7 through 4. 17) we display
stratum differences in operators ' evaluations of several specific
types of information often found in crop and livestock reports.
Two types of evaluation are analyzed: first, operators ' ratings

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' USE OF AGRICULTUR AGENTS AS A SOURCE FOR CROP
AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent Who Reported Use)

State and Stratum Percent

North Dakota:

Lar ge cattle producers 23% 138

Sma 11 cattle producers 372

Small crop producers 125

Large crop producers 194

South Dakota:

Large livestock producers 134

Sma 11 cattle producers 278

Sma 11 hog producers

Sma 11 producers of hogs and cattle 160

Sma 11 crop producers

Large crop producers 128
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of the usefulness of a particular item of information; second , the

reasons given by operators who considered any type of information
not useful. (Note that the number of cases for some of these
items is greatly reduced because they were asked on only one
version of the questionnaire. Furthermore, explanations for
usefulness evaluations were sought only from operators who speci-
fied that a particular kind of information was not at all useful.

Within each of the states, the utility of particular kinds of
information clearly varied predictably with the operator s line

of business. Operators who produce primarily livestock saw
greater usefulness in such topics as numbers of livestock on
farms, marketing forecasts for livestock, and livestock prices
received. Those who produce mainly crops were more interested in
planting intentions and projected crop demand.

Table 4. 7 contains the stratum distributions for operators
usefulness ratings of information on farmers ' planting inten-

tions. As might be expected, large livestock producers in both
states were most likely to claim that this information is not at
all useful (56 percent in North Dakota, 64 percent in South
Dakota). Compared with other strata more of the large crop
producers in North Dakota considered this data to be very useful.
In South Dakota , both of the crop-growing strata and the smaller
hog producers were more likely than others to find data on
planting intentions very or somewhat useful (over 60 percent in
each of these three strata).

Table 4. 8 presents stratum differences in usefulness ratings
for information on the number of livestock on farms. Again
larger crop growers in both states were most likely to feel that
such data is of no use, while the livestock-producing strata
offered higher evaluations. Stratum differences in the reasons
for "not useful" judgments are presented in Table 4.9. In both
states the majority of operators in the crop-growing strata
claimed that they had no need for this data, whereas livestock
producers who were dissatisfied tended to claim that inaccuracy
renders the data useless" (Smaller cattle rancherj; in North
Dakota are an exception: absence of need was cited more often
than accuracy as the reason livestock inventories are judged not
useful. )

The findings are similar for another item of livestock
information--forecasts of livestock to be marketed (Tables 4.
and 4. 11). In North Dakota, small livestock producers are
especially likely to find this data useful (63 percent very or
somewhat useful), and larger crop growers to express opposite
views (63 percent not at all useful). Aiong operators who
considered this information useless, most of those producing
crops reported no need for it, while livestock producers who
faulted the data did so on the basis of its low accuracy. Again,
exceptions are smaller cattle ranchers in North Dakota and
smaller producers of both cattle and hogs in South Dakota.
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Much in the same vein, members of the crop-producing strata
in both states were more likely to consider information about
anticipated crop demand at least somewhat useful, while livestock
producers were generally less likely to do so (Table 4. 12). In
Table 4. 13 we see that, with the exception of the smaller hog
producers, crop growers were a good deal more likely than stock
raisers to cite inaccuracy of crop-demand data as the reason for
its uselessness. (It should be noted that the case base for Table

13 is extremely small.

TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ON FARRS'
PLANTING INTENTIONS BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent)

State and Very Somewha t Not at TotalStratum Useful Useful All Useful

North Dakota:

Large cattle
producers 41% 56% 100%

Small cattle
producers 100 179

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers. 100

South Dakota:

Large livestock
producers 100

Small cattle
producers 100 137

Small hog
producers. 100

Small producers
of hogs and
cattle 100

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers 100
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Evaluations of reports on the number of livestock sold for
slaughter also fell into the expected pattern, although stratum
differences are statistically significant only in North Dakota.
The larger stock producers found this data more useful; larger

crop producers tended to find it not useful. Among those who saw

this information as of no use, crop growers most often said they
do not need it, and stock producers complained that it is too
inaccurate (see Tables 4. 14 and 4. 15).

TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ON NUBER OF
LIVESTOCK ON FARS BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent)

State and
Stratum

North Dakota:

Large cattle
producers. .

Small cattle
producers

Small crop
producers

Large crop
producers

South Dakota:

Large livestock
producer s

Small cattle
producers

Small hog
producers

Small producers
of hogs and
cattle

Small crop
producers

Large crop
producers

Very
Useful

Somewha t

Useful
Not at

All Useful
Total

16% 38% 46% 100% 138

367100

100 124

100 192

100 134

100 276

100

100 159

100

100 128
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TABLE 4.

REASONS WH INFORMTION ON NUER OF LIVESTOCK
ON FARS IS NOT USEFUL BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent)

State and Stratum Not Not
Needed Accurate

North Dakota:
Large cattle producers 24% 75%

Small cattle producers 165

Small crop producers

Large crop producers 130

South Dakota:
Lar ge livestock producers

Small cattle producers 122

Small hog producers

Small producers of
hogs and cattle.

Small crop producers

Large crop producers

TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ON FORECASTS OF
LIVESTOCK TO BE MATED BY STRATUM--NORTH

DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Very Somewhat Not at TotalUseful Useful All Useful

Large cattle
producers 20% 32% 48% 100%

Small cattle
producers 100 176

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers 100

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.
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TABLE 4.

REASONS WH INFORMTION ON FORECASTS OF
LIVESTOCK TO BE MATED IS NOT USEFUL

BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent)

State and Stratum
Not Not

Needed Accurate

North Dakota:

Large cattle producers 41% 63%

Sma 11 cattle producers

Small crop producers

Large crop producers

South Dakota:

Large livestock producers

Small cattle producers

Small hog producers

Small producers of
hogs and cattle.

Small crop producers

Large crop producers

Finally, Tables 4. 16 and 4. 17 reveal another instance of
this pattern of responses across strata. In both states, informa-

tion on prices received for 1ivestQck was of greater utiiity to
livestock producers than to crop producers. The latter were not
as likely to have need for information on stock prices 

j the former

were more likely to criticize the accuracy of that data.

The preceding analysis c1ear1y nftrms- the commonsense

notion that a farmer or rancher will find crop and livestock
reports useful to the extent that he considers them accurate and
that they provide specific information that bears directly on the
production and marketing problems he faces, given the nature of
his enterprise. The usefulness of this information may also

122



TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ON ANICIPATED
MAT DEMND FOR CROPS BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent)

State and Very Somewhat Not at Total
Stratum Useful Useful All Useful

North Dakota:
Large cattle

producers. 17% 49% 34% 100%

Small cattle
producers 100 178
ll crop

producers 100
Large crop

producers. 100

South Dakota:
Large livestock

producers. 100
Small cattle

producers. 100 138
Small hog

producers 100
Small producers

of hogs and
cattle 100

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers 100

REASONS WH
FOR CROPS

TABLE 4.

INFORMTION ON ANICIPATED MAT DEMND

IS NOT USEFUL BY STRTUM--SOUTH DAKOTA
RESPONDENTS ONL y

(Percent)

Stratum
Not

Accurate

Large livestock producers 50%

Sma 11 cattle producers
Small hog producers
Small producers of hogs and cattle
Small crop producers
Large crop producers

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.
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TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ON THE NUER 
LIVESTOCK SOLD FOR SLAUGHTER BY STRATUM--

NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Very Somewhat Not at Total
Useful Useful All Useful

Large cattle
producers. 25% 42% 33% 100%

Small cattle
producers 100 188

Small crop
producers. 100

Large crop
producers 100

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

TABLE 4.

REASONS WH INFORMTION ON NUER OF LIVESTOCK
SOLD FOR SLAUGHTER IS NOT USEFUL BY STRATUM--

NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum
Not Not

Needed Accurate

Large cattle producers 54% 33%

Small cattle producers

Small crop producers

Large crop producers

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

depend upon how well it reflects conditions in the particular
geographical areas important to an operator 0 An analysis of
geographical interests is presented in Table 4.18. In North
Dakota, statistically significant stratum differences were found
only in the percentages citing interest in international-level
data. In contrast, stratum differences were observed in South
Dakota in the percentages interested in data pertaining to all

four geographical areas.
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TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF INFORMTION ON PRICES

RECEIVED BY FARERS AN RANCHERS FOR THEIR
LIVESTOCK BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent)

State and Very Somewha t Not at Total
Stratum Useful Useful All Useful

North Dakota:
Large cattle

producers. 32% 42% 26% 100%

Small cattle
producers. 100 189

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers. 100

South Dakota:
Large livestock

producers. 100
Small cattle

producers. 100 137
Small hog

producers 100
Small producers

of hogs and
cattle 100

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers 100

TABLE 4.

REASONS WH INFORMTION ON LIVESTOCK PRICES RECEIVED

BY FARERS AN RACHERS IS NOT USEFUL BY
STRATUM--NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy

( Percent)

Stratum
Not Not

Needed Accurate

Large cattle producers 37% 58%

Small cattle producers
Small crop producers
Large crop producers

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.
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TABLE 4.

GEOGRAHICAL ARAS FOR WHICH OPERATORS FIND CROP
AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION MOST USEFUL

BY STATE AN STRATUM

(percent)

State and Stratum County State Uni ted
States

Other
Countries

North Dakota:
Large cattle

producers
Small cattle

producers.
Small crop

producers
Large crop

producers
South Dakota:
Large lives tock

producers.
Small cattle

producers.
Small hog

producers.
Small producers of

hogs (Xnd cattle.
Small crop

producers.
Large crop

producers.

16% 136

370

125

193

133

277

160

128

Row percentages do not sum to 100 because operators could
specify more than one geographical area of interest.

No significant stratum differences were found for these
items.

Because so much of their production is destined for export,
the large crop producers in North Dakota were much more likely
than others to be interested in information about other coun-tries. Fully 30 percent of them expressed interes t in interna-
tional data, compared to less than 20 percent for other strata.

Our commonsense expectations are even more evident in the
figures for South Dakota strata. Large livestock and large crop

producers were less likely to be interested in county- or state-
level information. Small crop growers, in contrast, were more
likely to find data at this level to be most useful. Large

livestock producers were far more likely to show greatest
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interest in national aggregates, and large crop growers were more
likely than ' others to focus on information about conditions in
other countries.

The next series of tables (4. 19 through 4. 23) concerns
farmers and ranchers ' beliefs about the use of crop and livestock
information by other groups. In Table 4. 19 are stratum breakdowns
for volunteered ' response naming other groups that use the re-
ports. In North Dakota, larger crop farmers were most likely to
spontaneously mention that grain buyers use reports, while larger
cattle ranchers were most likely to mention food processing
companies as users. The crop-producing strata in North Dakota
were also more likely to mention that foreign buyers of food use
crop and livestock reports. In South Dakota, the larger operators
(especially livestock producers) were more likely than others to
volunteer that speculators use the reports.

TABLE 4.

GROUPS (BESIDES FARERS AN RANCHERS) VOLUNTEERED BY
OPERATORS AS USERS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK

REPORTS BY STATE AN STRATUM
(Percent)

State and Stratum

North Dakota
Large cattle

producers. .
Small cattle

producers.
Small crop

producers

. . . . .

Large crop
producers

South Dakota
Large livestock

producers.
Small cattle

producers.
Small hog

producers
Small producers of

hogs and cattle. .
Small crop

producers
Large crop

producers

Grain
ers

Foreign
Buyers

Food
Processors

35% 29% 133

367

120

192

Speculators

44% 132

275

156

126
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Table 4. 20 contains somewhat similar data, but in this case
the stratum breakdowns pertain to groups who were specifica11y
named in the wording of our questions. In North Dakota, sma11er

cattle ranchers were slightly less likely to feel that specu-
lators use crop and livestock reports. In South Dakota, both
larger ranchers and larger farmers were least likely to believe
that s tate and local governments use the reports, while the
smaller hog producers were especially likely to believe that they
do.

TABLE 4.

GROUPS (BESIDES FARRS AN RACHRS) RECOGNIZED BY
OPERATORS AS USERS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK

REPORTS BY STATE ANSTRTU--
VERS ION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

State and Stratum Speculators

North Dakota:

Large cattle producers 92%

Small cattle producers 180

Small crop producers
Large crop producers

Local or State
Government

South Dakota:

Large livestock producers 55%

Small cattle producers 137

Small hog producers

Small producers of hogs and cattle
Small crop producers

Lar ge crop producers

Tables 4. 21 and 4. 22 present data on the beliefs of North
Dakota operators about whether the use of reports by particular
groups helps or hurts farmers ' and ranchers ' interests. In
contras t with large-scale producers, smaller operators (both
livestock and crop producers) were more likely to feel that report
use by farm organizations is beneficial to them (Table 4. 21).
Larger cattle ranchers were in fact a good deal more likely than
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TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON OPERATORS' INTERESTS OF USE OF CROP 
LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY FAR ORGANIZATIONS BY STRATUM--

NORTH DAKOTA VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Helps Hurts Ne i ther Total

Large cattle
producers 56% 28% 16% 100%

Small cattle
producers 100 152

Small crop producers 100

Large crop producers 100

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

TABLE 4. 22

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON OPERATORS' INTERESTS OF US
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY STORAGE OPERATORS

BY STRATUM--NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Helps Hurts Neither Total

Large cattle
producers 59% 23% 18% 100

Small cattle
producers 100 149

Small crop producers 100

Large crop producers 100

No significant differences were found among the six South

Dakota strata.

others to think that report use by farm organizations is harmful
to farmers and ranchers. A somewhat similar pattern emerged for

opinions on the effects of report use by storage operators (Table22). Smaller farmers and ranchers tended to see storage
operators ' use as helpful, but the larger crop farmers were more

likely than others to consider it harmful to their interests.
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Significant differences were found among South Dakota strata
on the wider question of whether farmers and ranchers or other
groups benefit more from the distribution of crop and livestock
data. Although the respondents in each stratum overwhe 1ming1y
named others as the primary beneficiaries of the reports, smaller
crop growers were slightly more likely than others to c1ai that
farmers and ranchers benefit more (Table 4. 23). The largest
operators were most likely to consider other groups to be the
primary beneficiaries.

TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED BENEFITS FROM CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS--
FARERS AN RACHERS VERSUS OTHERS BY STRATUM--

SOUTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONL y
(Percent)

Stratum Farmers and Others TotalRanchers

Large livestock
producers 11% 89% 100% 125

Small cattle producers 100 263
Small hog producers 100
Small producers of

hogs and cattle. 100 150
Small crop producers 100
Large crop producers 100 123

No significant differences were found among the four

North Dakota strata.

There were very few statistically significant differences
among types of operators in their evaluations of the quality and

effects of government crop and livestock reports. In Table 4.
we display data from the North Dakota strata on whether govern-
ment-sponsored reports or private reports are more accurate.
Smaller operators were more likely than larger ones to claim that
government reports are more accurate. Larger operators, espe-
cially the larger cattle ranchers, tended to favor privately
sponsored reports.

The data in Table 4. 25 sumarize operators ' beliefs about

whether publication of government reports tends to be followed by
decreases in prices for farm products. In North Dakota , larger
ranchers were least likely to agree that they are. In South
Dakota, larger ranchers were joined by smaller crop growers in

expressing this opinion.

We now turn to the experiences of operators in different
strata with the crop and livestock survey process. Substantial
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TABLE 4.

PERCEIVED ACCURACY OF GOVERNNT VERSUS PRIVATE
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY STRATUM--

NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONL y
(Percent)

Stratum Private Govern- Don Total
ment Know

Large cattle
producers 74% 15% 11% 100% 138

Small cattle
producers 100 371

Small crop
producers 100 125

Large crop
producers 100 194

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' ASSESSMENTS OF WHTHER GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK,
REPORTS AR USUALLY FOLLOWED BY A DROP IN PRODUCT PRICES BY

STATE AN STRATUM--VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Stratum Agree Disagree Don Total
Know

North Dakota:
Large cattle

producers. 45% 48% 100%

Small cattle
producers. 100 191

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers 100

South Dakota:
Large livestock

producers 100
Small cattle

producers. 100 138
Small hog

producers 100
Small producers of

hogs a,nd cattle. 100
Small crop

producers. 100
Large crop

producers. 100
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differences were found in the numbers of survey requests received
during the preceding year by operators in various strata (see
Table 4. 26). In North Dakota, 9 percent of the large cattle
producers said they had received more than ten survey requests,
while only 2 percent of the large crop growers fell into this
category. Large cattle producers were also much more likely to
report between five and ten requests; 24 percent of them appear in
this cell, compared to only 14 percent of small cattle raisers, 10
percent of large crop producers, and 6 percent of small crop
growers. Only 15 percent of the large cattle producers said they
were not approached at all during the previous year, while over 40
percent of the small crop growers said they had not been asked to
participate in this period. The breakdown of mean numbers of
survey requests for Version II respondents in North Dakota shows
that the large cattle producers reported almost four survey
requests on average (3. 9), and that the other strata averaged
fewer than three requests (2. 9 for small cattle raisers, 2. 7 for
large crop producers, and 2. 6 for small crop growers).

In South Dakota, there were no statistically significant
differences in the distributions of reported survey reques ts.
However, there was a tendency among Version I respondents (simi-
lar to that found among North Dakota Version I respondents) for
large livestock producers to report larger numbers of survey
requests than others, and to be especially unlikely to have been
bypassed entirely during the year (see Table 4.26). About 36
percent of this group reported five or more requests, compared to
an average of about 23 percent for the remaining strata. With the
additional exception of small-scale hog producers, who were more

likely to claim fewer requests, the remaing South Dakota strata

were more or less uniform in their reports. We arrive at roughly
similar conclusions by observing the breakdown of mean numbers of
survey reques ts reported by Version II respondents across South

Dakota strata. Again, large livestock producers reported the
highest numbers of requests (an average of 4. 5), with small cattle
raisers and large grain producers close behind (4. 2 and 4.
Small producers of both cattle and hogs and small crop growers
reported fewer than four requests during the year (3. 8 and 3. 6),
and small hog producers reported fewer than three requests (2. 8).

Stratum differences in survey participation rates were
apparent in South Dakota only. Tables 4. 27 and 4. 28 present
stratum breakdowns for the subjective and numerical measures of
participation rates respectively. In beth cases, smaller crop
growers tended more than others to describe themselves as fre-

quent participants in government surveys. According to the
subjective measure, smaller producers of hogs and cattle are
least likely to participate, while the lowest numerical estimate
belongs to smaller cattle ranchers.

In general, the various strata differed little in the per-
centages of operators who identified each of seven hypothetical
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TABLE 4.

PARTICIPATION IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK
SURVEYS BY STRATU--SOUTH DAKOTA

VERS ION I RESPONDENTS ONL y
(Percent)

All or Sometimes
Stratum Mos t of or Hardly Total

the Time Ever

Large livestock
producers. 38% 62% 100%

Small cattle
producers. 100

Small hog
producers. 100

Small producers of
hogs and cattle. 100

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers. 100

121

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.

TABLE 4.

PERCENTAGE OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS OPERATORS
AGREED TO PARTICIPATE IN BY STRATU--SOUTH

DAKOTA VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

Stratum Mean

Large livestock producers 52%
Small cattle producers 104
Small hog producers
Small producers of hogs and cattle
Small crop producers
Large crop producers

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.

reasons as important to their survey participation decisions. 
Table 4. 29 we see that larger cattle ranchers in North Dakota,
were substantially less likely than others to cite the belief that
government surveys are worthwhile as an important factor govern
ing participation. No significant ratum differences were found

for the remaining six reasons.
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TABLE 4.

OPERATORS I BELIEFS THAT GOVERNNT SURVEYS AR WORTHWILE
AS AN IMORTANT REASON FOR PARTICIPATION BY

STRATUM--NORTH DAKOTA RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Percent

Large cattle producers 28% 129
Small cattle producers 302
Small crop producers
Large crop producers 164

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

Tables 4. 30 through 4. 32 display the South Dakota stratum
breakdowns for three items describing operators ' willingness to
provide certain kinds of information when responding to crop and
livestock surveys. We see that smaller crop growers were most
likely to be unwilling to divulge the numer of acres planted to
main crops (4. 30), that large ranchers and smaller hog producers
were especially unwilling to report kinds and numbers of 1ive-
stock held (4. 31), and that larger ranchers, smaller hog raisers,
and smaller crop producers were least willing to reveal prices
received for livestock sold (4. 32).

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' WILLINGNESS TO GIVE INFORMTION ABOUT ACREAGE
PLAED TO EACH MAIN CROP BY STRTUM--SOUTH DAKOTA

VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Willing Re1uc- Un- Totaltant wi 11 in

Large livestock
producers 48% 29% 23% 100%

Small cattle
producers 100 121

Small hog
producers 100

Small producers of
hogs and cattle. 100

Small crop
producers 100

Large crop
producers 100

No significant differences were found among the four

North Dakota strata.
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TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' WILLINGNESS TO GIVE INFORMTION ABOUT KINDS 
NUERS OF LIVESTOCK HELD BY STRATU--SOUTH DAKOTA

VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Willing Re1uc- Un- Totaltant wi 11 in

Large livestock
producers. 34% 27% 39% 100

Small cattle
producers. 100 122

Small hog
producers. 100

Small producers of
hogs and cattle. 100

Small crop
producers. 100

Large crop
producers. 100

No significant differences were found among the four
North Dakota strata.

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' WILLINGNESS TO GIVE INFORMTION ABOUT PRICES
RECEIVED FOR LIVESTOCK SOLD BY STRTU--SOUTH DAKOTA

VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLy
(Percent)

Stratum Willing Re1uc- Un- Totaltant wi llin

Large livestock
producers. 62% 16% 22% 100%

Small cattle
producers. 100 123

Small hog
producers. 100

Small producers of
hogs and cattle. 100

Small crop
producers. 100

Large crop
producers. 100

No significant differences were found amon the four
North Dakota strata.
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Significant though modest stratum differences were also
found in operators ' beliefs about how well USDA would protect the
confidentiality of a particular operator I s survey responses from
prying by another government agency. We see that larger ranchers
and smaller crop farmers in North Dakota were more likely than
others to believe that USDA would reveal an individual operator
answers to another government agency (Table 4. 33).

Table 4. 34 shows significant stratum variation in the pro-
portion of operators who are members of various types of farm
organizations or commodity associations. In both states, larger

operators have the highest rates of participation in voluntary
organizations; small crop producers in both states have the
lowest rates.

Distributions across educational attainment levels within
strata are shown in Table 4. 35. While stratum differences are by

no means vast, larger ranchers in both states tend to have higher
levels of education than others. In North Dakota, the stratum
containing small-scale livestock producers has the highest pro-
portion of persons who did not complete high school. In South
Dakota, both smaller crop producers and smaller cattle ranchers
are more likely to have lower educational attainment levels.

Finally, in Table 4. 36, we see that the smaller crop farmers
in both states are most likely to have earned some income from a
non-farm job during the year before the survey, with fully 50
percent of the small crop farmers in North Dakota involved in off-
farm employment.

Of the nearly 190 survey items that were examined for stratum
effects, only the 36 variables discussed above (about 19 percent
of the total) were found to have significantly different response
patterns among various types of operators. Many of these findings

simply confirm our intuitive expectations. For example , demand

for specific types of production and marketing information de-
pends upon the principal commodities produced by an operator.
Others, however, represent genuine additions to our understanding
of the variation in attitudes and experiences of different kinds
of operators. The data reveal stratum differences in choices
among information sources, in certain perceptions about the ef-
fects of crop and livestock reports on producers ' interests, and

in operators ' experiences with and evaluations of crop and live-
stock surveys. But the number of statistically significant
stratum effects should not obscure the fact that the several types
of operators we have focused on did not greatly differ in their
responses to our survey questions. In general, attitudes and
beliefs concerning crop and livestock surveys and reports appear
to be spread quite evenly throughout the agricultural populations
of the Dakotas.
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TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER USDA WOULD REVEAL AN
OPERATOR' S CONFIDENTIA SURVEY ANSWERS TO ANOTHER

GOVERNNT AGENCY BY STRTU--NORTH DAKOTA
RESPONDENTS ONLy

(Percent Who Believe USDA Would Reveal Responses)

Stratum Percent

Large cattle producers 65% 127

Small cattle producers 329

Small crop producers 114

Large crop producers 171

No significant differences were found among the six South
Dakota strata.

TABLE 4. 34

OPERATORS' MEERSHIP IN A FAR ORGAIZATION OR COMMODITY
ASSOCIATION REPRESENTING THE INTRESTS OF

FARRS BY STATE AN STRTU
(Percent Who Reported Membership)

State and Stratum Percent

North Dakota:
Large cattle producers 75% 136

Small cattle producers 370

Small crop producers 125

Large crop producers 194

South Dakota:

Large livestock producers 134

Small cattle producers 276

Small hog producers

Small producers of hogs and cattle 159

Small crop producers

Large crop producers 128
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TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMNT BY STATE AN STRATUM
(Percent)

State Less than High Beyond
and High School High Total

Stratum School School

North Dakota:
Large cattle

producers 32% 37% 31% 100 136
Small cattle

producers 100 367
Small crop

producers 100 125
Large crop

producers 100 192

South Dakota:
Large livestock

producers 100 130
Small cattle

producers 100 273
Small hog producers 100
Small producers of

hogs and cattle. 100 158
Small crop

producers 100
Large crop

producers 100 127

TABLE 4.

OPERATORS' RECEIPT OF ANY OFF-FAR/RACH INCOME DURING
THE YEAR PRIOR TO SURVEY BY STATE AN STRATUM

(Percent Who Reported Income)

State and Stratum Percent

North Dakota:
Large cattle producers 25% 133
Small cattle producers 368
Small crop producers 124
Large crop producers 190

South Dakota:
Large livestock producers 133
Sma 11 cattle producers 272
Small hog producers
Sma 11 producers of hogs and cattle 155
Sma 11 crop producers
Large crop producers 127
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CHAPTER 5

PROFILE OF DAKOTA OPERATORS BY AGE

Thus far, our report has confined itself to exploring the
attitudes and behavior of Dakota farmers and ranchers as they were
in the spring of 1978. We have attempted to describe the
characteristics of the entire agricultural population of the
Dakotas, occasionally discussing significant differences between
North and South Dakota operators. In the preceding chapter, we
also reported response differences among operators of various
$izes and types of farms and ranches (as defined by sampling
strata). In this chapter, we present breakdowns for a number of
survey items among operators in four age groups: under forty
years, from forty to forty-nine , from fifty to fifty-nine, aad
sixty years or older.

The chief importance of age-related differences lies in what
they may suggest about future distributions of population charac-
teristics. If , for example, younger and older operators differ
markedly in their attitudes and survey participation habits, this
finding might help us to project future participation rates, as

he agricultural labor force turns over. Policy actions aimed at
maintaining or improving cooperation with USDA' s data collection

efforts might be guided by such projections.

We wish to emphasize, however, that extrapolation to future
population characteristics from the present data faces consider-
able hazards. Strictly speaking, our analysis of the attitudes
and beliefs of Dakota farmers and ranchers is limited by the
nature of the data on which it is based--a single measurement on a

series of related variables during a reasonably compact time
period. Without time-series data (observations of the same
operators on these same variables at multiple time points),
little can be done to uncover the dynamic proce$ses behind
attitude formation or participation in crop and livestock sur-
veys. A variety of change processes may be at work, each with its
own implications for future trends. But with a single "snapshot"
of attitudinal data and behavioral self-reports, we are simply
unable to distinguish among them. A brief example will demon-
strate why this is so.

In general, we discovered that younger farmers and ranchers
as a group generally had less positive opinions of USDA' s crop and

livestock survey program than did older operators--a finding with

potential importance for data collection and dissemination pol-
icy. A genepation- or aohopt-based explanation would lead us to
expect that as the older generations of operators are replaced in
the agricultural labor force by younger cohorts, the aggregate
levels of support for and participation in crop and livestock
surveys would decline, with possibly serious consequences for the
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accuracy of national production statistics. If such an interpre-
tation is justified , the desirability of policy actions that
might affect the perceptions and beliefs of younger operators are
obvious. Yet, with the data at hand we cannot state with
confidence that such age-related differences are truly differ-
ences among generations of operators--differences we can expect
to persist as cohort replaces cohort in the agricultural popula-
tion. Two other plausible explanations for observed differences
can be made, neither of which would necessarily lead to the same
outcome. For convenience, we will refer to these as life-cycle
explanations and period explanations.

Briefly, 1ife-cy1e hypotheses predict that as people grow
older their attitudes and beliefs can be expected to shift for a
variety of reasons (their environments change , they accumulate
knowledge and experience, etc. ). On the basis of such a theory,
one might argue that the observed differences among operators of
different ages do not stem from the fixed characteristics of
individuals, which will persist as time progresses, but instead
result from the differences between younger , less experienced
operators and older, more mature farmers and ranchers. This
hypothesis implies that as younger operators advance in years
their opinions and beliefs are likely to change in the direction
of those now held by older operators.

The possibility of period effects introduces further com-
plexity. Hypotheses of this type differ from the other two in
that attitudes and beliefs are seen to be primarily the products
of the unique circumstances that mark a , particular historical
period. These conditions may well have different effects on the
attitudes of different age groups in the population, but there is
no reason to expect that a given generation will continue to
manifest a constant set of opinions as circumstances change.
Furthermore, since older members of the population are themselves
subject to period effects, there is no compelling reason to
anticipate that younger generations will be subject to predict-
able life-cycle shifts, leading them to assume the opinions once
held by their elders. What is more, we are unable to foretell the
specific conditions under which future operators (i. e., the sons
and daughters of present operators who may assume control of farms
and ranches in the coming years) will form their attitudes toward
crop and livestock surveys.

For these reasons, we can make no firm predictions about
future trends in operators ' opinions or survey participation. 
feel , however, that age-related response differences are worth
noting for their potential importance. The more one becomes
convinced that participation attitudes and behavior are gener-
ational phenomena, subject to neither life-cycle shifts nor peri-
odic disturbances, the more confidence one can place in extrapo-
lations of future habits on the basis of those now shown by
younger operators. Accordingly, we have divided our Dakota
sample into four age categories (see Table 5. 1). As in previous
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TABLE 5.

AGE-GROUP COMPOSITION OF
SAMPLED OPERATORS

(Percent)

Age Group Percent

Under 40 27% 338

40 to 279

to 59 362

and over 270

Total 100% 249

chapters, we limit our presentation to those survey items for
which age differences were found to be statistically significant
at the . 05 level by chi-square tests; special attention is given
to variables found to be significantly related to our partici-
pation measures.

INFORMTION USE

Distinct differences were found in the information sources
used by operators in the four age categories; Tables 5. 2 through

6 display the percentage breakdowns. Reported use of period-
ical literature for crop and livestock information (magazines,
journals, and newsletters) declines monotonically with age (Table2): two-thirds (67 percent) of the operators under 40 years of
age cited this source compared to less than half (48 percent) of
those 60 or older. Mass media use is generally not differentiated
by age, except that the youngest operators were most likely (20
percent) to mention using televised reports, while the oldest
operators were least likely (12 percent) to do so (Table 5. 3).
Table 5. 4 shows that the oldest operators were most likely to
claim that various agricultural agents provide them with needed
crop and livestock information, with 37 percent of those 60 and
over reporting this source. In contrast, only about 25 percent of
the operators in the 40-to-49 age range cited use of agents.
Farmers and ranchers under 40 and those in the 50-to-59 year
category fall in between these extremes, with roughly 30 percent
obtaining information through agents.

Only about 7 percent of the sample listed personal contacts
with friends, relatives, or neighbors as a source of crop and
livestock information. We found , however, that operators under
40 were more likely to obtain at least some of their information
in this way, with 12 percent naming some type of personal,
informal contact. This contrasts with operators in the 50-to-59
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TABLE 5.

USE OF MAGAZINES, JOURNALS, OR NEWSLETTER FOR
CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY AGE

(Percent Who Reported Use)

Age Group Percent

Under 40 67% 338

40 to 279

to 59 362

and over 270

TABLE 5.

USE OF TELEVISED REPORTS FOR CROP AN
LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY AGE
(Percent Who Reported Use)

Age Group Percent

Under 40 20% 338

279

362

and over 270

TABLE 5.

USE OF AGRICULTURA AGENTS FOR CROP AN
LIVESTOCK' INFORMTION BY AGE

(Percent Who Reported Use)

Under 40 .

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

40 to 49 .
50 to 59 .

. .

60 and over

. . . . 

Percent

30% 338

279

362

270

Age Group

. . . . . . . .
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age group, only 4 percent of whom named this source (Table 5. 5).

Finally, in Table 5. 6 are displayed the percentages by age of

those who use each of six sources for most of their crop and
livestock information. Although agricultural periodicals are the
primary source most often cited by each age group, we find sizable
differences in the extent of this preference. Some 43 percent of
the operators under 40 rely mainly on magazines and journals,
compared to about 34 percent of those in the 40-through-59 age
range, and to only 29 percent of those 60 and over. The degree of
reliance on some type of agricultural agent is, as we have seen
above, much greater among operators over 60 (23 percent) than
among all other age categories (12 to 16 percent). In general

the preferences for all other major information sources, includ-
ing government crop and livestock reports and other USDA publi-
cations, are roughly equivalent across the four age groups.

Choices among information sources may depend in part upon
the resources an operator commands, especially those that affect
his ability to process or interpret the various kinds of data
presented in the different sources. The only such resource
measured in our survey is formal education , and we found substan-

tial differences in the educational levels of the operators in the
four age groups, as shown in Table 5.7. Nearly three-fourths (72
percent) of the operators 60 and over reported that they had not
received high school diplomas or their equivalent. This propor-
tion drops steadily with age; only 11 percent of those under 40
reported that they had not completed high schoo!. At the opposite
extreme, only 12 percent of the oldest farmers and ranchers
claimed to have had formal training beyond high school and this
percentage grows in each succeeding1y younger cohort, with 44
percent of the youngest operators reporting some higher edu-
cation.

TABLE 5.

USE OF PERSONAL CONTACTS WITH FRIENDS, RELATIVES. 
NEIGHBORS FOR CROP AN LIVESTOCK INFORMTION BY AGE

(Percent Who Reported Use)

Age Group Percent

Under 40 12% 338

279

362

and OVer 270
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By themselves, however, educational differences cannot fully
explain age-related disparities in information source prefer-
ences. In Table 5. 8 we display the percentages in each age group
who reported using agricultural periodicals separately for each

of the three educational attainment categories defined above.
Formal education clearly has an impact on use of this source; the
overall percentages show that periodical use increases in each

higher category of educational attainment. Furthermore, we see
that within the two lower education categories, the differences
among age groups in use of magazines and journals are quite small.
Among those with less than high school education, operators of all
ages reported using periodicals at similar rates, differing only
3 or 4 percentage points around the overall average of 51 percent.
For those with high school education or the equivalent, only the
oldest cohort appears to differ in periodical use (9 percentage
points below the average), although the observed difference is
not statistically significant. However, among operators who have

had formal training beyond high school, age-group differences in

periodical use are substantial. Respondents from 50 to 59 years

old are some 10 percentage points less likely to use magazines or
journals compared to those under 40, and operators who are 60 or
older are fully 30 points below the youngest group in use of this
source.

In the same fashion, Table 5. 9 displays the percentages who
reported use of agricultural agents by age group within education
categories. Modest age differences in use of agents were found in
Table 5. 4, with those from 40 to 49 years least likely and those
60 or older most likely to have reported obtaining crop and
livestock information from some type of agent. The overall
percentages in Table 5. 9 indicate that use of this information
source is not significantly related to educational attainment,
despite the slightly higher tendency of the least educated oper-
ators to indicate use of agents. Wi thin education categories, the
patterns of agent use among age groups is quite similar to that
found in Table 5.4. Respondents between 40 and 49 years of age
were least likely to report using agents regardless of educa-
tional level, with about 25 percent of this cohort naming agents
in each case. Among the least educated , the youngest operators
appeared most likely to use agents (39 percent), but because the
number of operators under 40 with less than a high school educa-
tion is so small, percentage differences involving this cohort
are not statistically significant. Likewise, the observed age
differences in agent use within the highest educational attain-
ment category are not statistically significant because of the
relatively small numbers of older operators in our sample who
received formal training beyond high school. Among operators in

the middle education category, however, there are significant
differences in the proportions who obtain information from
agents. In this instance, use of agents by the oldest cohort of
respondents (45 percent) stands in contrast to the pattern shown
for all other age groups, especially those between 40 and 49 years
of age (23 percent), again confirming that ed cationa1 achieve-
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TABLE 5.

USE OF MAGAZINES AN JOURNALS BY AGE
AN EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMNT

(Percent)

Age Group
Less than

High School
Completed High
School or GED

Formal Edu-
cation Beyond
High School

Under 40 47% 65%

40 to
to 59

and over

Overall 51% 64%

N . 502 438

73%

67%

305

NOTE: Entries are the percent in each age group within
each education category who reported using magazines, journals,
or newsletters for crop and livestock information.

TABLE 5.

USE OF AGRICULTURA AGENTS BY AGE AN
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMNT

(Percent)

Less than Completed High
Formal Edu-

Age Group cation Beyond
High School School or GED h School

Under 40 39% 28% 31%

40 to
to 59

and over.

Overall . 33% 28% 31%

N . 502 438 305

NOTE: Entries are the percent in each age group within
each education category who reported using agricultural agents
for crop and livestock information.
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ment cannot explain away age-related choices among information
sources. Other factors are apparently at work, perhaps having to
do with variation among age groups in perceptions of either the
expertise of the various agents or the social aspects of contacts
wi th agents.

These possibilities i11qstrate the difficulties of project-
ing future information source preferences from cross-sectional
data. On the one hand , educational levels are rather fixed
characteristics of age groups (generations) that can be expected
to persist through time. Thus, normal turnover in the agricul-
tural population will lead to higher educational levels, which
could bring predictable shifts in the use of particular infor-
mation sources such as specialized journals. On the other hand

perceptions about the expertise of agents may well vary from
period to period, depending upon the staffing and performance
characteristics of agencies. Shifts of this kind are not predict-
able from observed age-related differences. Finally, it is
conceivable that as operators grow older the incidental values of
social contacts with f1esh-and-b100d agents come to outweigh the

benefits inherent in published literature, so that projections

about information source choices based on replacement of less
educated by more educated cohorts may be offset by either periodic
or life-cycle shifts in the evaluations of alternative sources.
Only additional information can tell us which of these hypotheses
is more nearly correct.

INFORMTION EVALUATION

There are small but statistically significant age differ-
ences in the operators ' general evaluations of the usefulness of

information usually found in crop and livestock reports (see
Table 5. 10). In a departure from the pattern found for the
information source items, the attitudes of the oldest and

TABLE 5. 10

EVALUATIONS OF THE GENERA USEFULNESS OF THE
INFORMTION IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK

REPORTS BY AGE
(Percent)

Very or Not at
Age Group Somewha t

All Useful
Total

Useful

Under 40 71% 29% 100% 335

40 to 100 278

to 59 100 357

and over. 100 263
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youngest operators in the sample are quite similar in this case,
both groups having higher proportions (about 72 percent) who
consider this information to be very or somewhat useful in
managing their operations than the two middle-aged groups (about
65 percent). But the finding is not a strong one, and its
weakness is underscored by the absence of age-related differences

in judgments about the usefulness of specific pieces of crop and
livestock data in these reports, such as projected planting
intentions, prices received, and so forth.

We noted in Chapter 2 that the majority of operators (about
78 percent) feel that groups other than farmers and ran hers
benefit more from the publication of crop and livestock reports
than do the producers themselves. Table 5. 11 illustrates that,
a1 though this is generally true for all age groups, operators over
60 are somewhat less likely to hold this opinion, with 67 percent
responding that other groups benefit more compared to about 81
percent for all other age groups. This finding appears to be due

to the fact that the oldest operators are less likely than others
to believe that the use of crop and livestock reports by market
competitors is harmful to farmers ' and ranchers ' interests.

Tables 5. 12 through 5. 14 provide examples of this effect. In each
case, respondents 60 years and older were a good deal less likely
than younger operators to claim that the use of reports by various

purchasers of agricu1 tura1 products was damaging to the pro-
ducers. Equally significant, however , is the fact that in all
three of these tables the combined percentages for the "neither
and "don t know" categories are largest for the oldest respon-
dents, suggesting a lower degree of market sophistication among
this group.

TABLE 5. 11

PERCEPTIONS ABOUT WHO BENEFITS MOST FROM THE
INFORMTION IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK

REPORTS BY AGE
(Percent)

Farmers Other Don
Age Group and Groups Know

Total
Ranchers

Under 40 17% 81% 100% 335

40 to 100 276

to 59 100 357

and over 100 270
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TALE 5.

PERCEIVED EFFECT OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORT USE BY
GRAIN BUYERS ON OPERATORS I INTERESTS BY AGE

(Percent)

Age Group Helps Hurts Neither Don Total
Know

Under 40 18% 66% 100% 333

40 to 49 100 268

to 59 100 330

and over. 100 246

TALE 5.

PERCEIVED EFFECT OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORT USE BY
LIVESTOCK BUYERS ON OPERATORS' INTERESTS BY AGE

(Percent)

Age Group Helps Hurts Neither Don Total
Know

Under 40

. .

24% 63% 100% 306

40 to 49 100 257

50 to 59 100 319

and over. 100 243

TALE 5.

PERCEIVED EFFECT OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORT USE BY
FOOD PROCESSORS ON OPERATORS' INTERESTS BY AGE

(Percent)

Age Group Helps Hurts Neither Don Total
Know

Under 40 23% 63% 100% 299

40 to 49 100 238

50 to 59 100 296

60 and over. 100 211
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The oldest operators are also less likely than others to
believe that government crop and livestock reports are tainted by
poli tics. Table 5. 15 shows that 62 percent of farmers and
ranchers 60 and over tend to agree that politics influence
government reports, while some 77 percent of the younges t age
cohort hold this opinion.

Similarly, operators 60 and older were less likely than
others to believe that the existence of government crop and
livestock reports interferes with their ability to turn a profit
(Table 5. 16), degrades the stability of the market for agricul-
tural products (Table 5. 17), or confers a competitive market
advantage on commodity buyers (Table 5. 18). Furthermore, the
oldest age group shows a higher percentage (57 percent) who think
that government reports are clear and easy to understand , espe-
cially when compared with the youngest cohort, within which only
44 percent hold this view (Table 5. 19).

EXPERIENCE WITH CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

It seems reasonable to assume that, over the long run , older
farmers and ranchers would have accumulated a good deal more
experience with crop and livestock surveys than their younger
counterparts. This must remain an assumption, since our survey
did not attempt to assess operators I exposure to surveys over
their entire lifetimes. In the short run , however (i. e., during
the twelve months prior to our interview in March of 1978),
operators in all age groups received roughly equal numbers of
requests for participation in crop and livestock surveys. 
significant differences were detected in either the subjective or
quanti tati ve measures of the number of survey reques ts. Further-
more, when operators were asked directly to evaluate the extent of
the burden placed on them by survey requests, operators in the
four age groups had very similar reactions, with only small, non-
significant observed differences.

Participation rates appear to be another matter, however
for whether we examine subjective or numerical reports, we find
evidence that participation habits differ significantly across
the four age groups. In Table 5. 20 we display age breakdowns for
subjectively reported participation rates. Generally speaking,
there is a modest positive relationship between participation
rates and age. The youngest operators were least likely (27
percent) to claim that they respond to surveys almost always or
most of the time, while the oldest operators were most likely (40
percent) to describe their participation rates in these terms.
Operators in their 40s and 50s reported participation rates in the
middle of this range, with an average of about 36 percent claiming
to participate almost always or most of the time. Farmers .and
ranchers in their 40s were, in fact, nearly indistinguishable
from the oldest cohort, with 39 percent of this group saying that
they agree to respond to survey requests almost always or most of
the time.
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TABLE 5.

PERCEIVED IMACT OF POLITICS ON GOVERNNT
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY AGE

(Percent)

Influenced Not Influ- Don
Age Group enced by Know

Total
Politics Politics

Under 40 77% 20% 100% 337

40 to 100 279

to 59 100 361

and over. 100 269

NOTE: This table combines responses to very similar but
not identical questions in the two versions of the question-
naire.

TABLE 5.

EXPECTED IMACT ON PROFITS OF ELIMINATION OF GOVERNNT
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY AGE

(Percent)

Profits Profi ts Don
Age Group Easier to Harder to Know

Total
Make Make

Under 40 65% 32% 100% 337

40 to 49 100 278

50 to 59 100 362

and over. 100 270

NOTE: This table combines responses to very similar but
not identical questions in the two versions of the question-
naire.
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TABLE 5.

EXPECTED IMPACT ON STABILITY OF AGRICULTURA MAETS
OF ELIMINATION OF GOVERNNT CROP AN

LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY AGE
(Percent)

Make Mar- Make Mar-
Don

Age Group kets More kets Less
Know

Total
Stable Stable

Under 40 70% 27% 100% 335

40 to 100 278

to 59 100 360

and over. 100 268

NOTE: This table combines responses to very similar but
not identical questions in the two versions of the question-
naire.

TABLE 5.

EXPECTED IMPACT ON COMMODITY BUYERS' ADVANTAGE OF
ELIMINATION OF GOVERNNT CROP AN

LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY AGE
(Percent)

Give Buyers Give Buyers
Don

Age Group Less More
Know

Total
Advanta Advanta

Under 40 76% 21% 100% 335

40 to 100 278

to 59 100 362

and over. 100 269

NOTE: This table combines responses to very similar but
not identical questions in the two versions of the question-
naire.
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TABLE 5.

OPERATORS IN EACH AGE GROUP WHO AGREE THT GOVERNNT
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS ARE CLEAR AN EASY TO

UNERSTAN--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Age Group Percent

Under 40 44% 181

40 to 132

to 59 165

and over 145

TABLE 5.

SUBJECTIVE PARTICIPATION RATES BY AGE--
VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

. (Percent)

Almost All or Only Some of

Age Group Most of the Time or Total
the Time Hardl Ever

Under 40 27% 73% 100% 151

40 to 100 121

to 59 100 141

and over. 100 124

In Table 5. 21 we present age breakdowns for numerically
computed participation rates (where the rate for each individual
is the simple percentage of reported survey requests to which he
agreed to respond). Entries for this table are the mean partici-

pation rates of the operators in each age group. With one
exception, survey participation again appears to increase with
each higher age group. Farmers and ranchers 60 and older reported

the highest average participation rates, claiming to respond to
about 56 percent of the requests they received. Next most
cooperative are those in their 50s, reporting an average of 53
percent participation, followed by the youngest cohort, with a

mean of 48 percent. Respondents in their 40s, however, reported
the lowest cooperation rates on average, claiming to participate
only about 41 percent of the time.
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TABLE 5.

MEAN NURICAL PARTICIPATION RATES BY AGE--
VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Age Group
Mean

Partici ation Rate

Under 40 48% 106

103

to 59 139

and over

The differences in the properties of our two participation
measures (discussed in Chapter 3) hinder somewhat our ability to
draw clear conclusions about age effects. According to the
subjective measure, operators between the ages of 40 and 49 appear

to participate just about as readily as those in their 60s--the
group with the highest self-reported rates. On the numerical
measure, this same cohort appears to have the worst participation
record, some fifteen percentage points below the average rate for
the oldest age group. Despite this discrepancy, the data do seem

to support the notion that the older an operator is, the more

likely he is to participate in crop and livestock surveys when

asked.

We can suggest several reasons why this might be so. Every
respondent to the NORC survey who said he had ever participated in
a crop or livestock survey was asked to rate the importance of
seven hypothetical factors that might have influenced his deci-
sion to participate. Table 5. 22 shows that significant age-
related differences exist in the responses to six out of the seven

items; only the desire to promote the accuracy of resulting
reports was cited as important about equally often by all four age
groups (item 4). For five of the remaining six, the percentage

designating each factor important increased steadily with age (in
item 2 , the two youngest age categories depart slightly from this
pattern). From .the table we see that the older a farmer or
rancher is, the more likely he was to attribute importance to such
factors as:

o The feeling that it is difficult to refuse someone when asked
for help

o A perceived obligation to participate because he uses the
resulting crop and livestock reports
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o Enjoyment of being interviewed and having a chance to give
information

o The feeling that one is "hooked"
interviewer over the telephone

once contacted by an

o Belonging to an organization that encourages participation

o The belief that when the government sponsors a survey, it is
usually worthwhile

Older operators appear to find more numerous justifications for
participation. Six of the seven hypothetical factors were deemed
important by 40 percent or more of the operators 60 and older , and

four factors were cited by 50 percent or more. In contrast, only
two items were rated as important by as many as 40 percent of the
two youngest age groups, and only one factor (item 4) designated
as important by 50 percent or more of all operators under 60 years
of age.

Despite the differences in evaluations among age groups,
when the seven factors are ranked UJithin age group according to

the percentage who consider them important reasons for partici-
pating, some interesting similarities emerge. First, the desire
to enhance the accuracy of crop and livestock reports is the
factor most likely to be considered important by operators in all
four age groups. Second, for all cohorts, the remaining six
factors fall into two identical clusters of three, with roughly
similar percentages within each cluster. That is, in all four age
groups more " important" ratings are given to the feeling that it
is difficult to refuse someone when asked for help, to the feeling
that one should participate if one uses the reports, and to the
belief that government surveys are probably worthwhile, than to
the remaining three reasons--membership in an organization that
encourages participation, a sense of resignation once one is
hooked" on the phone, and the enjoyment of being interviewed and

giving information. In fact, this last factor was least likely to
be considered important by all operators save those in the
youngest cohort, in which it was rated next to last, barely ahead
of the organizational membership factor. This finding suggests a
sort of hierarchy in operators ' perceptions about their own
motives for responding to surveys. Regardless of age, promoting
the accuracy of published reports is more often considered impor-
tant than are more general social responsibilities, which are in
turn cited more often than more personal considerations.

The fact that only 16 percent of the youngest operators
consider organizational pressures to be an important reason for
participating is no doubt partly explained by the fact that those
under 40 years of age are significantly less likely to hold
membership in any farm organization or commodity association
(Table 5. 23). Among members, however, we find no evidence to
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TABLE 5.

MEERSHIP IN FAR ORGANIZATIONS AN
COMMODITY ASSOCIATIONS BY AGE

(Percent)

Age Group
Percent Who Belong

to One or More
Interes t Groups

. . . . . . . . .

50% 337

279

360

270

Under 40

40 to 49

50 to 59

60 and over. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . " . . . . .

support the idea that younger operators tend to belong to organi-
zations that discourage participation or that older operators
belong to groups that encourage it.

Respondents to Version II of the NORC questionnaire were
asked how willing they were to provide eight specific items of
information when responding to a crop and livestock survey.
Responses to these items are broken down by age group in Table

24. Six of these items display relationships that are statisti-
cally significant at the . 05 level (the apparent relationship in
item 6--prices paid for supp1ies--is not statistically signifi-
cant, and that in item 8--off-farm income--is significant only at
the . 10 level). In brief, the evidence from these tables indi-
cates that as we move from the youngest to the oldest age group we
find progressively larger percentages of operators who are
willing to reveal:

o The acreage they intend to plant to different crops

o The acreage actually planted to each main crop

o The number of acres harvested and crop yields

o The kinds and numbers of livestock on hand

o The prices received when livestock were sold

o The total income from their farm operations

o Their off-farm incomes

In general, a majority of the oldest operators expressed
willingness to provide all eight types of information we asked

about. In contrast, in only one instance (prices paid out for
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farm supplies) was a majority in either of the two youngest age
groups willing to disclose information. The younger the oper-

ator, the more sensitive he is likely to be about sacrificing his
privacy and revealing information in surveys.

Something of a paradox emerges , however, when we examine the

related issue of operators ' perceptions about the confidentiality

of responses to government surveys. First, we find no significant
differences by age in operators ' beliefs about whether the De-

partment of Agricu1 ture would reveal the survey responses of a
particular operator to another government agency: about 70
percent of the operators in each group believe that USDA would do
so. However, when the ques tion focuses on revealing this inform-
ation to a private company, contrary to our expectations the
oldest operators are 11 percentage points more like"ly than the

youngest to think that USDA would provide a private firm with

information about a particular farmer I s response. Table 5.
shows that 51 percent of the operators 60 and older hold this
be1i f, compared to only 40 percent of those under 40.

Further analysis reveals that, regardless of age, there is

virtually no connection between operators 
I beliefs about whether

USDA guards the confidentiality of survey responses and their
degree of willingness to provide specific information when re-

sponding to surveys. Yet, our multivariate analysis of partici-

pation in Chapter 3 suggested that both willingness to provide

information and the issue of confidentiality with respect to
other government agencies appeared to ,exert independent, direct
effects on readiness to participate. Willingness to reveal
information and confidentiality considerations are simply inde-
pendent of each other.

We had originally hypothesized that survey participation
might be influenced in part by the difficu1 ty experienced by

TABLE 5.

OPERATORS IN EACH AGE GROUP WHO BELIEVE THAT USDA
WOULD REVEAL A PARTICULA OPERATOR 

I S SURVEY

RESPONSES TO A PRIVATE COMPAN
(Percent)

Age Group Percent

40% 306

250

302

212

Under 40 

. . . . . . . . . .

40 to 49 .

. . . . .

50 to 59 .

. . . . . . . . . . .

60 and over. 

. . . . . . . 
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operators in providing accurate information when responding to
interviews. But, as the data indicated (see Chapter 2 , Table

29), few operators are aware of any such difficulties: for most
of the items we asked about, something like 80 percent of our
respondents claimed that it was easy for them to give accurate
information. Examining these same items by age group revealed
only two significant relationships. In general, larger per-
centages of older operators find it difficult to give accurate
information about prices received for livestock sold (Table 5. 26)
and about total farm/ranch income (Table 5. 27). The finding that
the age category most likely to experience such difficulties is
also the group with the highest reported participation rates
reinforces the conclusion that participation decisions are not
influenced by the anticipated difficulty of the task (see
Chapter 3).

TABLE 5.

OPERATORS IN EACH AGE GROUP WHO WOULD FIND IT DIFFICULT TO
GIVE ACCURATE INFORMTION ABOUT PRICES RECEIVED FOR

LIVESTOCK SOLD--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Age Group

Under 40 .

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

40 to 49 

. . . 

50 to 59 .

. . . . . . . . . . .

60 and over. 

. . . . . . 

Percent

16% 134

110

126

110

TABLE 5.

OPERATORS IN EACH AGE GROUP WHO WOULD FIND IT DIFFICULT TO
GIVE ACCURATE INFORMTION ABOUT TOTAL INCOME FROM THEIR

FAR OPERATION--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Age Group

Under 40 

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

40 to 49 

. . . .

50 to 59 .

. . . . . . . . . . . 

60 and over. 

. . . . . . . . . . .

Percent

18% 142

114

135

120

161



One final age relationship deserves mention here--one that
raises a question about our general findings about the possible
causes of survey participation. For the entire sample, operators
who reported receiving income from an off-farm/ranch job were
more likely than others to report higher subjective participation
rates (Table 5.28). Yet, when we break down reports of off-
farm/ ranch income by age group (Tab Ie 5. 29), we see tha t the
likelihood of reporting an off-farm/ranch source of income de-
creases with age--and does so quite drastically for the two oldest
age groups. While 44 percent of those under 40 claim some non-
farm/ranch income, this proportion is reduced to 17 percent among
operators 60 and older. Furthermore, when we examine each age
group for participation differences related to off-farm income,
we find that the differential is smallest for the oldest oper-
ators. In fact, the participation habits for operators 60 or
older who derive income from an off-farm source are not signifi-
cantly different from those of their cohorts who did not report
off-farm income. Among other age groups, participation differ-
ences related to off-farm income are uniformly substantial (Table

30) .

TABLE 5.

SUBJECTIVE PARTICIPATION AN OFF-FAR INCOME--
VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(perce'nt)

Off-Farm Participation Rate

Income All or Most Only Some of the Time Total
of the Time or Hard1v Ever

Yes 43% 57% 100% 171

100 371

TABLE 5.

OPERATORS IN EACH AGE GROUP WHO
REPORTED OFF-FAR INCOME

(Percent)

Age Group

Under

59 

Percent

44% 333

279

358

60 and over

. . . . . . . .

268
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TABLE 5.

SUBJECTIVE PARTICIPATION AN OFF-FAR INCOME
BY AGE--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Under 40
Age Group

40 to 49 50 to 59 60 and Over

Reported off-
farm income 34% 49% 48% 43%

No off-farm
income

148 121 138 124

NOTE: Entries are the percent of operators in each cell
who reported participating in surveys "almost always or most of
the time.

Although we do not have a sufficiently large pool of respon-'
dents in each age group to explore the determinants of partici-
pation separately for each class, some of these findings raise the
possibility that the relative importance of the various factors
influencing participation may differ for operators of different
ages. . Such a possibility amplifies the need for caution in any
attempt to project future population characteristics (especially
survey participation habits) on the basis of the data from this
single study. Only the additional information provided by a much
larger sample , repeated measures on the same respondents , data
from quasi-experimental designs, and in-depth, non-structured
interviews can provide the basis for full understanding of the
dynamics of survey participation.
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CHAPTER 6

ANALYSIS OF ERRORS

The statistics presented in this report are estimates based
on a sample survey. As such, they are subject to errors of two
major . types, generally referred to as samZing el'l'Ol'S and non-
samZing erlOl's. The former arise because we have ob ained data

from a relatively small, randomly selected sample of farmers and
ranchers, rather than from the entire population of operators in
the Dakotas. Nonsamp1ing errors may occur for a variety of
reasons, the most common being failure to make observations on all
units in the selected sample (nonesponse erlOl'J, and the pres-

ence of systematic bias or other flaws in the su vey instrument

(measurement el'l'Ol'J.

These two kinds of error operate jointly to affect the

overall accuracy of the survey results. Sampling error affects

the pl'eaision of the estimates. By precision we mean the degree to

which our results approach the average result of all possible
samples of farmers and ranchers that might have been drawn. That

is, the 1, 681 respondents to the Dakota survey should be viewed as

only one of a very large number of samples of equal size that
might have been selected. Statistics computed for all of these

hypothetical samples would , of course, differ from one another,
and from the average, across all possible samples. Precision is
thus only one component of overall accuracy, reflecting, in a

sense, the representativeness of a particular sample vis-a-vis
the entire population. Highly precise estimates may still be
inaccurate, then, if the survey instrument introduces systematic
bias into the measurement process. Fortunately, the statistical
properties of various sampling designs are well known; thus, we

can determine the precision of our sample design with a high

degree OI confidence. The detection of bias, however, is a much

more difficult matter, involving many complex subtleties. Here

we examine the data from the Dakota survey for evidence of 
bias

from the two sources noted--measurement error, resulting from the

wording used to phrase survey questions and the order in which
questions wo;re presented, and nonresponse error, arising from
inevitable failures to complete interviews with about 25 percent
of the sample.

SAMPLING ERROR

The standad el'l'Ol' of a statistic computed on survey data is

an estimate of the variability of that statistic computed for all
possible samples, and thus it provides us with some notion of the
precision with which our sample statistics approach their true

values for the whole population. Using the standard error we can

construct an intel'vaZ estimate, a range around the observed
value, which tells us about how far (at a prescribed degree of
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confidence) our computed statistic might deviate from its true
value if a complete census were taken. For example, if we imagine
that all possible samples of 1 287 Dakota operators were drawn
using the same procedures, and an estimate of the proportion
holding a particular opinion was computed for each sample , we
would find that for about 95 percent of the samples the interval
from 2 standard errors above the estimated proportion to 2
standard errors below would include the average estimated propor-
tion for aU of the samples. The magnitude of the standard error
of a statistic generally depends on the sample size , the variabil-
ity in the population on the measure in question , and the sampling
procedures used. The size of the interval further depends on how
confident one wishes to be that the interval includes the true
population value.

Because the vast majority of the statistics presented in
this report are percentages, we present the standard errors and 95
percent confidence bands associated with estimated percentages of
various magnitudes and based on different numbers of cases
(Tables 6. 1 and 6. 2). A simple example will demonstrate the use
of these tab 1es.

TABLE 6.

STANAR ERRORS OF ESTIMTED PERCENTAGES
(In Percentage Points)

Number Estimated Percentage

of Cases
5% or 95% 10% or 90% 25% or 75% 50%

287 1.2%

850 . 1.0 1. 5 1. 7

650 1.2 1. 7

300 . 1.3 1. 7

200 . 1. 5

150 . 1.8
75 .
50 .
25 . 10.
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TABLE 6.

NINETY-FIVE PERCENT CONFIDENCE BANS
FOR ESTIMTED PERCENTAGES
(In Percentage Points)

Number Estimated Percentage

of Cases
5% or 95% 10% or 90% 25% or 75% 50%

287 1.2% 1.6% 1:' 2.

850 1.5
650 1. 7

300

200

150

1: 11.3

1: 12. 1: 13.

1: 11.8 1: 17. 1:: 1 9 . 6

We estimate from the entire sample that the percentage of
operators who use agricultural agents as a source of crop and
livestock information is 30 percent. To obtain the standard error
of this estimate, we consult the first row of Table 6.1. Since
the estimated percentage is slightly larger than the 25 percent
headj,ng for the third co1\lmn, we can assume that the standard
error falls just above 1. 2 percentage points. The 95 percent
confidence band for this estimate can be approximated from the
same cell (row 1, column three) of Table 6. 2. That is, we can say
with 95 percent confidence that the true percentage lies in the
interval from 27. 5 percent to 32. 5 percent.

Other rows of the tables will be of use for percentages based
on the cases in a single state or stratum, for items that appeared
on only one version of the questionnaire, and for items asked only
of respondents who answered a previous filter question in a
particular way. For example, 68 percent of the 191 small cattle
producers in North Dakota who answered Version II of the question-
naire agreed with the statement, "government crop and livestock
reports are usually followed by a drop in the prices of agricul-
tural products. The standard error for this percentage is
approximated by the value in the fifth row (200 cases) and third
column (75 percent) of Table 6. 1, or about 3. 2 percentage points.
Using the same cell of Table 6. 2, we can say with 95 percent
confidence that the true percentage for North Dakota small cattle
ranchers lies somewhere between 62 percent and 74 percent.
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The standard error of the percentage difference between two
subpopu1ations can be approximated by taking the square root of
the sum of squares of the standard errors of the two individual
estimates (as found in Table 6. 1); 95 percent confidence limits
can then be computed by doubling the standard error of the
percentage difference. We found, for example, that 39 percent of
North Dakota operators obtain crop and livestock information from
agricultural agents and that only 21 percent of South Dakota
operators do so, a difference of 18 points. Using the third rowof Table 6. 1, we estimate the standard errors for these
subpopu1ation percentages as about 1. 9 percentage points for
North Dakota and about 1.6 percentage points for South Dakota.
The standard error of the difference is thus:

2 + (1. 2 = 2. 5 percentage points
With 95 percent confidence, we conclude that the true percentage
difference between North and South Dakota operators in the use of
agents is somewhere between about 13 and 23 percentage points (18
points 5 points).

NONSAMPLING ERROR

MEASURENT ERROR

Regardless of the care taken in the construction of survey
questionnaires, researchers can never be completely sure that the
answers given by respondents are not somehow affected by the
characteristics of the questionnaire itself. It is well known
that response patterns may differ widely depending on how ques-
tions are worded or on their placement within the sequence of
questions in an interview. Skilled practitioners are usually
able to write questions that are free from the grossest sorts of
bias and that succeed in measuring the desired characteristic
quite accurately for most respondents. Experience suggests
however, that there is rarely a single "best" way to phrase
questions about people s attitudes or experiences; equivalent
alternatives often exist, each with its own subtle psychometric
properties. Only direct comparisons of the response patterns
evoked by alternative questions can inform us about the effects of
such properties on substantive conclusions. Similarly, the se-
quential ordering of questions within the survey instrument may
have unpredictable implications for the distributions of re-
sponses to individual items even when bias due to question wording
has apparently been eliminated. Again, the effects on the
findings can only be known if alternative orderings are directly
compared.

With the two versions of the questionnaire, we conducted and
analyzed a few simple experiments concerning response effects
from ques tion wording and order. The results, which we present
below, suggest that such effects are indeed mild. In many cases,
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the differences in responses between the two versions were not
statistically significant. Moreover, even when observed version
differences proved to be statistically significant, the magni-
tudes of the differences were generally too small to materially
affect our conclusions. All exceptj ons are noted and discussed.

The first methodological experiment dealt with operators 
evaluations of the usefulness of the information in crop and
livestock reports. Two types of questions were used (see Table
3), one seeking a very general reaction (item A), and the other

asking for evaluations of seven specific pieces of information
usually found in crop and livestock reports (item B). In Version

I the general question preceded the more focused one , and in
Version II the order was reversed. Note that the series of
specific items was not identical in the two versions; only two of
the items (the number of livestock on farms and costs of produc-
tion) appeared in both.

Table 6. displays response percentages for th general
question by version placement. Operators who. answered the more
focused question first (Version II) are about 7 percentage points
more likely than others to consider the information in reports
very or somewhat useful (71 percent for Version II respondents, 64
percent for Version I respondents). The series of specific items
may have served to jog the memories of some respondents about the
typical contents of crop and livestock reports, perhaps leading

some to recall useful kinds of information they might otherwise

have forgotten. If this assumption is correct, the s'ight1y more
favorable evaluations of the usefulness of crop and livestock
reports given by Version II respondents may be closer to the
true" opinions of Dakota farmers and ranchers.

It is also possible that usefulness eva1uation of specific

items of crop or livestock information might have been affected by
the general usefulness question answered first by Version I
respondents. Since these operators were slightly more likely to
judge the reports not at all useful, any contamination of specific
evaluations should be in the same direction. As mentioned above
only two specifi information items were evaluated on both ver-
sions of the questionnaire (numbers of livestock and costs of
production). Contrary to expectations, no significant differ-
ences in the pattern of evaluations for these two items were found
between respondents to the two verions. Furthermore, looking at
all seven items on both versions without regard to content, we

find that the average percentage giving very or somewhat useful
ratings does not differ significantly between versions (60 per-
cent for Version I and 58 percent for Version II). Thus,
respondents who answered the general question first do not appear
to have projected their general judgments onto the focused eval-
uations in an attempt to maximize the consistency of their
responses.
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TABLE 6.

GENERA EVALUATIONS OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK
REPORTS BY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION

(Percent)

Very or Not at
Ques tionnaire Somewhat All Total

Useful Useful

Version I
(be fore specific items) 64% 36% 100% 634

Version II
(after specific items) 100 635

The question remains whether the observed difference in
responses to the general item are substantively meaningful. Of
course, the answer depends upon our research aims. On the one

hand, if we are interested in whether or not operators ' judgments

about crop and livestock reports can be influenced by providing
them with specific contextual information to aid recall, our

experimental results reveal small increases in the proportion of
favorable responses. If, on the other hand, we are concerned only
about estimating the overall proportion who find reports to be
useful, the differences due to question order do not threaten our
general finding that about two-thirds of Dakota farmers and

ranchers consider the reports useful.

A second question placement experiment involved perceptions
about the effects on operators ' interests of the use of crop and

livestock reports by groups other than farmers and ranchers. 
in the preceding case, the order of a general question and a

series of more specific items was alternated in the two question-
naire versions. The general question asked whether the respon-
dent felt that farmers and ranchers or other groups benefited more
from crop and livestock reports; the specific items sought opin-
ions about which other groups used the reports and the effects of
their use on operators ' interests (see Table 6. 5). In Version I
the specific items preceded the general question; the reverse was
true in Version II.

Looking at the general item first (Tab1 6), we find small,

barely significant differences in the percentage distributions
for the two versions. Version I respondents, having answered the
questions about potential users first, are 5 percentage points

more likely to say that other groups benefit more than farm 
ranch operators, and 3 points less likely to say they don t know

who benefits more. As above, we find that when a general question
is preceded by a more detailed item on the same topic , responses

to the general item shift slightly in a way that suggests that
respondents I memories may be better focused on the issue in
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TABLE 6.

ITEMS USED TO MEASURE OPERATORS' PERCEPTIONS
ABOUT THE DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS FROM

CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS

Genera1 Approach

On the whole , who do you think
and livestock reports--farmers
groups?

benefits most from the crop
and ranchers or other

Focused Approach

First, an open-ended question asked:

Besides farmers and ranchers, what are some of the other
groups you can think of that use the crop and livestock
reports?
Each respondent was encouraged to name as many groups as
he could think of. Records of responses were kept using
the following precoded list:

Grain buyers (I & II)
Livestock buyers , slaughterhouses (I & II)
Food processing and marketing companies (I & II)
Bankers (I & II)
Local and state government (I)
Federal government (II)
Farm organizations and cooperatives (I)
Consumer groups (II)
Elevator or storage facility operators (I)
Farm supply dealers (II)
Speculators (I)
Railroads and truckers (II)
Universities (I)
Foreign buyers of food products (II)
Others (specified)

If a respondent did not volunteer one of the above groups,
he was then asked in a straightforward way whether he
thought the group used the report, according to the
following procedure:

All respondents were asked about the first four
groups listed

Version I respondents were asked about the addi-
tional groups marked (I)

Version II respondents were asked about the addi-
tional groups marked (II)

Following this, for each group identified as a report user
(volunteered or in response to a direct question), he was
asked whether he thought such use helped or hurt farmers
and ranchers--a1so following the above procedure , dividing

the groups between versions.
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question. The differences are quite small, however, and in no way
alter our conclusion that about four out of five Dakota operators
think that the existence of crop and livestock reports confers
greater benefits on other groups than on themselves.

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' PERCEPTIONS OF WHO BENEFITS MOST FROM CROP
AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY QUESTIONNIRE VERSION

(Percent)

Farmers Other Don
Ques tionnaire and Total

Ranchers Groups Know

Version I
(focused items
first) 16% 81% 100% 642

Version II
(general item
first) 100 632

In this instance, we also find that responses to some of the
specific questions differed between versions. First, operators

were asked to name as many groups as they could think of (other
than farmers and ranchers) who used crop and livestock reports.
Records of the number of mentions were kept for fourteen different
groups we expected operators to volunteer (see Table 6.5). Sig-
nificant differences were found between respondents to the two

versions in the percentages who mentioned nine of the fourteen
groups (see Table 6. 7). In each case, there is .evidence that
Version II respondents tended to mention groups they felt were in

aometition with farmers and ranchers, and tended not to mention
groups who usually work in partnership with operators, in support

of their previous responses to the general question to the effect
that other groups benefit more than operators (see Table 6. 7a, b,
c, f, k, and n). Version I respondents, who had not yet been
asked the general question, were comparatively less likely to
mention competing groups and comparatively more likely to mention
supporting groups as report users (see Table 6. , i, and j). 

some cases, especially when the overall percentage that mentioned
a particular group is small, these methodologically induced dif-
ferences are trivial, as in Table 6. 7b (mentions of the Federal

government), 6. 7i (mentions of storage facility operators), 6. 7 j

(mentions of farm supply dealers), and 6. 7n (mentions of foreign

buyers of food). In the remaining instances the version differ-
ences are larger, but never exceed 14 percentage points (Table

7a--mentions of grain buyers). As in previous examples, we
would argue that the magnitudes of these artifactua1 response
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differences are not so large as to overturn substantive findings
when results from the two versions are pooled. This contention is
buoyed by the fact that, when respondents were asked directly
whether they thought that groups they had not volunteered used
crop and livestock reports, there were no significant version
differences in the percentages who ultimately cited the various
groups as users.

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' SPONTANEOUS MENTION OF VARIOUS GROUPS AS USERS
OF CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY QUESTIONNIRE VERSION

(Percent)

Group Version I Version II Significant
Differences

Grain buyers

Livestock buyers,
slaughterhouses.

Food processing
and marketing
companies

24% 38%

Bankers. . .
Local or state

government

Federal government

Farm organizations
and cooperatives

Consumer groups

. .

Elevator and
storage facility
operators. . . 

. .

Farm supply dealers.

Speculators. .
Railroads

and truckers
Universities
Foreign buyers of

food products

N . 

. . . 

633 631

Co1umn percentages do not sum to 100 because of multiple
answers.

173



Likewise, statistically significant but substantively un-
important version differences emerge in respondents ' answers
about the effects of use of crop and livestock reports by four
specific groups. Respondents to Version II were relatively more
likely to say that use of reports by grain buyers (Table 6. 8) and
by food processors (Table 6. 9) is harmful to operators and
relatively less likely to allow that such use might be helpful.
These patterns are in keeping with our hypothesis that Version II
respondents, having previous 1y answered the general ques tion in
an overwhelmingly pessimistic way, tended to respond to subse-
quent questions in an internally consistent manner. Again,
however , we would argue that differences of this size (5 to 8
percentage points) can safely be ignored by policy makers.

TABLE 6. 8

PERCEIVED IMPACT ON OPERATORS' INTERESTS OF USE OF
CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY GRAIN BUYERS

BY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION
(Percent)

Question- Helps Hurts Neither Don Totalnaire Know

Version 23% 60% 10% 100% 596

Version II 100 597

TABLE 6. 9

PERCEIVED IMPACT ON OPERATORS' INTERESTS OF USE OF CROP 
LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY FOOD PROCESSING AN MARKTING

COMPANIES BY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION
( Percent)

Question- Helps Hurts Neither Don Totalnaire Know

Version I 25% 58% 10% 100% 529

Version II 100 538

In a third methodological experiment, we sought operators
opinions about governmen'

/; 

crop and livestock reports , altering

question wording and format between the two questionnaire ver-
sions. Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed
with each of six statements about government reports. On one
version, the statement was phrased in such a way that agreement
would indicate a more or less favorable attitude toward the
reports; on the other version the same favorable attitude would

require disagreement with the statement. Table 6. 10 lists the
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pairs of parallel statements used in the two versions. Note that
the wording changes are quite subtle, usually amounting to no more
than changing a single word , and hence the meaning of the state-

ment to its opposite. Unfortunately, by limiting our alterations
to the absolute minimum, we were not always able to construct two
statements that were precise, logical opposites in every respect,
such that an operator who agreed with one version would neces-
sarily disagree with the other. For example, operators who felt

that government reports and those from private companies were

about equally accurate would no doubt disagree with both versions
of our statement about that issue (Table 6. 10a). Siinilar1y,
respondents who felt that government crop and livestock reports
have little or no impact on market stability would probably
disag ee with both of our statements on that topic (Table 6. 10d).
This sort of difficulty is endemic to questions in this format; it
is never entirely possible to determine exactly what a respondent
means to communicate by disagreeing with a reasonably precise
statement. Thus we cannot be wholly certain that both versions of
these items are tapping the same underlying attitude or belief.

This problem appears much less ominous in practice, however,
than in theory. If we assume that agreement or disagreement with
each of the statements in Table 6. 10 reflects either a favorable

or an unfavorable attitude toward government crop and livestock
reports, we can code the responses to each pair of items as if

they were indicative of the same latent beliefs and then test

statistically for version-related differences in response distri-
butions. (That is, for the first statement, dealing with the
relative accuracy of government and private reports, favorable
attitudes toward government reports would be indicated by dis-
agreement with the Version I statement and by agreement with the
Version II statement, and the reverse would be true for unfavor-
able attitudes. In fact, we find that there are statistically
significant differences in the response patterns for three of the
six pairs of statements (see Tables 6. 11 through 6. 13). The

question remains whether the observed differences are of practi-
cal significance.

Table 6. 11 displays the data by version for the statements
about whether "most farmers and ranchers" agree or refuse to
participate in government crop and livestock surveys. The prin-

cipal difference revealed in the table is that Version II respon-
dents were 5 percentage points more likely to agree with the

statement that most operators do participate than their Version I

counterparts were to disagree with the statement that most opera-

tors refuse to participate. It hardly seems worthwhile to
speculate about the possib 1e explanations for this discrepancy,

since the difference is so small that we would not hesitate to
combine responses to the two versions into a single indicator of
beliefs about participation levels.

Tables 6. 12 and 6. 13 present somewhat larger version differ-
ences. Version II respondents found it a good deal easier to
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER MOST OPERATORS AGREE OR
REFUSE TO PARTICIPATE IN GOVERNNT SURVEYS

BY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION
(Percent)

Ques tion- Favorab1e Unfa- b Don Totalnaire vorab1e Know

Version I 30% 59% 11% 100% 639

Version II 100 639

NOTE: See Table 6. 10, item for wording of questions.

Favorab1e responses are defined as disagreement with the

statement in Version I and agreement with the statement in

Version II.

Unfavorab1e responses are defined
statement in Version I and disagreement
Version II.

as agreement wi th the
wi th the statement in

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER PROFITS WOULD BE EAIER
OR HAER TO MA IF THERE WERE NO GOVERNNT CROP

AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY QUESTIONNAIRE VERSION
(Percent)

Question- Favorab1e Unfa- b Don Totalnaire vorab1e Know

Version I 37% 56% 100% 641

Version II 100 641

NOTE: See Table 6. 10, item c for wording of questions.

Favorab1e responses are defined as disagreement with the

statement in Version I and agreement with the statement in

Version II.

unfavorab1e responses are defined
statement in Version I and disagreement
Version II.

as agreement wi th the
with the statement in
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS I BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER COMMODITY BUYERS WOULD HAVE
MORE OR LESS OF AN ADVANAGE IF THERE WERE NO GOVERNNT

CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY QUESTIONNIRE VERSION
(Percent)

Ques tion- Favorab1e Unfa- b Don Total
naire vorab1e Know

Version I 29% 63% 100% 641

Version II 100 639

NOTE: See Table 6. 10, item f, for wording of questions.

Favorab1e responses are defined as agreement with the

statement in Version I and disagreement with the statement in

Version II.

Unfavorab1e responses are defined as disagreement with
the statement in Version I and agreement with the statement

in Version II.

disagree with the idea that profits would be more diffiault 

make if there were no government reports than Version I respon-
deuts did to agre that profits would come easier without govern-

ment reports. However, since an operator who thought that
government reports had no impact on profits could consistently

disagree with either statement, in an important sense the two

versions of this question do not have strictly comparable re-

sponse alternatives and thus do not produce equivalent distribu-
tions. On this issue, the answer we get depends somewhat upon how
we ask the question. Nevertheless, we can say with assurance that

the operators who felt that government reports interfere with
profit making substantially outnumber those who thought they

enhance profits, regardless of version.

A nearly identical pattern emerges for the pair of state-
ments about the relative advantages conferred upon commodity
buyers by government reports. Again, the ambiguity associated
with the disagree response to either statment is the major factor
in our uncertainty about the true distribution of attitudes on

this issue. Question wording clearly makes a difference in the

percentages observed. In general, however, the percentage
differences are quite small compared with the differences between
favorable and unfavorable responses. The results from either
version tell us clearly that the great majority of operators
believe that commodity buyers derive market advantages from the
existence of government crop and livestock reports (Table 6. 13).
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The final measurement experiment in the Dakota survey
involved the use of two entirely different approaches to collect-
ing data on operators ' experiences with being solicited for and
participating in government crop and livestock surveys. These
approaches and their results are discussed in detail in
Chapter 3.

In summary, we feel that the methodological experimentation
discussed here encourages confidence in the results obtained from
the entire survey schedule. Although limited in scope, our
experiments reveal that question wording and order had little
practical effect on our findings. This might have been a greater
problem if we had been dealing with ephemeral attitudes or loosely
held beliefs, but the relative invariance of our results across
methods suggests strongly that operators ' opinions on these
matters are quite well defined and that they were captured with
minimal bias by our survey instrument.

NONRESPONSE ERROR

Finally, it would be useful to know something about the
effects on the accuracy of the Dakota survey results of the fact
that we were unable to collect data from about 25 percent of the
operators in the corrected list sample. Roughly half of th
nonrespondents (13 percent of the total sample) were contacted
but insistently refused to be interviewed. The remainder (12
percent) proved impossible to reach within our time and cost
constraints. We have, of course, no direct means to ascertain how
or to what degree these two types of nonrespondents might differ
from the operators who agreed to be interviewed. However, by
making a few simple assumptions, we can identify among our
respondents those cases most likely to share the characteristics
of those who refused or could not be reached.

Using the detailed records kept of all telephone calls
(including unsuccessful ones) to the survey respondents, we have
formulated two indicators of the effort required to induce opera-
tors to participate in the NORC survey. Respondents who initially
refused to be interviewed but were later persuaded to participate
were designated " temporary refusals. We assume that these
reluctant respondents hold attitudes and beliefs closely

resembling those of operators who ultimately refused to
cooperate. These respondents composed about 6 percent of the
total number of completed cases (unweighted). We also identified
a second group of respondents who, although they never refused
outright to be interviewed , were nevertheless difficult to reach
by telephone (i. e., completing the interview required seven or
more telephone calls). We assume that this group has characteris-

tics similar to those of operators whom we were unable to inter-
view, but who never directly refused. This group composed 17
percent of the total number of completed cases. We thus parti-
tioned our sample of completed cases as shown in Table 6. 14.
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TABLE 6.

CLASIFICATION OF RESPONDENTS BY
AVAILAILITY FOR INTERVIEW

(Percent)

Total

. . . . . . . . . .

Percent Unweighted

103

285

293

100% 681

Respondent Type

Temporary refusal. 

. .

Difficult to reach

. . . . . .

All others

In constructing this classification scheme we made use of
several items of information from the NORC survey records for each
respondent, attempting to identify operators with particular
characteristics. We must admit, however, that we are not sure

that respondents can be accurately characterized as "prone to
refuse participation" or "difficult to reach" on the basis of
records for a single survey. On the one hand , it may well be that
respondents who resist any given interview are more likely to

resiBt all others as we11. If our "reluctant respondents " are in
fact the same as "nonrespondents" on other surveys, further
analysis might reveal whether extra expense and effort by USDA
survey operations would payoff by bringing in valuable informa-

tion on chronic nonrespondents. On the other hand, it may be that
participation in any particular survey is instead a function of
more volatile moods, or pressures of daily life, so that operators
are led to refuse on one occasion but to respond on another. 
this is true, our "reluctant" respondents may actually be quite
cooperative at other times, and there may in reality 

be no

difference between them and more willing participants. 
In such a

case, the added expense and special efforts required to convert
recalcitrant operators into participants would still not re8ch
the "hard-core" nonrespondents.

The results of our survey questions about operators
histories of participation in USDA crop and livestock surveys

suggest that the first of these two hypotheses is more 
correct.

Among Version I respondents, some 38 percent told us that they

hardly ever agree to participate in crop or livestock surveys.

From the numerical reports collected from Version II respondents
we estimate that about 37 percent participated in fewer than one
in ten of the surveys in which they were asked to participate (see
Table 3. 7). Nonresponse thus appears to be more a habit than a
random occurrence.
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We can examine the distributions for each of the participa-
tion measures for each of the three types of respondents, thereby
testing our assumptions about the similarities between reluctant
or difficu1t-to-reach respondents and nonrespondents. These
breakdowns are displayed separately for the subjective participa-
tion measure (Table 6. 15) and the numerically derived measure
(Table 6. 16). Although the numbers , of cases are somewhat reduced
because of the split-ballot questionnaire format and missing
data, the findings are quite clear. Operators who temporarily
refused to submit to the NORC interview are much more likely to
have lower overall participation rates than others. On the
subjective measure, about two-thirds (66 percent) of our reluc-
tant respondents said that they hardly ever participated in crop
or livestock surveys, compared with 42 percent of the difficu1t-
to-reach group, and to only 36 percent of all others. On the
numerical measure , the average participation rate for the re1uc-
tants (24 percent) was less than half that reported by the other
two groups (51 percent).

TABLE 6.

SUBJECTIVE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EACH TYPE OF
RESPONDENT--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondent A1mos t A1- Only Some Hardly
ways or Mos of the Total

Type of the Time Time Ever

Temporary
refusal 29% 66% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100 117

All others 100 582

TABLE 6.

NURICAL PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EACH TYPE OF
RESPONDENT--VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Temporary Difficult All
Refusal to Reach Others

Average participation rate 24% 51% 52%

N . 100 480
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This same pattern is evident in responses to our inquiries
about participation in two particular USDA surveys: the Acreage

and Production of Crops (Small Grain Crops in South Dakota) Survey
in the Fall of 1977, and the January Calf and Cattle Inquiry in
the Winter of 1977-78 (Tables 6. 17 and 6. 18). The numbers of
cases are again reduced, this time because the subsamp1es are
limited to those who told us that they had been asked to partici-
pate in one of these surveys (45 percent of the total sample for
the Acreage and Production Survey and 22 percent for the Calf and
Cattle Inquiry). Even so, the parallels with the findings for

TABLES 6.

PARTICIPATION IN THE USDA ACREAGE AN PRODUCTION SURVEY
DURING THE FALL OF 1977 BY RESPONDENT TYE

(Percent)

Respondent Type Participated Refused Total

Temporary refusal 32% 68% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 133

All others 100 603

NOTE: This question was asked only of those respondents
who reported that they had been asked to participate in the
Fall survey.

TABLE 6.

PARTICIPATION IN THE USDA CAF AN CATTLE INQUIRY DURING
THE WINTER OF 1977-78 BY RESPONDENT TYPE

(Percent)

Respondent Type Participated Refused Total

Temporary refusal 20% 80% 100%

Difficult to reach 100

All others 100 297

NOTE: This question was asked only of those respondents
who reported that they had been asked to participate in the
Winter survey.
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overall participation are quite striking. About 68 percent of our
reluctant respondents who were asked to participate in the
Acreage and Production Survey refused to do so, compared to only
42 percent of those who were difficult to reach , and to 40 percent
of all others. Among operators who were asked to respond to the
Calf and Cattle Survey, 80 percent of our reluctant respondents
said they had refused to cooperate, compared to 52 percent of the
operators who were hard to contact, and 50 percent of the
remainder.

These findings provide convincing evidence that there is
indeed a substantial number of operators who respond very rarely,
if at all, to agricultural surveys. Just how large this segment
is remains unclear. One es timate is provided by the total number
of operators who refused to respond to the NORC survey (temporar-
ily or insistent1y)--rough1y 18 percent of the original corrected
sample of Dakota operators--another by the 37 percent who told us
in one way or another that they hardly ever agree to answer survey
requests. But the true proportion may be even higher than either
of these, amounting to the sum of those who hardly ever partici-
pate pZus the great majority of those who refused to respond to
the NORC survey--rough1y 42 percent of the original sample.

Of course, we cannot place complete confidence in any of
these estimates. For one thing, we know nothing about the
participation habits of the 276 operators whom we were never able
to contact for the NORC survey. We can assume that if we had
succeeded in contacting them they would have refused us at about
average rates. However, it is not clear that the participation
histories of these operators would be similar to those of
operators we interviewed. Operators who are difficult to contact
may, for example, participate in a high proportion of the surveys
for which they aPe r.eached.

Furthermore , we cannot be certain about what operators were
trying to tell us when they said they hardly ever respond to crop
and livestock surveys. The percentage of Version I respondents
who described themselves in this way is identical to the percen-
tage of Version II respondents who reported participating in 10
percent or less of the surveys they were solicited for. However
because the subjective and numerical participation measures were
used with entirely different respondents, we cannot directly
translate one measure into the other except by reasonable
guesses. Further research is necessary to establish the precise
number of habitual nonrespondents.

Yet, despite our inability to estimate this number accu-
rately, we can say with assurance that a significant number of our
respondents, especially of those who were most reluctant 
submit to the NORC interview, belong to this group. Given the
association between reluctant response to our survey and low
response or nonresponse to USDA surveys, we assume that most of
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the operators who ultimately rejected NORC appeals belong to this
group as well.

There is some evidence (from the subjective participation
measure, Table 6. 15), that the more difficult to reach respon-
dents to our survey have distinctively lower participation
tendencies as well (though not nearly as low as those who tempo-
rarily refused). However, most of our data (such as the numerical
measure and the participation reports for the fall and winter
surveys, Tables 6. 16 to 6. 18) refute this, There are many reasons
why hard-to-reach operators might participate less frequently
than less difficult cases--busier schedules, geographically dis-
persedoperations, involvements in second occupations, to name
but a few. Still, it may be that these operators, once they are
contacted, are perfectly willing to participate at high rates but
are prevented from doing so by circumstances beyond their con-
tro1. If this is the case, then being "difficult to reach" may be
a re1ative1 fixed characteristic of some operators. On average,

such operators would fall into survey samples just as often as
others, but would have a much lower probability of actually
responding to a questionnaire. By examining the response
patterns of hard-to-reach operators in our sample we may learn a
good deal about the attitudes and beliefs of farmers and ranchers
we were not able to contact. Just as in the case of reluctant
operators, this information would add to our understanding of the
impact of nonresponse on the accuracy of our survey results.

In the remainder of this section we describe significant
differences in survey responses among the three types of respon-
dents: reluctant, difficult to reach , and all others. As above,
we emphas ize items that appear to exert significant influence on
participation. Because the number of respondents 'who refused
temporarily is relatively small (6 percent of the sample) all

tables in this section were constructed using unweighted data.

In Table 6. 19 are displayed the percentages of each respon-
dent type who reported using each of nine possible sources of crop
and livestock information, as well as the percentage using no
information source. Significant differences among types were
found only for use of reports from the Crop and Livestock
Reporting Service, use of journals and other periodicals, and use
of no information source at all. Nearly one quarter of the
reluctant respondents (23 percent) claimed to have no information
source at all, a much higher proportion than for the other two
types. Reluctant respondents were also substantially less likely
to report using CLRS reports or any type of farm magazine or
commodity journal, and, even where the differences are not

statistically significant, they were less likely to report use of
most of the other information outlets. In contrast, the
differences between difficu1t-to-reach operators and all others

are minimal.
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TABLE 6.

INFORMTION USE BY RESPONDENT TYPE

Information Respondent Tvpe Significant
Tempor ary Difficult All

Sour ce Refusal to Reach Others Difference

USDA publications 14% 21% 20%

CLRS reports

Magazines,
journals, etc. 

Newspapers

Radio

Television

Agricultural
agents

Business contacts
Friends,

neighbors, etc.
No information

source
103 285 292

NOTE: Entries are percentages based on column Ns.
Column percentages do not sum to 100 because operators
were permitted to name multiple information sources.

How do such findings affect the accuracy of the statistics
presented in our substantive chapters? With the use of a few
simplifying assumptions, an example will demonstrate that the

impact of differences of this size is negligible. Using
unweighted data, we find that about 8 percent of the operators (or
136 cases) in our interviewed sample reported using no informa-
tion source at all. (The percentage computed on weighted cases is
identical.) Now let us assume that we can use the results in
Table 6. 19 to estimate accurately the number of operators among
those who insistently refused (297 cases) or were never contacted
(252 cases) who would have reported having no information source
if they had been intervie ed. The totals would be 69 (23 percent

of 297) and 19 (8 percent of 252), respectively. Adding these to

the 136 cases who actually reported no source and dividing by the

230 operators in the corrected list sample, our estimate of the
percentage of the population using no information source would

increase from 8 to 10 percent. Performing the same operations on

the data for use of CLRS reports and periodicals, we obtain
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revised estimates of 12 percent using CLRS reports (identical
with our estimate based on weighted , completed cases only), and 57

percent using magazines, journals, or newsletters (again equal to
the estimate using only completed cases, see Table 2. 1). If our
assumptions for imputing missing data from nonrespondents are
reasonab 1y correct, we can trust that any biases due to nonre-

- sponse are not likely to have grossly distorted the findings
presented in earlier chapters.

We also analyzed data on the usefulness evaluations of the

information in crop and livestock reports by our three respondent
types (Table 6. 20). Again, we find no differences in the evalua-
tions of the more difficult and the easy-to-reach respondents,

but operators who temporaI'i1y refused were some 21 percentage
points more likely to say that such information is not at all

useful. Our original estimate of the population giving not-
useful responses was 33 percent (weighted and unweighted esti-

mates are equal). When we apply the imputation techniques
described above, our estimate increases very slightly to 36
percent, further reinforcing our confidence that the extent of

nonresponse bias is small.

TABLE 6.

EVALUATIONS OF THE GENERA USEFULNESS OF THE INFORMTION

IN CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY RESPONDENT TYE
(Percent)

Respondent Very or Some- Not at Total
Typ what Useful All Useful

Temporary
refusal. 47% 53% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100 277

All others 100 283

Reluctant respondents also differ from the other two types
on the issue of whether farmers and ranchers or other 

groups

realize greater benefits from the existence of various crop and
livestock reports (see Table 6.20. While they are only 4
percentage points more J.ike1y to say that other groups benefit

more than producers, they are 10 points more likely to admit that
they don t know who benefits more. This no doubt stems from their

lesser familiarity with the contents of crop and livestock
reports, since, as we have seen above, they are a good deal less
likely than others to use them.
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER FARRS AN RACHERS
OR OTHER GROUPS BENEFIT MOST FROM CROP AN

LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY RESPONDENT TYPE
(Percent)

Respondent Farmers and Other Don TotalRanchers Grou Know

Temporary
refusal 83% 14% 100% 101

Difficult
to reach 100 282

All others 100 283

Our next set of findings involves a cluster of many items
designed to assess operators ' attitudes toward government crop
and livestock reports and surveys. Breakdowns for these items by
type of respondent are presented in Tables 6. 22 through 6. 38. A
few of these tables are distinctive enough to merit detailed
discussion (these are treated below), but the great majority
(thirteen out of eighteen) simply repeat a single theme. First,
we see again that the evaluations of respondents who required the
largest numbers of follow-up phone calls were , by and large,
identical with those of respondents who were much easier to reach.
Second, reluctant operators were characterized by a much higher
percentage of responses in the don t-know category than all
others. In mos teases, reluctant respondents gave significantly
lower percentages of both favorable and unfavorable evaluations
than others (see, for example, Tables 6. 22, 6. 23, 6. , 6.

28). In a few instances, however, reluctant respondents gave
higher percentages of both don t-knows and negative evaluations
(as, for example , in Tables 6. 24 and 6. 25).

As mentioned above, in a few of the tables reluctant oper-
ators exhibit unique evaluation patterns that are not simply the
result of lack of knowledge or opinions. Table 6. 28 presents data
on opinions about the degree of control farm organizations should
have over the kinds of information collected in crop and livestock
surveys (a mu1tip1e-choice-format item asked on Version I only)
by respondent type. Reluctant respondents were a good deal more
likely than others to say that these organizations should have

e88 to say about the data collected. (As Table 6. 39 shows,
reluctant respondents were also significantly less likely to hold
memberships in such organizations, which may account for their
opinions on control over surveys. In addition, Table 6. 32 shows

that reluctant respondents were much less sanguine about whether
participants in government surveys give accurate information.
Correspondingly, these operators were much more likely to say
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that they can hardly ever trust the results of government reports
(Table 6. 37). Also, both reluctant respondents and those who were
difficult to reach appear to be more likely to feel that release
of government crop and livestock reports results in a decrease in
the prices received for agricultural products (Table 6. 34).
Finally, in Table 6. 38 we display breakdowns for operators
perceptions about the burdens imposed on them by requests to fill
out survey ques tionnaires. Hard-to-reach respondents tended to
be somewhat more likely than easier cases to feel that they had
been solicited much too often, and reluctant operators were even
more likely to feel this way--near1y 30 percentage points more
than the comparatively easy to reach group.

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIVE ACCURACY OF CROP
AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS FROM GOVERNNT AN FROM

PRIVATE COMPANIES BY RESPONDENT TYPE
(Percent)

Respondent
Govern- Private Don
ment More More Total

Type Accurate Accurate Know

Temporary
refusal. 21% 47% 32% 100% 101

Difficult
to reach 100 283

All others 100 293

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER GOVERNNT CROP

AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS AR INFLUENCED BY
POLITICS BY RESPONDENT TYE

(Percent)

Respondent
Influ- Not Influ- Don

enced by enced by Total
Type Politics Politics Know

Temporary
refusal. 65% 13% 22% 100% 102

Difficult
to reach 100 284

All others 100 291
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER PROFITS WOULD BE EAIER
OR HAER TO MA IF THERE WERE NO GOVERNNT CROP

AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS BY RESPONDENT TYE
(Percent)

Respondent Profits Profits
Don

Eas ier Harder Total
Type to Make to Make

Know

Tempor ary

refusal 68% 13% 19% 100% 101

Difficult
to reach 100 284

All others 100 290

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVE-
STOCK REPORTS MA MATS FOR AGRICULTUR PRODUCTS

MORE OR LESS STABLE BY RESPONDENT TYE
(Percent)

Respondent More Less Don Total
Typ Stable Stable Know

Temporary
refusal. 13% 74% 13% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100 282

All others 100 290

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER MOST FARRS AN RACHERS
AGREE OR REFUSE TO PARTICIPATE IN GOVERNNT CROP

AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS BY RESPONDENT TYE
(Percent)

Respondent Most Most
DonOperators Operators TotalType ree Refuse Know

Tempor ary

refusal. 16% 48% 36% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100 284

All others 100 291
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER COMMODITY BUYERS WOULD
HAVE MORE OR LESS OF AN ADVANAGE IF THERE WERE

NO GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS
BY RESPONDENT TYPE

(Percent)

Respondent More Less Don Total
Advanta Advanta Know

Temporary
refusal. 25% 52% 23% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100 283

All others 100 292

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER GOVERNENT CROP AN
LIVESTOCK REPORTS AR CLEAR AN EASY TO UNERSTAND

BY RESPONDENT TYPE--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Respondent Clear Not Don Total
Typ Clear Know

Temporary refusal. 41% 39% 20% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 142

All others 100 644

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTING
THE INTERESTS OF FARERS AN RACHERS SHOULD HAVE MORE OR

LESS TO SAY ABOUT THE KINDS OF INFORMTION COLLECTED

IN GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS BY RE-
SPONDENT TYPE--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondent More Less Same Total

Temporary refusal. 50% 21% 29% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 142

All others 100 644
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TABLE 6. 30

OPERATORS I BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTING
THE INTERESTS OF FARERS AN RANCHERS SHOULD HAVE MORE

CONTROL OVER THE KINDS OF INFORMTION COLLECTED IN
GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS BY

RESPONDENT TYPE--VERSION II
RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondent Agree Dis- Don Total
Typ ree Know

Temporary refusal 59% 32% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 142

All others 100 646

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER GOVERNNT CROP AN
LIVESTOCK SURVEYS AR MORE USEFUL TO LAGE FAR

OPERATORS THAN TO SMALL ONES BY RESPONDENT
TYPE--VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondent Agree Dis- Don Totalree Know

Temporary refusal 47% 16% 37% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 142

All others 100 646
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS I BELIEFS ABOUT HOW OFTEN FARERS AN RANCHERS WHO
PARTICIPATE ' IN GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK SURVEYS

GIVE ACCURATE INFORMTION BY RESPONDENT TYPE--
VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondent Most of Some of Hardly Total
Typ the Time the Time Ever

Temporary
refusal 15% 52% 33% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100 133

All others 100 636

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS I BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER GOVERNNT CROP AN

LIVESTOCK REPORTS LEAD TO A DROP IN THE PRICES OF
AGRICULTURA PRODUCTS BY RESPONDENT TYPE--

VERSION II RESPONDENTS ONLY
(Percent)

Respondent Agree
Dis- Don Total

Typ ree Know

Temporary refusal. 53% 38% 100%

Difficult to reach
100 141

All others
100 644

192



T
A

B
LE

 6
.

O
P

E
R

A
T

O
R

S
' B

E
LI

E
F

S
 A

B
O

U
T

 T
H

E
 IM

P
A

C
T

 O
F

 G
O

V
E

R
N

N
T

 C
R
O
P
 
A
N
 
L
I
V
E
S
T
O
C
K
 
R
E
P
O
R
T
S
 
O
N
 
T
H
E
 
P
R
I
C
E
S

O
F 

A
G

R
IC

U
L

T
U

R
A

 P
R

O
D

U
C

T
S 

B
Y

 R
E
S
P
O
N
D
E
N
T
 
T
Y
P
E
-
-
V
E
R
S
I
O
N
 
I
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
E
N
T
S
 
O
N
L
Y

(P
er

ce
nt

)

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
 
T
y
p
e

N
o
 
E
f
f
e
c
t

R
ai

se
L

ow
er

D
ep

en
ds

D
on

T
ot

al
on

 P
ri

ce
s

Pr
ic

es
Pr

ic
es

K
no

w

T
e
m
p
o
r
a
r
y
 
r
e
f
u
s
a
l
.

52
%

17
%

23
%

10
0%

D
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
c
h

10
0

14
2

A
l
l
 
o
t
h
e
r
s

10
0

64
6

T
A

B
LE

 6
.

O
PE

R
A

T
O

R
S'

 B
E

L
IE

FS
 A

B
O

U
T

 W
H

T
H

E
R

 G
O

V
E

R
N

N
T

 C
R
O
P
 
A
N
 
L
I
V
E
S
T
O
C
K
 
R
E
P
O
R
T
S
 
S
H
O
U
L
D
 
C
O
N
T
A
I
N

M
O
R
E
 
O
R
 
L
E
S
S
 
D
E
T
A
I
L
E
D
 
I
N
F
O
R
M
T
I
O
N
 
B
Y
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
E
N
T
 
T
Y
P
E
-
-
V
E
R
S
I
O
N
 
I
 
R
E
S
P
O
N
D
E
N
T
S
 
O
N
L
Y

(P
er

ce
nt

)

R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
 
T
y
p
e

M
or

e
L

es
s

Sa
m

e
D

on
T

ot
al

D
et

ai
l

D
et

ai
l

a
s
 
N
o
w

K
no

w

T
e
m
p
o
r
a
r
y
 
r
e
f
u
s
a
l
.

22
%

24
%

29
%

25
%

10
0%

D
i
f
f
i
c
u
l
t
 
t
o
 
r
e
a
c
h

10
0

14
2

A
l
l
 
o
t
h
e
r
s

10
0

64
0



TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER FARERS AN RANCHERS WHO
CRITICIZE GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK REPORTS STILL
USE THE IN MANAGING THEIR OPERATIONS BY RESPONDENT

TYPE--VERSION I RESPONDENTS ONLY
( Percent)

Respondent Critics Cri tics Don
Use Don t Use Total

Type orts orts Know

Temporary refusal 30% 51% 19% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 141

All others 100 645

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT HOW OFTEN OPERATORS CAN TRUST
THE RESULTS OF GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVESTOCK

SURVEYS TO BE RIGHT BY RESPONDENTTYE--
VERS ION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Respondent Most of Only Hardly
Type the Time

Some of Ever Total
the Time

Temporary refusal. 37% 56% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 141

All others 100 643

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' EVALUATIONS OF THE FREQUENCY OF REQUESTS FOR
THEIR PARTICIPATION IN GOVERNNT CROP AN LIVE-

STOCK SURVEYS BY RESPONDENT TYE--
VERS ION I RESPONDENTS ONLY

(Percent)

Response
Much Slightly About
Too Too Right or Total

Pattern Often Often Too Few

Tempor ary

refusal 55% 24% 21% 100%

Difficult
to reach 100

All others 100 465
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TABLE 6.

MEBERSHIP IN FAR ORGANIZATIONS AN COMMODITY
ASSOCIATIONS BY RESPONDENT TYPE

(Percent)

Respondent Type Members Non- Totalmembers

Tempor ary refusal. 50% 50% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 281

All others 100 292

We also find significant differences among respondent types
in beliefs about how well the Agency protects the confidentiality
of the answers operators give to government surveys. Reluctant
respondents again show substantially more negative views about
government performance, being nearly 20 percentage points more
likely than the other two types to think that USDA would reveal a
particular farmer s survey responses to a private company that
asked for them (see Table 6.40). Also, both hard-to-reach and
reluctant respondents are more likely than the baseline gr.oup to
feel that USDA would reveal data given by an individual operator
to another government agency that asked for it, with reluctant
respondents showing the greater percentage difference (Tab 

40.

TABLE 6.

OPERATORS I BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER USDA WOULD REVEAL
A PARTICULA OPERATOR' S SURVEY RESPONSES TO

A PRIVATE COMPAN BY RESPONDENT TYE
(Percent)

Respondent Type
Would Would Not TotalReveal Reveal

Temporary refusal. 65% 35% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 250

All others 100 122
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TABLE 6.

OPERATORS' BELIEFS ABOUT WHTHER USDA WOULD REVEAL A

PARTICULA OPERATOR' S SURVEY RESPONSES TO ANOTHER
GOVERNNT AGENCY BY RESPONDENT TYPE

(Percent)

Respondent Type
Would Would Not Total
Reveal Reveal

Temporary refusal. 82% 18% 100%

Difficult to reach 100 260

All others 100 181

As described earlier , operators were given a list of state-

ments representing hypothetical reasons why they might decide to
participate in crop and livestock surveys and asked to indicate
which ones they considered " important" when making up their
minds. Responses to these items are broken down by respondent
type in Table 6.42. Reluctant respondents were much less likely
than others to allow that any of the seven reasons were important
to them (as we might expect, knowing that they tend to participate
at very low rates). Percentage differences range from approxi-

mately 14 points up to as much as 25 points across the various

reasons offered, with the greatest discrepancy appearing in the
proportions citing the fact that they use the crop and livestock
reports as important (6.42b). In the main, differences between
difficu1t-to-reach respondents and the baseline group are neg1i-
gib 1e.

We also attempted to explore differences among respondent

types on two additional sets of questions, one measuring the

willingness of operators to provide certain types of information
in crop and livestock surveys, and the other measuring the
difficulty of providing accurate data on these same items in the
surveys. Unfortunately, because each of these two sets of
questions was asked on only one of the questionnaire versions, and
because of the amount of missing data for these items, the numbers
of reluctant respondents available for analysis are too small to
provide reliable results.

The analysis presented in this section demonstrates the
possible risks of survey error that might result from nonresponse
by a substantial proportion of a randomly selected sample. Oper-
ators who temporarily refused our requests for an interview
tended to express attitudes and beliefs very different from those
of more cooperative respondents, including those who required a
number of callbacks to arrange and complete the interviews. 

Had

there been a very large proportion of refusals, the impact on the
accuracy of some of our reported statistics could have been
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serious--assuming that our reluctant respondents have given
good idea of the way operators who actually refused would

responded.

us a
have

As it was, however, only 13 percent of the operators on the
original list sample ultimately refused to be interviewed. We can

get some feeling for the limits of the potential distortion in
survey results caused by this refusal rate by examining the
implications of one of the most extreme cases of opinion di-
vergen,ce between the reluctant respondents and all others the
percentage of operators who said that their personal use of crop
and livestock reports was an important factor in their participa-
tion in surveys. (Data for this item are displayed in Tab 

42b. )

Over 40 percent of both the difficu1t-to-reach and the more
easily interviewed respondents cited personal use of reports as
an important reason for survey participation. Among reluctant
respondents, however, only about 16 percent answered in the same
way, a difference of about 25 percentage points. Using only our

sample of completed cases, we estimate that about 41 percent of
Dakota farmers and ranchers would feel that personal use of
reports is an important factor in their participation decisions.

What would our estimate be if we had completed interviews with all
of the 2, 230 operators in the original list sample? Using the
assumptions and imputation procedures outlined earlier, we com-

puted a revised estimate of about 38 percent, only 3 percentage
points lower than the estimate that ignores nonresponse error.

Thus, even when we assume that operators who insistently refused
hold views that are substantially different from the bulk of our
respondents, their numbers are simply too few to alter our
descriptive inferences more than a few percentage points. 
course, the reader should keep in mind that this conclusion rests
not only on the ppopoption 

who refused to respond to our survey

but also on our assumptions of similaPity between certain classes

of survey respondents and the two principal types of nonrespon-
dents--those we could not contact and those who repeatedly
refused. These assumptions may vary somewhat from reality. 
doubt, however, that any such variation would be extreme enough to
invalidate our conclusions.
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE RATES

The overall response rate for the Dakota survey was 75
percent, after the excision of ineligible cases from the initial
sample list. Table A. 1 presents a detailed breakdown of ineli-
gibility and response rates by state, sampling stratum, and
ques tionnaire version.

The table shows that the percentage of ineligible cases was
quite low, averaging about 8 percent of the initial sample. The
great majority of these reported that they no longer operated
farms or ranches. Ineligible cases were more or less uniformly
distributed across the strata with three noteworthy exceptions:
stratum 3 in North Dakota (smaller grain farmers) contained 14
percent ineligible cases; stratum 3 in South Dakota (smaller hog
producers) had 12 percent ineligible , and stratum 5 in South
Dakota (smaller grain farmers) contained 26 percent ineligible
cases.

Interviews were completed with 75 percent of the corrected.
(eligible) sample in both North and South Dakota, with roughly
equivalent completion rates across strata. Exceptions were South
Dakota stratum 1 (large livestock producers), with an 82 percent
completion rate, and the two strata of smaller crop growers (North
Dakota stratum 3 and South Dakota Stratum 5), in which response
rates were somewhat lower than average.

Roughly 50 percent of the sampled operators in each state
responded to each version of the questionnaire. A 50/50 division
of questionnaire versions was also maintained in each of the ten
strata with only slight deviation.

Interviews could not be completed with 549 operators, 25
percent of the corrected sample of 2, 230 operators in the two
states. Of these , 297 (13 percent of the total) were contacted
but consistently refused to be interviewed. Such refusals con-
stituted 12 percent of the corrected sample in North Dakota and 15
percent in South Dakota. Refusal rates were about equal in each
stratum, with the single exception of South Dakota stratum 4
(smaller producers of cattle and hogs), where refusals
constituted about 20 percent of the corrected sample.

In addition, interviews could not be conducted with 145
operators (7 percent of the eligible sample) who were found to
have no telephone and who could not be induced by written requests

to call NORC collect for an interview. The remaining 5 percent
007 cases) who were not interviewed includes operators whose
phones were never answered , who were absent from their residences
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during the entire field period and could not be reached elsewhere
who stated that they would call NORC for the interview but did not
do so, or who had unlisted phone numbers and could not be induced
by letters and mai1grams to call NORC collect. These cases were
also distributed proportionally across all strata.
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APPENDIX B

CALCULATION OF CASE WEIGHTS FOR THE SURVEY
OF DAKOTA FARMERS AND RANCHERS

The sample design for the Dakota survey employed stratifi-
cation similar to that used for USDA surveys in these states (see
Chapter 1). The ten strata (four in North Dakota and six in South
Dakota) are defined in Table B. 1. To insure a sufficient number
of cases for the analysis of responses within each stratum, the
smallest strata in both states (Le., the largest livestock
producers) were heavily oversamp1ed , with achieved sampling frac-tions of . 266 and . 224 in North and South Dakota respectively.
Other small strata--1arge-sca1e crop producers and small-scale
hog producers in South Dakota--were moderately oversamp1ed , with
sampling fractions of . 10 and . 07 respectively. Selection proba-
bilities for all remaining strata ranged from .01 to . 03. Theoverall achieved sampling fraction was . 021.

Our ana1ys is of the response differences among strata (see
Chapter 4) revealed several instances of divergence in the atti-
tudes and behaviors of different types of operators. Stratum
differences must therefore be weighted if unbiased population
estimates are to be obtained. To avoid artificially increasing
the sensitivity of significance tests with weighted data, frac-
tional weights were used (transformations of the reciprocals of
sampling fractions). The initial weighted sample size was thus
constrained to be equal to the number of interviews actually
completed (1, 681 cases).

If the variances of survey responses had been higher for the
oversamp1ed strata than for others, our weighted estimates might
have been relatively more efficient than those from a se1f-
weighting sample of equal size. Examination of the data showed
however , that within-stratum variances were roughly equal, even
where stratum means and proportions diverged , suggesting that our
design was actually less efficient than a simple random sample (or
one using proportional allocation) of the same size. However
given the number and variety of statistics of interest, the
calculation of a precise design effect was not as straightforward
as many sampling texts imply. The method chosen focused on the
inefficiencies introduced by the disproportionate selection prob-
abilities and, hence, widely varying stratum weights (see Leslie
Kish Surey Samling New York, Wiley, 1965, pp. 429-33).

Table B. 2 displays the data used to calculate the design
effect. Column 1 contains population totals for each stratum (
as reflected in USDA list frames. In column 2 are measures of
stratum size (N /N) or proportion of the total population of both
states. Column 3 displays the number of completed interviews in
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TABLE B.

SAMPLING STRATA FOR DAKOTA FARERS
AN RANCHERS

North Dakota:

Large-scale cattle producers:
head of cattle

operators with 500 or more

Small-scale cattle producers:
head of cattle

operators with from 1 to 499

Small- scale crop producers: operators with no (or unknown
numbers of) cattle and fewer than 500 acres planted
to crops

Large-scale crop producers: operators with no (or unknown
numbers of) cattle and 500 or more acres planted to
crops

South Dakota:

Large-scale livestock pr ducers: operators with either
000 or more head of cattle or 400 or more hogs

Small-scale cattle producers: operators with no hogs
and with fewer than 1, 000 head of cattle

Small-scale hog producers:
with up to 399 hogs

operators with no cattle but

Small-scale producers of both cattle and hogs:
with 1-999 head of cattle and 1-399 hogs

operators

Small-scale crop producers: operators with no livestock
and fewer than 500 acres to crops

Large-scale crop producers: operators with no livestock
and 500 or more acres planted to crops
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each stratum (n )' and column 4 contains within-stratum achieved
sampling fractions (f

h = n

Column 5 displays the number of cases per stratum that would
have resulted if achieved sampling fractions for strata were
proportiona1-to-size. In column 6 are the initial fractional
case weights d2scribed above. The design effect was then computed
using the following formula (adapted from that given by Kish

, p.

429) :

2 = E
(1 - (EW /kbJ

where Wh equals N /N, the stratum weight; equals the initial
element weight; and f equals n/N, the overall sampling fraction.
Note that since we have constrained the initially weighted n to
equal the raw n, the second term, EW. ' equals 1 and may be
ignored. The products of the stratum we1glits, W

h' initial element
weights, (kh)' and finite population corrections, (l-f/ ), are
presented in column of Table B. 1. Taking the reciprocal of the
sum of these entries, our estimate of the relative efficiency of
the sample is . 77, or just over 75 percent of that ofa se1f-
weighting sample of equal size. Final case weights (column 8 of
the table) are the products of the initial weights and the
relative efficiency, resulting in a weighted sample of 1, 287
cases.

The use of design effect compensation allows us to use a
conventional statistical analysis package to obtain unbiased
population estimates of means and proportions. Our estimates of
error , however, are approximations and may be subject to bias.
Thus, we calculated a few of the estimated errors using the
correct formula in order to judge whether our design effect
adjustment of the weights works reasonably well.

For our measure of whether an operator mentioned that he got
information from an agricultural agent, small crop producers in
both states were more likely to mention agents, while large
livestock ranchers were nearer to zero in the proportion mention-
ing agents. The greatly oversamp1ed groups thus had smaller
variances, resulting in an estimate even less efficient than
anticipated in our design effect argument. Our approximations of
standard error of the 30 percent mentioning agents as information
sources is 1. 3 percent, while the properly calculated estimate is

6 percent.

For a second variable, indicating whether an operator felt
that forecasts of livestock to be marketed were not useful because
they were inaccurate, the greatly oversamp1ed strata exhibit
proportions much closer to 50 percent. In this case, our sample
should be slightly more efficient than a proportional sample. But
both the design effect calculation and the correct estimation of
the standard error of the weighted estimate (15 percent) were 1.
percent.
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Several other measures were examined with similar results.In short, our overall impression is that the design effect
correction of case weights to produce a weighted sample size of
287 allows us to use standard statistical analysis programs

designed for simple random samples to obtain very close approxi-
mations of the correct estimates of the standard errors for
proportions.
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APPENDIX C

THE QUESTIONNAIRES USED IN THE SURVEY OF DAKOTA
FARMERS AND RANCHERS--VERSIONS I AND II

OMB 1;40- 77045
Ex? 9/30/78

D::C 0::
NORC-4265
2/78

Version 1 NORC CASE,III
31-36/

SURVE OF DAKOTA FARS AND RA'1CHE

INTRODUCTION AN SCREING:

IF RESPONDENT' S NAM IS PROVIDED ON COVE SHE, BEGIN WITH Q. 1.
IF RESPONDENT' S NAM IS NOT PROVIDED ON COVE SHEE, BEGIN WITH Q. 4, p. 3.

1. , Hello. ,May I please speak with (REPONDENT'S NA)?

--IF ASSIGN RESPONDENT ANSWERED OR COME TO PHONE
--IF ASSIGN REPONDEN IS NOT AVAILALE. 

GO TO Q. 3

GO TO Q. 2

Can you suggest a convenient tiate when I can reach (him/her)?

RECORD INFRMTION FOR CALL BACKtrCE ON RECORD OF CALS

THK R. AN EN THIS CALL

My name is , and I I m calling from the National Opinion Research
Center. We recently sent you a letter describing a survey we are conducting of
the attitudes of farmers and ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. Did
you receive the letter?

Yes. . . (RE B) . . . . . . 1
No . . (RE A AN B) . . . . 2

37/

The National Opinion Research Center is affiliated with the University of
Chicago. In this survey we are coperating with the 0. 5. Department of
Agriculture to study the attitudes of farmers and ranchers toward crop and
livestock reports. A major goal of this study is to determine the true feel-
ings of farmers and ranchers about the value and role of st3tistical and
economic information. A further goal is to identify possible ways in which
the crop and livestock reports might be made more useful to farmers and
ranchers.

In the surv y, we re talking with people who make the day-to-day management
decisions about the operation of farms and ranches. Do you make most of the
day-to-day manage ent decisions about the operation of a farm or ranch?

Yes. . (SKIP TO Q. 5, p. 6) . 1 38/
(ASK C) . . . 2

NOTE: Full- size copies of the ques tionnaires are available from

the authors.
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(1 )

(Continued)

I was given your name as someone who operates a Ea:m or ranch. Have YOll
operated a farm or ranch in the last few years--even a very small one?

Yes. . (ASK D)

How long has it been since you stopped managing that operation?
Has it been less than six months. from six months to a year, or more
than a year?

, . 

(C-o TO P)

. . 1

. . 2

. . 3

For this survey, we are interested in the atti tudes and opinions
of persons like yourself who have operated a farm or ranch at any
time during the past year. (SKIP TO Q. 5)

CHCK SAMLING LAEL:

Less tha.n six months.
Six months to a year.

(RE E:)

(RE 
(GO TO P)

Does (OTHR NAM ON SAMLING LAEL) still operate a farm or ranch?

More than a year. 

. .

IF WRE TH ONE IS LISTED
(E. G., A PARTNER OF TH PEP.sON

ON THE PHONE), ASK G

IF ONLY ONE NAM IS LISTED, TH 
AN EN THIS CALL

Yes. (ENER OTHR NAM ON RECORD

OF CALLS; ASK H)

May I please speak wi th (OTHER NA.'!)?

No . (TH R. ; EN THIS CALL)

-IP NO AVAILALE:

(1)

(2)

(3)

OBTAIN INRMTION FOR CALL BACK/TRCE;

RERD REULTS ON RECORD 0;0 CALS;

TH R. AN E: THIS CALL.

--IF NE RESPONDEN COMES TO PHONE, REPSAT Q. 3.
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(1)
-3- "EX 01

IF R' S NAM NOT PROVIDED ON COVE SHEE::

Hello. My name is , and I' m calling fran the National Opinion

Research Center. We are conducting a survey of the attitudes of farmers and

ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. In thiS survey, we are talking with

people who make the day-to-day management decisions 
abut the operation of farms

and ranches. Do you make most of the day-to-day management decisions abut the
oper atian of (FAR OR RACH NA FRM LAEL)?

Yes. (ASK A) . . . 1 42/

No . . . . (ASK C) . . . 2

May I have your name, please?

(1)

(2)

RERD NA OF DESIGNTE REPODEN 01 RERD OF CALL

RE B

Reently we sent a letter to your address describing our survey.
reCeive the letter?

Did you

Yes. . . . (RE J) . . 43/

(RE K) . .

Can you please tell iD the name of the person who does make most of the day-
to-day maagement decisions about the oper ation of (FAR OR RA NA PR
LAEL) ?

R. GIVE NA . . (La) RERD II OF DESIGNTE
REPOEN 01
RECORD OF CA,

(bJ ASK D) 44/

R. DOES NO IQOW NA . . . . . (ASK P) . .
May I please speak to (PERON NA IN C)?

. . . . . .

--IF NO AVAILALE:

(1)

(2)

(3)

OBTAIN CA BA/TRCE INRM TIOI

RERD REOLTS 01 RERD OF CALL

TI R. AN !! THIS 

--IF DESIGNTE REPODEN COME TO P!lOOE:

(1) RE 
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(1 )

-4- DEC 01
(Continued)

Hello. My name is , and I' m calling frai the Nationa.l
Opinion Research Center. We are conducting a survey of the atti tudes of
farmers and ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. 

In this survey. we
are talking with people who make the day-to-day management decisions abutthe operation of farms and ranches. Do you make most of the day-to-day
maagement decisions about the operation of (FAR OR RACI NAM FRM LAEL;?

Yes. . . (ASK I) . . . . 1

No. . (REEAT C) '" 
451

Is there someone available who would know the name of the person who makes
mot of the day-to-day management decisions about the operation of (FAR ORRA NA !' LAEL)?

Yes. . . (ASK G) . . . . . . . . . . . .

No . . . ((a) TB R. AN EN TIIIS CALL;
(b) RERD REULTS ON RECORD OF CALL)

. . . 1 461

(May I please speak with that person?)

WI PERON WHO COUL IDI!IFY DESIGNATE REPODEN COMB TO PII:
lIello. My name is , and I' m calling fran the National
Opinion Research Center. We are conducting a survey of the attitudes offazl1ers and ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. In this survey, we
are talking with peple who make the day-to-day management decisions abut
the operation of farms and ranches. Can you tell me the name of the person
wb makes mot of the day-to-day management decisions about the operation
of (FAR OR RA NA !' LAEL) ?

R. GIV NA . . . . . (faJ RERD NAM ON
RERD OF CA I

READ II) . . . . . .

TB R. AN EN TIIS CA I
47/(b)

R. OOES NO mow NA . (( a 

(bJ RERD REULTS ON
RERD OF CA)

May I please speak to (PBR II IN G)?

--IF DESIGlT! REl'EN IS NO AVAILALI
(1) OBTAIN IN_TICI lO CA BATR
(2) RECORD REULTS ON RERD OF (3) TB R. AN EN TIIIS 

-IF PERON ON PIION IS DESIGNATED REPODEN
(1) RE I

--IF DESIGNATE RF'sl'EN CO!I PII
(1) REEAT E
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(1 ) -5- DEC 01

(Contir.ued).

Recently we sent a letter to your address describing oUr survey.
Did you receive the letter?

Yes. . . (RE J) . . . 48/

(RE It) . . .
Then, as you know, we are interested in asking about your attitudes
toward the crop and livestock reports. --SKIP ro Q. 5---

'!e National Opinion Research Center is affiliated with the University of
Chicago. In this survey it", are cOoperating with the U. S. Department of
Agriculture to studY the attitudes, of farmers and ranchers toward crop and
livestock reports. A major goal of this study is to determine the true feel-
ings of farmers and ranchers abut the value and role of statistical and
eConoic information. A further goal is to identify possible ways in which
the crop and livestock reports sight be made !Dre useful to farmers and
ranchers.

- GO ON ro Q. 5 
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(1 ) -6- DECK 01

Your participation in the survey is vOluntary, and is not =equired by law. How-
ever, we would appreciate your answering our questions. It will take about 30
minutes. The results of the study will be presented only in statistical or sumary
form, wi th no identification of the individuals who participated in the survey,
so any answers you give will remain confidential.

REPONDENT FOR THIS INTERVIEW IS:

FIRST OPERTOR NAM ON LAEL. . , (QS. 1-3) . . . . . 1

SPOUSE OF FIRST OPERTOR (QS. 1-3) . . . . . 2
PARTNER OF FIRST OPERTOR (QS. 1-3) . 3

SPOUSE OF PARTNER. . . . (QS. 1-3) . . . . . 4

OPERTOR OF FAR NA."I ON LAEL . . (Q. 4) 

....., 

SPOUSE OF. FAR OPERTOR. . . . . . (Q. 4) . , 6

49/

OT . .

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

. . 7

Are we talking on a party line or a private line?

Party line. . . (ASK A) . . . . . . .

Private line. (SKIP TO Q. 7)

50/

IF PAR LINE: If you prefer, can call you on another numr, or I can give
you a numr where you can call us collect at a time conve-
nient to you. May we go ahead wi th the interview now?

Yes, go ahead. (SKIP TO Q. 7)

No, call on another number (ASK B) 

. .

No, R. will call back. . (RE C) . .

51/

What is the numr where I can reach you. 

(1)

(2)

REa:RD NEW NUER ON REa:RD OF CALS

CHCK TIME WI R. WILL BE AVAILALE AT NEo' NUMER AN NOTE ON REa:RD
OF CALL

(3) TH R. AN EN THIS CALL

Our telephone number is (312) 753- It would be very helpful to

us if you would call back (later today or) tomorrow. When you call, ask for
me, (YOUR NAM) , or for "Lee Bradley. One of us will be available
anytime between 9:00 in the morning and 9:00 at night. Remember to call
collect.

Thank you very much for your help. I think you 1 11 enjoy the interview, and

we I II look forward to hearing from you.

(1) EN TIlS CALL

(2) REa:RD RESULTS ON REa:RD OF CALLS
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(1) -7- DECS 01-02

BEG!'

52-53/ 54/

PART I

INTODQCTION, Farmers and ranchers use information from many different sources
to help them make de: .ions about the management of their operations.

These first questions are about the source1 from which you get crop
and livestock information.

(1) Where do you get your information about things J ike
planted to various crops. and forecasts of yields?

PROBE: Where else do you get your information?

livestock numrs, acres

(2)

QSDA publications. . 

. ' ' . . . . .

Crop and Livestock Repor ting Service.

Magazines, journals, newsletters

Newspape rs

Radio. .

. . . . . . . .

Consultation with extension agent.
AS agent, other per sons in
governmnt or university

Consultation with persons in
agriculture-related business (e.g..
bankers, buyers of farm products,
suppliers of farm eqipmnt)

Informal conversations with friends,
neighbors, relatives, other farmers

Other sources (SPECIl")

None

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

8. From which one of
these sources do you

get most of your crop
and listock
information?

10-11/

55-56/

57-58/
59-60/
61-62/
63-64/
65-66/

67-68/

69-70/

71-72/

73-74/
BEGIN DECK 02

11--SKIP TO

Q. 10

SKIP TO Q.

ASK Q. 9

--IF MORE TH ON': soCE MEIONE, ASK Q. d 

-IF ONLY ONE SOtJCE MEIONE:

(ai IF TH ONE SOURE IS " 01" OR "02" government pUblications --SKIP TO Q. IO.

(b) IF OTli SOtJE (" 03" 10' ). ASK Q. 9.
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(1) DEC 02

As you understand it, where does (SOUCE FROM Q. 7 OR 8) get its information

abut crop and livestock developmnts?

(CODE AL SOUCE MEIONE)

USDA/Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service surveys and reports

. . . . . . . . .

University, Aqricultural Exrimnt
Station; ASCS 

. . . . . . .

Its own, independently sponsored research

Research or reports from other corcial
sources (e.g-, Chicago Bord of Trade,
Sioux Palls Stockyards) 

.,......

Day to'day business dealings with farmers
and ranchers. 

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

12/

13/
14/

15/

16/

Informal conversations with friends,
neighbors, relatives, other farmers

Other (SPECI1!);

. . . . . .

17/

18/

19/Don t know. 

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

20-S4

10. Generally speaking, do you find the information in crop and livestock reports
to be very uHful, SOCwhat useful, or not useful at all for maaging
your opration?

Very useful. . 

Sowhat useful.
55/

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

Not at all useful.

Don t kno

217



(1)
DEXKS 02-03

Here are some typs of information in crop. and livestock reports. For each

one, please tell me whether it has been very useful, somewhat useful, or not
useful at all to you in managing your operation.

RE EACH ITn BELO AN RECORD R' S ANSW;

11. A.

FOR SACH "NOT USEFUL" ANSWE, ASK B:

A. Information on farmers 
intentions to plant
(Has this information
been very useful, some-
what useful, or not
useful at all?)

b. End of seal!on esti-
mates of total crop
production

c. Prices received by
farmers for their
crops

d. Information about the
numr of livestock
on farms (Bas this
information been very
useful, somewhat
useful, or not useful
at all?

e. Forecasts of livestock
to be marketed

f. Costs of production,
such as pr ices far:nr s
and ranchers must pay
for things like seed,
fertilizer, and feed

g. Antic1?ated :nrket

demar-d ::,:c c::cps

Why is that?

(ASK

(ASK

BEGIN DEXK 03

08/

(ASK

(ASK

(ASK

56/

61/

66/

13/

18/

! "

B. CODE AL THT APPLY

NOT AWAR 

IT IS DON' T NOT
AVAIL- NE ACCU-

ABLE RATE

(ASK

60/

65/

70/

12/

17/

22/

27/

218
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62/ 63/ 64/

67/ 68/ 69/

09/ 10/ .1/

I 14/
15/ 16/

i 19/
, 1

20/ 21/

25/ 26/



(1) -10-

12. Which of the fOllowing do you generally find most useful? Reports on crop
and livestock developments in your ow county, in your state, in the United
States as a whole, or in other countries?

(CODE AL MEION)

County.
State

. . . . . .

united States

Other countr iea
Don t know. 

. . . . . . . . .

13. When you are not certain about the meaning of information in a crop or
livestock report, do you ever discuss this information with somne else?

Yes . . (J\K A)

No . .
Don t know.

. . . . . . .

: Who do you usually discuss it with?

Extension agent, AS office, University,
Aqricultural Exriment Station

Persons in agriculture-related business
(e. g" baker, buyers of farm products,
suppliers of farm eqipmnt)

l'iends, neighbors, relatives, other farmers

Parm, ranch organization

Oter (SPECIfi)

. . . . . . .

I)n t know. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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14. A. Besides farmers and ranchers,
who! t ar e sene of the other
groups you can th nk of that
use the crop and lives tock
reports?

PROBE: Any others?

--FOR AL GROPS MITIONE,
(a) CODE IN COLO A, ANALSO -
(b) CO " 1" FOR "YES" IN

COLO B 11' GROUP IS
LISTE IN COLO B.

--TB RE 

AL GIUPS
MEIONE

-ll- D:XKS 03-04

B. Here are some other
groups that mayor
may not use the re-

ports. As I read
them, please tell me
whether or not you
think they use the
reports.

C. When (GROUP)
uses the .reports,
does this help or
hurt farmers and
rancher 

--AS AN CODE FOR
AL GROUPS LISTED
IN COLO B, EXCEPT
GROUPS ALY MI-
TIONE BY R AN
CODED "

--TH, FOR EAH
YES" ASK C AN

CODI! REPONSE IN
COLO C.

YES

Grain buyers 36-37/' 22/

Livestock buyers,
slaughterhouses 38-39/' 09/ 23/

1'oo processing and
IIrketing canpanies. 40-41/: 10/: 24/

Bankers. 42-43/: 11/: 25/

Loal or state
governmnt 44- 12/: 26/

rederal governmnt 46-471: III/III/Jill 13/R:

///////////////////

27/R

Para organizations
and co-ps 48-49/, 14/: 28/

Consumr groupe. 50-51/, III/III/Jill lS/R:

///////////////////

29/R

Elevator or storage
ficili ty opera tor s 52-53/: 16/: 1 ' 30/

rarm supply dealers . 54-55/: III/III/JIll 17/R:

/ / 

III/III / II/II / / / 3l/R

18/ !Speculators. 56-57/' 32/

Railroads and truckers. 58-59/' III/III/fill 19/R: II/II / / / / Jill / / / III 33/R

Universities 60-61/, 20/: 34/

Foreign buyers tif
foo products. 62-63/: III/III/filii 2l/R: III / / / JIll / Jill / / / / 35/R

Others (SP:XIl') 

64-65/:

///////// "/

/// / / III / / / / Jill / / /

Don I t know 66-67/:

/ / / // //// / / / / / / / / // / /// / / / // / //
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15. On the whole, who do you think benefits most from the reports--farmers and ranchers

or other groups?

Farmers and ranchers . . 1

. 2

. 8

361

Other groups.
Don t know. 

. .

16. Here are som statements about governmnt crop and livestock reports. As I read
each one, please tell me whether you agree with it or disagree with it.

DISAGRE I 

;=' 

A. Crop and livestock reports published
by private conies are generally
more accurate than government reports.

B. Governmnt crop and livestock reports
are not influenced by politics.

371

381

391

401

411

421

431

441

C. If there were no governmnt crop and
livestock reports, it would be easier
for farmers and ranchers to make a
profi t.

D. Governmnt crop and livestock reports
are clear and easy to understand.

E.. Governmnt crop and livestock reports
tend to make the market for
aqricultural products less stable.

F. Farmers and ranchers alnst always
give accurate information in govern-
ment crop and livestock surveys.

G. Most farmers and ranchers refuse to

participate in governmnt crop and
livestock surveys.

H. Colli ty buyers would have more of
an advantage in the market if there
were no governmnt crop and livestock
reports.

17. Do you think that organizations representing farmers 3ld ranchers should have
more to say about the kinds of information collected in government crop and
livestock surveys, should they have less to say, or do they have abut the right
amunt to say?

Should have mpre to say

Should have less to say

. . . 1

. 2

. . 3

451

Have right arunt to say.

Don It know

. . . . . .

. . 8
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18. Do yOu think the qovernment crop and livestock reports affect the pr ices you
receive for your agricultural products; or don t they affect the prices you
receive?

Affect. . . (ASK A) . . . . . 1

Do not affect . . . . . . . . 2

Don t know. . . . . . . . . . 8

46/

What effect do you think the reports usually have on prices?A. IE' AlJI:
Make prices go up . .. . . . 1

Make pr ices go down . . 2
Depends on the content of

the report. .
Other (SPECIFY)

47/

. . 3

Don t know. . . . . . . . . . 8

19. Do you think the qovernmnt crop and livestock reports should contain more detailed
inforlltion, less detailed information, or about the sam ",unt of detail as
they have now?

Sam as now

Don t know.

. . 1

. . 2

. 3

. 8

48/More detail

Less detail

20. Do you think that most of the farmers and ranchers who criticize the qovernmnt
crop and livestock reports still use them in manaqinq their operations, ot cin ' t
they use them a t all?

Use reports
Don I t use reports

. . . . . 1

. . 2

49/

Don t know. . . . . . . . . . 8

21. Bo often do you think you can trust the results of governmnt crop and live-
stock surveys? Do you think they are almst always riqht, riqht most of the
time, riqht only som of the time, or hardly ever right?

Only some of the time

. . . 1

. 2

. . . . 3

50/Almos t always

Mos t of the time

Hardly ever
Don I t know. 

. . 4

. . . . . . . . 8

22. OMITTD.
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PART II -- PARTICIPATION IN SURVES

INTODUCTION: The next few questions ask abut the surveys of farmers and ranchers
that provide the information for the crop and livestock reports.

23. We are interested in finding out your opinions on why farmers and ranchers might
refuse to participate in crop and livestock surveys.. What do you think are the

main reasons som farmers and ranchers refuse?

51-52/

53-54/
55-56/

24. We are also interested in finding out your opinions on why farmers and ranchers
might agret to participate in crop and livestock surveys. What do you think
are the main reasons som farmers and ranchers Agree?

57-58/

59-60/
61-62/

25. Rave you ever been asked to participate in a crop or livestock survey, either
by mail, or on the phone, or in person?

Yes . . 1 63/

No . . . (SKIP TO Q. 38) . . . 2

Don I t know (SKIP TO Q. 38) . 8
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26. When you are asked to participate in a crop or livestock survey, do you alnat
always agree to participate, do you agree most of the time, only some of the
ti... or do you hardly ever agree to participate?

Alst always agree
Agree most of the time

Agree only some of the time

Hardly ever agree

. . 1

. . 2

. 3

. . 4

641

Don t know. 

. . . . . . .

. . 8

27. During the past 12 months--that is, between March 1977 and l'ebruary 1978-how
often were you asked to participate in crop or livestock surveys? Were you asked
more than 10 ti""s, from 5 to 10 times. 1 to 4 times, or were you not asked at
all during the past 12 months?

More than 10 times. . . . . . 1

5 to 10 times . . . . . . . . 2

1 to 4 times. . . . . . . . . 3

o times . (SKIP TO Q. 34) . . 4

651

28. Did you feel that you were asked to participate in these sllrveys too often, about

the right numr of times. or not often enough dur ing the past 12 months?

To often (ASK A)

Abut the right numr
!lt often enough

Don I t know

661

Would you say that this was much too often or only a little
too often?

A. Il" TO OIl I

Much too often. . . . . . . . 1

Only a little too often . . . 2

671

Don I t know. 

. . . . . .

. . . 8

29. OUr ing those 12 months--between March 1977 and l'ebruary 1978--were you asked to

participate in crop and livestock surveys more often or less often than you
were in the 12 .-nths before that?

More often.

Less often. 

. . . . 1

. . . . . . . . 2

68/

11 change (Ill VOLCN) . . 
Dcn I t know. . . . . . . . . . 8
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30. During the months of December 1977, January and February 1978, the Crop and
Livestock Reporting Service conducted the January Cattle and Calf Inquiry. Were
you asked to participate in that survey?

Yes

. . . . . .

. . 1 69/

No , . . . (SKIP TO Q. 32) . . 2

Don t know (SKIP TO Q. 32) . . 8

31. Did you agree to participate in that survey?

Yes . . 1 70/

No 

. .

. . 2

Don I t know. . . . 8

32. And dur ing the months of September, October and November of 1977, the Crop and

Livestock Reporting Service conducted the ((NDJ Acreage and Production of Crops

Survey/(SDJ Acreage and Production of Small Grain Crops Survey). Were you asked
to par ticipa te in that survey?

Yes

. . . . . .

. . . . 1 71/

No 

. . . .

(SKIP TO Q. 34) . . 2

Don t know (SKIP TO Q. 34) . . 8

33. And did you agree to participate in that survey?

Yes . . . 1 72/

No . . . . . . . . 2

Don I t know. . . . 8

OMIT DECK 05
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IF R VOLUNTEES THAT HE HA NEV PARTICIPATED IN A SURVE
CHEK BOX AND SKIP TO Q. 38.

08/

34. People agree to participate in surveys for many different reasons. For each
of the following, please tell me whet er it is important; or not iJportant for

YQu when you decide to participate n crop and lives ock surveys.

I I
RTANTI I

~~~

IAPP ABLE

a. When somone asks m to do something 

I find it hard to say no.
09/

b. I use the crop and livestock reports,
so I feel I ought to participate in
the surveys.

10/

c. I like being interviewed and having
a chance to give information.

11/

d. If mers and ranchers don,

participate. the crop and livestock
reports won 't be Accu ate.

12/

e. Once the survey contac:ts you or gets
you on the phone, you I re already
hooked. so vou miClht as well ClO ahead.

f. An organization I belong to encourages
its members to participate.

13/

14/

g. 

When the government sponsors a survey,
it' s usually worthwhile. 15/

35. When you are asked to fill out a crop and livestock questionnaire by mail, are
you !lre likely to fill it out on a weekciay or during the weekend?

Weekday. . . . . 1 16/

Weekend . . 2

No difference. . . . . 3

Never participated
in mail survey . . . 4

Don know . . 8
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36. For a crop and livestock survey conducted by telephone, what part of the day
is most convenient for you to be interviewed--rorning, noon, afternoon, or evening?

Morning (until noon) . . . . . 1

Non (12:00 Noon - 1:00 PM) . 2

Afternoon (1:00PM - 6:00PM) . 3

Evening (after 6: 00 PM) ... 4

17/

Don t know. . . . 8

18-25/R

37. We eo:-e interested in finding out whether or not it is difficult for farmers and

ranchers to give accurate information abut different aspects of their operations.
When you are asked to give the following kinds of information, is it usually
difficult or not difficult for you to give it accurately

DIFFI-
CULT

DON'

KNOW

NOT

APPLI -

CABLE

a. Information about how much acreage
you intend to plant of different
crops. (Is it usually difficult
or not difficult for you to give
this information accurately

26/

b.. Bow much acreage you actually
planted to each of your main crops.

27/

c.. The numr of acres you harvested
and your crop yields.

d. The kinds of livestock you have
and the numrs of each kind (Is
it usually difficult or not difficult
for you to give th is informa t ion
accurately

28/

29/

e. The prices you received when you
, sold your livestock.

30/

f. The prices you pay for things
like seed, fertilizer, or feed

31/

9.. The total income from your far.
operation.. 32/

h. Your off-farm incom 33/
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38. If a pri".Jate company asked the Department of Agriculture how a particular farmer
or rancher had answered questions in a crop and livestock survey, do you think
the Departmnt of Agriculture would or would not provide the private company
with that information?

would provide. . . . . 1

Would not provide. . . 2

Don t know . 8

34/

39. And what if a government agency asked the Department of Agriculture how a

particular far_r or rancher had answered questions in a crop and livestock
survey? Do you think the Departlnt of Agriculture would or would not provide
the government agency with that information?

WOuld

WOuld

provide. . .
not provide.
knowDon

. . 1

. . 2

. 8

35/

.0. What suggestions do you have for making the crop and livestock surveys I!re
useful to farmers and ranchers?

No Suggestions

36-37/
38-3,;
.0-4:
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41.

-20- DlOK 06

Are you a membr of any farm organization or commdity association organized
to represent the interests t)f farmers and ranchers?

Yes (ASK A AN B) . . . 1 42/

IF YES:
ich organizations are you

a membr of?

REORD ALL ORGIZATIONS
METIONED: TH, FOR EAa
ORGANIZATION, ASK B AN
CODE REPONSE IN COLUM B.

No . . . . . . 2

. . . . . . . . .

FOR EACH ORGANIZATION NAM IN A
As far as you know, does the (ORGI-
ZATION) encourage or 'discourage par-
ticipation in government crop and
ivestock surveys?

EN- I DIS_
COURGE COURGE

51/43-44/ ,.

45-46/ 

47-48/ )

49-50/ ,

52/

53/

54/

These last few questions ask for a little more information about you and your operation.
After your nam has been removed, this information will be used only for statistical
purposes to copare results frai different groups of people who participate in the
survey.
42. What is your present age?

43.

Refused
55-56/

What is the highest grade in elementary school, high school or college that
you completed?

Sa gr ade school
(1st-7th grades)

Calpleted grade school
(8th grade) . . .

soe high school
(9th-11th grades)

57- 58/

Calpleted high school
(12th grade or GED)

soe college
Completed college (4 years) .
More than college

(more than 4 years)
Refused. . . . 

. . , . . . .
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44.

-21-

Altogether, abo qOW many cropland acres do you operate?

ACRES

. . None . (SKIP TO Q. 46)

. . Refused . (ASK B)

DECS 06-07

59-63/

B. IF RESED
To give us just a rough idea, would you say you have 500 or more cropland
acre. or less than 500 cropland acres?

45. What are your main crops?

CIIIIJ

500 acres or more

Less than 500 acres. 2

Refused . . . . . . 7

64/

CODE AL MEIONED

B:EIN DEC 07

Winter (fall planted) wheat 08-09/
Durum 10-ll/
Spring wheat 12-13/
Corn. 14-15/
Oats. 16-17/
Bar ley. le-19/
Alfalfa 20-21/
Soybeans. 22-23/
Flaxseed. 24-25/
Bay 26-27/
Potatoes 28-29/
Sorghum 30-31/
Rye 32-33/
Sugar Bets 34-35/

Other (SPECIFY) 36-37/

Other (SPECIFY) 38-39/
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46. What kinds of livestock are on the land you operate?

IN COLUM 1 CODE EA KIND OF LIVTO NA,
TH, FOR CATT AN HOGS, ASK "A" AN ENER NUER IN COLUM 2.

FOR CATT AN HOGS ONLY: In rough figures, what is the largest
numr of (cattle/hogs) you had on hand at anyone time last year?

COLUM 1 COLUM 2

Cattle. . . .
CODE AL THT AFPLY

401
(NUER CATTLE)

Refused (ASK 'B) . 9997
46-491

IIs, pigs. . . . . . . .
(NUER HOGS)

Refused (AS C) . 9997
50-531

411

Sheep, lub., goats

Poultry. . . . . 

. . . .

Oter (SPECI!')

421

431

441

None

. . . . . .

451

IF RESED NUER OF CATT : To give us just a rough idea, would you say
that the IIst you had on hand at any tim last year was 1, 000 or IIre cattle
or less than 1, 000 cattle?

541000 or IIre . . . 1

Less than 1, 000 . . 2
Refused. . 7

IF REFUSED NUER OF HOGS : To give us just a rough idea, would you say that
the most you had on hand at anyone time last year was 400 or more hogs or

less than 400 hogs?

400 or IIre . . . . 1

Less than 400 . . . 2

Refused. . . . . . 7

551

47. Our ing the past year, have you had any non-farm or non-ranch job from which you
received inco?

Yes. . . 1
. 2

561

231



(1) -23- DEXK 0;

These are al t the questi s I have. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation..
Before I hang up, are there any questions you would like to ask about the surveyor
any coments you would like to make?

Thank you again.

I TIM:
57-58/
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Vers ion 2

DECK 01
NORC-4265
2/78

NORC CASE I

OMB ii40-77045
Exp. 9/30178

CIIIIIJ
31-36/

SURVE OF DAKOTA FARS AND RACHES

INTRODUCTION k SCREEING:

IF RESPONDENT' S NAM IS PROVIDED ON COVE SHEE, BEGIN WITH Q. l.
IF RESPONDENT' S NAM IS NOT PROVIDED ON COVE SHE, BEGIN WITH Q. 4, p. 3.

Hello. May I please speak with (REPONDENT' S NA)?

--IF ASSIGNED RESPONDENT ANSWERED OR COMES ro PHONE. . . GO ro Q. 3

-IF ASSIGNED RESPONDENT IS NOT AVAILALE. . GO ro Q. 2

Can you suggest a convenient time when I can reach (him/her)?

RECORD INFORMTION FOR CALL BACK/TCE ON RECORD OF CALS

TH R. AN END THIS CALL

My name is and I I m calling from the National Opinion Research
Center. We recently sent you a letter describing a survey we are conducting of
the attitudes of farmers and ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. Did
you receive the letter?

Yes. . . (RE B) . . . . . . 1
No . . (RE A AN B) . . . . 2

37/

The Na ional Opinion Research Cen er is affilia ed with he Universi y of
Chicago. In his survey we are coperating with he U. S. Department of
Agricul ure to study the attitudes of farmers and ranchers toward crop and
lives ock repor s. A major goal of his s udy is o determine the true feel-
ings of farmers and ranchers about the value and role of statistical and
economic information. A further goal is to identify possible ways in which
the crop and livestock reports might be made more useful to farmers and
ranchers.

In the survey, we re talking with people who make the day-to-day management
decisions about the operation of far;rs and ranches. Do you make most of thf!
day-to-day management cecisions about the operation of a farm or ranch?

Yes. (SKIP 1'0 Q. 5, p. 6) . 38/
(ASK . . . 2
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(Continued)

I was given your name a saneone who operates a farm or ranch. Have you
operated a farm or ranch in the last few years--even a very sml one?

Yes. . . (ASIt 0)

No . . (GO TO F)

How long has it been since you stopped managing that opration?
Has it been less than six months, fran six months to a year, or more
than a year?

Less th six months.
Six months to a year .

More than a year. . 

(RE 
(RE 
(GO TO F)

. . 1

. . 2

. . 3

For this survey, we are interested in the attitudes and opinions
of persons like yourself who have operated a farm or ranch at anytill during the past year. (SKIP TO Q. 5)

C! SAMLIN LAEL: IF !lRE TH ONE IS LISTE
(E. G., A OF TH PUSCH
01 TH PHONE), ASK G

IF ONY ONE IS LISTE, TS 
AN EN THIS 

Dos (OT NAM ON SAMLIN LAEL) still oprate a farm or ranch?

Yes. (EN C' NA 01 RERD
OF CA; ASK H)

No . (TI R.; EN THS CA)

May I please speak wi th (OT NA)?

-IF II AVAILALB:

(1)

(2)

(3)

OBTAIN INRMTIOI FOR CA BACC/TRCEI

RERD REULTS ON RECORD OF CA 
TH R. AN EN THIS CA.

-IF NE REPOND= COME TO PHONE, REEAT Q. 3.
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IF R' S NAM NOT PROVIDED ON COVE SHE:
Bello. My name is , and I' m calling frai the National Opinion
Research Center. We are conducting a survey of the attitudes of farmers and
ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. In this survey, we are talking with
people who make the day-to-day management decisions abut the operation of farms
and ranches. Do you make most of the day-to-day management decisions abut the
operation of (FAR OR RA NAM FRM LAEL)?

Yes. . . . (ASK A) . . . 1 42/

No . . . . (ASK C) . . . 2

y I have your name, please?

(1)

(2)

RERD NAM OF DESIGNATE REPONDEN ON RERD OF 

RE B

Re:ently we sent a letter to your address describing our survey.
recive the letter?

Did you

Yes. . . . (RE J) . . 43/

. . . . 

(RE It) . .
Can you please tell me the name of the person who does make mot of the day-
to-day management decisions abut the operation of (FAR OR RA NA F1
LAEL) ?

R. GIV NA . . ((",J RERD NA OF DESIGNTE
REPOEN 00
RERD OF CA 

(bJ ASK D)

. . . . . . . .

44/

R. DOE3 NO KNOW NA . . . . . (ASK:I)

May t F speak to (PERON NA IN C)?
j:" NC.- r\.

;..

:.LE:

(1) CE"'; N CALL BACK/TMCE INIUTIOO
RECORD REULTS 00 RERD OF (1)

(3) T! R. AND EN THIS CALL
-IF DESIGNATE REPOEN COME TO PBOOE:

(1) RE 
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(Continued)

E:. Bello. My name is , and I' m calling fr.. the National

Opinion Research Center. We are conducting a survey of the 
attil:udes of

farmers and ranchers toward crop and livestock reports. In this survey we
are talking with peple who make I:he day-I:o-day management decisions abut
the operation of farms and ranches. Do you make most of I:he day-to-day
maagement decisions about the operation of (FAR OR RA NA FR LAEL)?

Yes. . . (ASK I) . . . . 1

No. . (REEAT C) ... 2
45/

11. Is there s..eone available who would know the name of the person who maes
mot of the day-I:o-day management decisions abut the operation of (!' OR
RA NA FRO LAEL) ?

Yes. . . (ASK G) . . . . . . . . . . . .

No . . . (( a J 'l R. AN E: TJIS CA;
(b) RERD RECLTS ON RERD OF

. . . 1 46/

CA)

(May I please speak wi th I:hat person?)ii PERON WIO COUL IDENIF DESIGNATE REPOEN COME TO P!I:
Bello. My name i" , and I' m calling fr.. the National
Opinion Research Center. We are conducting a survey of the attitudes of

farmers and ranchers I:oward crop and livestock reports. In this survey, we
are I:alking with peple who mae the day-to-day management decision abut
th oper ation of far and ranches. Can you tell me the name of the person
who makes most of the day-to-day management decisions abut the operation
of (!' OR RA NA FR LAEL) ?

R. GIV NA . . . . . ((aJ RECORD !I 
RERD OF CA;

RER)..... 47/(bJ

R. OOES NO !!OW !I . ((a) TH R. AN E: TBS CA,

(bJ RERD RECLTS 
RERD OF CA)

May I please speak to (PEROI NA IN G)?
-U' DEIGNTE REPOE: IS NO AVAILLE

(1) OBTAIN INRMTIOI FOR CALL BACK/TRCE
(2) RECORD RECLTS ON RECORD OF CALL
(3) T! R. AN E: TJIS CALL

-IF PERON ON PHON IS DESIGNATE REPOEN
(1) RE I

-IF DESIGNATE REPOE: COME TO PHONE

(1) REEAT E
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(Continued)

Reently we sent a letter to your address describing our survey.
Did you r acei ve the letter?

Yes. . . (RE J) . . . 48/

(RE It) . . .
Then. as you know, we are interested in asking about your attitudes
toward the crop and livestock reports. -SKIP TO Q. 5---

The National Opinion Research Center is affiliated with the Uni versi ty of
Chicago. In this survey we are coperating with tJ1e U. S. Department of
Agriculture to study the attitudes of farmers and ranchers toward crop and
livestock reports. A major goal of this study is to determine the true feel-
ings of farmers and ranchers abut the value and role of statistical and
""""ic information. A further goal is to identify possible ways in which
the crop and livestock reports might be made more useful to farmers and
ranchers.

- GO ON TO Q. 5 --
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Your participation in the survey is voluntary, and is not reqired by law. Bow
ever! we would appreciate your answering our questions. It will take abut 30
minutes. The results of the study will be presented only in statistical or sumry
form, with no identification of the individuals who participated in the survey,
so any answers you give will remain confidential.

REPONDJ:T FOR THIS INTVIEW IS:

0' 

. . . . . . . . . .

. . (QS. l-3) . . . . . 1

(QS. 1-3) . . . . . 2

(QS. 1-3) . . . . . 3

. . (QS. 1-3) . . . . . 4

. . (Q. 4) . . . 5
(Q. 4) . . 6

. . . 7

49/FIRST OPERTOR NAM ON LAEL .

SPOUSE OF FIRST OPERTOR

PARTNER OF FIRST OPERTOR.

SPOUSE OF PARTNER. . 

. .

OPERTOR OF FAI NAM ON LAEL

SPOUSE OF FAI OPERTOR.

At.. we talking on a party line or a private line?

Party line. . . (ASK A) . . . . . . .

Private line. (SKIP TO Q. 7)

so/

I. PAR LIN: If you prefer, I can call you on another numr, or I can give
you a numr wher e you can call us collect at a time conve-
nient to you. May we go ahead with the interview no?

Yes, go ahead. (SKIP TO Q. 

No, call on another numr (ASK B) . .
No, R. will call back. . (RE C) . .

5l/

What is the numr where I can reach you ?
(l)

(2)

RECORD NEW NUMER ON RECORD OF 

CB TIM WH R. WILL BE AVAILALE AT NE NUER AN !I ON RERD
OF 

(3) TH R. AN EN THIS 

Our telephone numr
us if you would call
me, (YOUR NA)
anytime between 9: 00
collect.

is (3l2) 753- It would be very helpful to
back (later cody or) caorrow. When you call, ask for

, or for Lee Bradley. One of us will be available
in the morning and 9 :00 at night. Reemr to call

Thank you very much for your help. I chink you ll enjoy the in':erview, and
we I II look forward to hearing from you.

(l)

(2)

EN THIS 

RECORD REULTS ON RECORD OF CALI':
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DECKS 01-

PART I
, TIM
I BEGAN:

52-53/ 54/

Farmers and ranchers use information from many different scurces
to help them make decisions about the management of eir operations.
These first questions are about the sources from which you get crop
and livestock information.

INTRODUCTION:

(2) PROBE:

Where do you get your information about things like livestock numrs, acres
planted to various crops, and forecasts of yields?

(1)

Where else do you get your information?

USDA publications. 

. . . . . . . . .

Crop and Livestock Reporting Service.
Magazines, journals, newsletters

Newspaper s

Radio

. . . . . . . .

Consultation with extension agent,
AS agent, other persons in
governmnt or university

COnsultation with persons in
agriculture-related business (e.g-,
bankers, buyers of farm products,
suppliers of farm eqipmnt)

Informal conversations with friends,
neighbors, relatives, other farmers

Other sources (SPECIlY)

None

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

-- IF MOR2 TH O SOURE MEIONE,
-- IF ONLY ONE SOURCE MEIONED:

8. From whien one of
these sourcesdo you
get mst of your crop
and lives tock
informa t ion?

AL SOURCES
MEIONE

55-56/

57-58/ 02 SKIP TO Q.

59-60/ 10-11/

61-62/
63-64/
65-66/

67-6B/
ASK Q. 9

69- '0/

71-72/

73-74/

BEGIN DECK 02
ll--SKIP

ASK Q. 8
08- 09/

(a)

(bi

IF THE ONE SOURCE IS " 01" OR " 02" government puplicat.!ons SKIP 1' Q.

IF OTHR SOURCE 3rr lO"

), 

ASK 
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(2) -8- DPXK 02

As 1010 understand it, where does (SOUR FROM Q. 7 OR S) get its information
abut crop and livestock deve1op.nts1

(CODE AL SOUR MEIOI)
USDA/Crop and Livestock Repor ing
Service surveys and reporta 12/

. . . . . . .

universitYI Agricultural Exriment
Station I ASCS 13/

14/Its ow. independently sponsored research

Research or reports from other commrcial
sources (e.g_, Chicago Board of Trade,
Sioux Falls Stockyards) 

........

15/

Day to day business dealings with farmers
and ranchers. 

. . . . . . . . . .

16/

Informal conversations with fr iends,
neighbors, relatives, other farmers

. . . . . .

17/

Oter (SPPXI!'):

18/

19/I)n t know. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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10. A. Here are sane types of information in crop and livestock reports. For each
one, please tell me whether it has been very useful, somewhat useful, or not

useful at all to you in managing your operation.

RE EAH ITEi BELOW AN REORD R' S ANSWER:

FOR EA "NOT USEFL" ANSW. ASK Why is that?

CODE AL THT APPLY

1 SO-

NOT AWARVE WHT NOT
IT IS DON1

NOT - OTH
USE USE- USE- AVAIL- NEE - LATE (SPECIFY)FOL FOL FOL

ABLE

Information abut
weather influence on 20/ 21/ 22/ 23/ 24/
crop progress and forage
conditions (Has this

informa ticn been (ASK

very useful, sane-
what useful, or not
useful at all?1

L. Monthly forecasts of
25/ 26/ 27/ 28/ 29/

crop yields and acres
to be harvested (ASK

Information about the 30/ 31/ 32/ 33/ 34/

numer of Ii ves tock
on farms (ASK

Repor ts on the numr
of livestock sold for

35/ 36/ 37/ 38/ 39/

slaughter (Has this
informa ticn been very (ASl

useful, sanewha 

useful, or not useful
at all?!

Prices received by
40/ 41/ 42/ 43/ 44/

farmers and ranchers
for their livestock (ASK

Costs of production,
such as prices farmers

45/ 46/ 47/ 48/ 49/

and ranchers must pay
for things like seed, (ASK

fertilizer and feed

Stocks of wheat,
SO/ 51/ 52/ 53/ 54/

other grain, and
oil-seeds in storage (ASK

241



(2) -10- DECKS 02-

11. Generally speaking, do you find the information in crop and livestock reports
to be very useful, somewhat useful, or not useful at all for managing

your operation?

Very useful. 

. .

SOmewtlat useful. . .
Not a t all use ful .

55/

. . . . . . .

Don know

12. WIictl of ttle following do you generally find !lst
and livestock developments in your ow county, in
States as a whole, or in ocher countries?

6-70/R
B!;IN DEC 03

useful? Reports on crop
your state, in the United

08-27/R
(CODE AL MEIONE)

County 28/

State 29/

United States 30/

Otter countr iea 311

Don know. 32/

13. When you are nat certain about the meaning of information in a crop or
livestock report, do you ever discuss this information with somene else?

Yes . . (ASK A) 33/

No . . . . .

. . . . . . .

Don t know.

IF YE WIo do you usually discuss it wi tt?

Extension agent, ASCS office, University,

Agr icultural Exr iment Station
Persons 1n agr iculture-related business

(e.g., banker, buyers of farm products,
suppliers of farm eqipmnt)

34/

Friends, neighbors, relatives, other farmers

Farm, ranch organization

Otter (SPECIFY)

Qcn I t know. 

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

14. On tte w ole, wtlo do you ttlink benefits most from ttle orop and livestock
reports--farmer5 and ranchers or other 

Fa:!!rs and ranchers. . . . . 1

Ottler groups. . . . . . . . . 2
35/

Don ow . . . . . 8
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15. A. Besides farmers and ranchers
what are some of the other

, groups you can think of tha 
use the crop and livestock
reports?

PROBE: Any others?

--FOR ALL GROUPS METIONE,
(a) CODE IN COLUM A, 

ALSO
(b) CODE 1" FOR "YES" IN

COLUM B IF GROUP IS
LISTE IN COLUM B.

--TH RE 

Grain buyers

Livestock buyers,
slaughterhouses

Foo processing and
marketing canpanies .

Bankers

Loal or state
government

Federal government

Farm organizations
and coops

Consumer groups

Elevator or storage
facility operators

Farm supply dealer s
Specula tor s
Railroads and truckers.
Universities
Foreign buyers of

foo products
0thers (SPEXIFYI

Don I t Itnow

AL GROUPS
METIONED

36-37/:

38-39/ :

11-

B. Here are some other
groups tha t mayor
may not use the r e-
ports. As I read
them, please tell me
whether or not you
think they use the
reports.

--ASK AN CODE FOR
ALL GROUPS LISTED
IN COWMN B EXCEPT
GROUPS ALY ME-
TIONED BY R AN
CODED "

--TH, FOR EAH
YES" ASK C AN

CODE REPONSE IN
COLUM C.

DEXKS 03-

C. When (GROUP)
uses the reports,
does this help or
hurt farmers and
ranchers?

YES I

////1///////

//////1/1//

///////////

//1//// 

// // /

//////1/1/1

/ / / // / / / / /

//////////1/

22/

09/ 23/

10/ : 24/

11/ 25/

12/R:

/ / / / / / / / / / /! / / / / / / /

26/R

13/: 27/

14/R:

/ / / / / / / / / / / / / 

1/ 1/ 28/R

15/ 29/

16/R:

/ / / / / / / / / / / / / / / /// /

30/R

17/; 31/

laiR:

/ / / / 

/1 

/ / / / / / / / / / 

/1/ 32/R

19/: 33/

20/R:

/ / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / / 

34/R

21/ 35;

/1/1//1//////// 

/ //

"6-72/R
1/1///1///////1//

40-41/ :

42-43/ :

44-45/ :

46-47/:

48-49/:
50-51/ :

52-53/
54- 55/:
56-57/:
58- 59/:

60-61/:

62-63/:

64-65/:

66-67/:
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16. Here are some statements about government crop and livestock reports. As I read
each one, please tell me whether you agree with it or disagree with it.

I AGRE I DISAGRE I 

=' 

A. Governmnt crop and livestock reports
tend to make the market for agricul-
tural products more stable.

B. Government crop and livestock reports
are influenced by politics..

c. If there were no governmnt crop and
livestock reports, it would be harder
for farmers and ranchers to make a
profit.

D. Government crop and livestock reports
are mote useful to large farm and
ranch operations than to small ones.

E. Government crop and livestock reports
are generally more accurate 'an
rePOrts published by private companies.

F. Organizations representing farmers and
ranchers should have more to say about
the kinds of information collected in
government crop and livestock surveys.

G. Government crop and livestock reports
are usually followed by a drop in the
pr ices of agr icul tur al products.

H. COnuHy buyers would have less of an
advantage in the market if there were
no governmnt crop and livestock reports.

1. Most farmers and ranchers agree to
participate in government crop and
livestock surveys.

17. Do you think that farmers and ranchers who participate in governmnt crop and
livestock surveys give accurate information almst all of the time, most of the
time. only som of the time. or hardly ever?

Alst all of the time. 1
Most of the time . 2
Only some of the time . 3

Hardly ever . 4

Don t know. . 8
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12/

13/

14/

15/

16/

17/
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PART II - PARTICIPATION IN SURVEYS

INTRODUCTION: The next few questions ask about the surveys of farmers and ranchers
that collect the i.nformation for the crop and livestock reports.

18. During t.he months of Decembr 1977, January and February 1978, the Crop and
Livestock Reporting Service conducted the January Cattle and Calf Inquiry. Were
you asked to participate in that survey?

Yes . . (CODE " 01" FOR JANARY CATTLE
IN HE ING OF COLUM 1,
OPPOITE PAGE) . . . . 1 181

No . . . . .

. . . . . . .

, . . 2

Don t know. 

. . . . . . . . . .

. . 8

19. (Counting that survey) How many crop and livestock surveys were you asked to

participate in altogether during Decembr of last year and January and February
of this year?

Q. 19 ADSTlT

19-20/

21-221

IF 0 SURVES (SKIP TO Q. 21)

IF 1 OR MORE SURVES:
- AN Q. 18 = "Yes" FOR JANARY CATTLE,

(SKIP TO Q. 21)
- AN Q. 18 " OR IlDon t Know

(ASK Q. 20)

NUER OF SURVES:

20. As you recall it, what was the nam of (that survey/the survey during this period
you remembr best)?
IF NEESSARY, PROE: What was it about?

RECORD NAM OR TOPIC OF SURVE IN HEING OF COLUM 1, OPPOITE PAGE

21. Dur ing the months of Septemr, October, and Novembr of 1977 the Crop and Live-
stock Reporting Service Conducted the ((lI) Acreage and Production of Crops
SurveY/(6DJ Acreage and Production of Small Grain Crops Survey). Were you asked
to participate in that survey?

Yes . . (CODE .01" FOR "ACREE AN
PRODUCTION" IN BEING OF
COLUM 2, OPPOITE PAGE) . . . . 1

. . . . . . . . . 2

. . . . . . . . 8

231

No . . . .

Don t k.now 

. . . .

22. (COunting that survey) Bow many crop and livestock surveys were you asked to

participate in altogether during Septembr'. October, and Novembr of last year?

IF 0 SURVES. . . (SKIP TO Q. 24)

IF 1 OR MORE SURVES:
- AN Q. 21 = "Yes " FOR ACRGE AN

PRODUCTION . . (SKIP TO Q. 24)

- AN Q. 21 co " . or ftDon Know
(ASK Q. 23)

Q, 22 ADJUSTlT

24- 25/

26- 27 I

NUMBER OF SURVES:

23, As you recall it, what was the name of (that survey/the survey during this period
you remembr best)?
IF NECESSARY, PROBE: Wha twas it about?

- -

'1 OR ""PIC OF SURVEY IN HEING OF COLUM 2, OPPOSITE PAGE.
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24.

-14- DEC 05

And during the months of March through August
surveys were you asked to participate in?

NUER OF SURVES: CI 28-29/

of 1977, how many crop and livestock

Q. 24 ADJUSTM:

32- 33/

30-31/

25. A. ADD NUER OF SURVES IN QS. 19, 22 & 24 AN ENER
TOTAL NUER OF SURVES:

B. CONFIRM Let' s see. (That makes a total of
TOTAL: surveys/So you were not asked

tOrticipate in any surveys) in
the past 12 months. Is that correct?
IF R. DISAGRE, REIEW QS. 19, 22, 24 AN ALLO R. TO ADJUST TOTALS 
REORD Al ADJUS'lTS IN "ADSTT" BOXES--Tl,

--IF TOTAL a 0, ASK C
..IF TOAL a OR MORE, ASK D

C. IF 0 SURVES: !!ve you ever been D. IF 1 OR MORE SUVES: Of these 

asked to participate in a crop or surveys; how many did you agree to
livestock survey, either by mail, participate in?
or on the phone, or in per son?

25-A
ADJUS'lT: 34-35/

Yes.

Don I t know

(SKIP TO Q. 35) . 1 36/
(SKIP TO Q. 39) . 2
(SKIP TO Q. 39) . 8

NUER OF 
PARTICIPATIONS: 37-38/

-- IF ENY IN EITI COLUM HEING
BEL, RE Q. 26 !!R FIRST
SURVE LIST

--IF NO ENY IN COLU HEINS.
SKIP TO Q. 35.

26. COMLET QS. 26-34 COLUM 1 COLU 2,
FOR ONE COLU Designated ANAR CATT AN ACE AN PRODUCION
BEFRE GOING ON
TO NEXT COLUM

Survey CA (Q. 18) (Q. 21)
39-40 43-44/

These next questions Survey name/ (Q. 20) (Q. 23)

are abut the Topic given

(SUVE NAM by R: SPECIFY
COLUM HEIN)
survey. Don I t knoW'

27. IS COLUM Yes
45/

HEING COBD (SKIP TO Q. (SKIP TO Q. 29
"01" FOR
DESIGNATE

COL 1, NET PAGE) COL 2. NE PAGE)

SURVE-?
(ASK Q. 28) (AS Q. 28)

28. As you remember USDA 46/
it, who oon- C&L Rptg Svcducted this
survey? Other govt. agency

College/universi ty
Pr ivate Co.
Other

(SPECIFY)

Don I t know

GO ON ': Q. GO ON TO Q. 29
FOR COLUM 1 FOR COLU 2
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29. Were you first asked t Mail
participate in this .

1 Phonesurvey by mail, on the
phone, or by an inter- Person
viewer who contacted
you in person?

30. lIow well was the pur-
pose of this survey
explained? Would you
say very well, fairly
well, not very well,
or not well at all?

31. Did you' complete this
survey when first
asked?

32. Did you coplete this
survey at some later
time?

33. Overall, do you feel
the time and effort
you put into answering
the questions in this
survey was very well
spent, sanewhat well
spent, or not very
well spent?

Don I t know

Very well
Fair ly well
Not very well;
Not well at all 
Don It know

Yes

Yes

Very well
spent

t well 

Not very well
spen t

Don t know 

-15-

COLUM 1

1 (SKI1' 49/

, TO Q. 3:3)

(SKIP TO Q. 34)

51/

NET COLUM,
OR GO TO Q.

DEXK 05

COLUM 2

47/ 58/

48/ 59/

1 (SKIP 60/

. Q. ' 33)

50/ 61/

(SKIP TO Q. 34)

62/

I GO ON TO Q. 35 

34. What were your reasons
for deciding not to
participate in this
survey?

REORD
VETIM

NET COLUM, Q, 26 '
OR GO TO Q. 35 
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(2) 16- BEGIN DECK 06

IF R VOLUNTE THT HE HAS NEV PARTICIPATED IN A SURVE.
CHECK BOX AN SKIP TO Q. 39.

,--

08/

35. People agree to participate in surveys for many different reasons. For each
cf the following, please tell me whether it is important or not important for
you when you decide to participate in crop and livestock surveys.

I IMrRTANT I I

~~~

ANT I APP

~~~

a. When someone asks me to do something,
I find it hard to say 110.

09/

b. I use the crop and livestock reports,
so I feel I ought to participate in
the surveys.

10/

c. I lil5e being interviewed and having
a chance to give information.

11/

d. If farmers and ranchers don 
I t

participate, the crop and livestock
reports won t be accurate.

12/

e. Once the survey contacts you or gets
you on the phone, you re already
hooked, so you miqht as well qO ahead.

f. An organization I belong to encourages
its members to participate.

13/

14/

15/

q. 

When the government sponsors a survey,
it' s usually worthwhile.

36. When you are asked to fill out 4 crop and livestock questionnaire by mail, are
you more likely to fill it out on a weekd3Y or durinq the weekend?

Weekday. . . . . J. 16/

Weekend. . . . . . . . 2

No difference. . . . . 3

Nevei: participated
in mail survey . . . 4

Don I t know . . 8
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37. For a crop and livestock survey conducted by telephone, what part of the day is
most convenient for you to be interviewed--morning, noon, afternoon or evening?

Morning (until noon) . . . 1

Noon (12:00 noon - 1:00 PM) .. 2

Afternoon (1:00 PM - 6:00 PM) . 3

Evening (after 6: 00 PM) 

.,.. 

17/

Don t know. 

. . . . . . .

. . 8

38. We are interested in finding out how farmers and ranchers feel about giving
different kinds of information in crop and livestock surveys. When you are asked
to give the following kinds of information, are you willing, reluctant, or un-
willing to give it?

a. Information about how much acreage
you intend to plant of different
crops. (Are you willing, reluctant,
or unwilling to 9i ve this information?)

18/

b. How much acreage you actually
planted to each of your main crops.

19/

c. The numer of acres you harvested
and your crop yields.

d. The kinds of livestock you have
and t.he numbers of each kind (Are
you willing, reluctant, or un-
willinq to qive this information?)

20/

21/

e. The prices you received when you
sold your livestock.

22/

f. The prices you pay for things like
seed, fertilizer, or feed

23/

9. The total income from your
farm operation

24/

h. Your off-farm income
25/

26-33/R

249



(2) -18- DEC 06

39. If a private company asked the Departmnt of Agriculture how a particular farmer
or rancher had answered questions in a crop and livestock survey. do you think
the Departmnt of Agriculture would or would not provide the private cony
with that informAtion?

WOuld provide. . . . . 1

WOuld not provide. . . 2

Don t kno . . . 8

34/

40. And what if a qovernmnt agency asked the Departmnt of Agriculture how a

particular farmer or rancher had answered questions in a crop and livp.stock
survey? Do you think the Departmnt of Aqriculture would or would not provide
the government agency with that informAtion?

WOuld provide. . . . . 1

Would not provide. . . 2

35/

Don t kno . . . 8

41. What suggestions do you have for ..king the crop and livestock surveys ""re
useful to farmers and ranchers?

No suggestions
36-37/
38-39/
40-41/
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42. Are you a membr of any farm organization or commity association organized
to represent the interests of farmers and ranchers?

Yes (ASK A AN B) . . . 1 42/

No . .

. . . . . . .

. . . 2

IF YES:
A. Which organizations are you

a membr of?

REORD AL ORGIZATIONS
MEIONE: T!, FOR EAH
ORGIZATION, ASK B AN
CODE REPONSE IN COLUM a.

FOR EACH ORGANIZATION NAM IN A
As far as you know, does the (ORGAI-
ZA.TION) encourage or discourage par-
ticipation in government crop and
1i vestock surveys?

43-44 51/

45-46 52/

47-4B

/ :.

53/

49-50 54/

These last few questions ask for a little more information about you and your operation.
After :rour name has been removed, this information will be used only for statistical
purposes to canpare results from different groups of people who participate in the
survey..

43. What is your present age

Refused
55-56/

44. what is the highest grade in elementary school, high school or college tht
you copleted?

Soe gr .ode school
(1st-7th grades)

Completed grade school
(8th 91ade) . . .

Soe high school
(9th-11th grades)

Completed high school
(12th grade or GW)

57-58/

SOe college
Completed college (4 years) .
Mor e than college

(more than 4 years),. . . 

Refused. . . 

. . . . .
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45. Altoqether, about h Many cropland acres do you operate?

CIrIIJ
o 0 0

9 9

ACRE

. . None . (SKIP TO Q. 

. . Refused. . . . (ASK B)

59-63/

B. IF RESED
'r giv!, Us just a rough idea, would you say you have 500 or more cropland
at:;es or less than 500 cropland acres?

500 acres or more

Less than 500 acres. 2

64/

Refused . . . . . . 7

BEGIN DEC 07

46. What are your main crops?

CODS AL MEIONE
Winter (fall planted) wiea t 08-09/
Durum 10-11/
Spring whea t 12-13/
Corn 14-15/
Oats 16-17/
Bar ley. 18-19/
Alfalfa 20-21/
Soybeans 22-23/
Flaxseed 24-25/
lly 26-27/
Potatoes 28-29/
Sorghum 30-31/
Rye 32-33/
sugar Bee ts 34-35/

Other (SPECIFY) 36-37/

Other (SPECIFY) 38-39/
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47- What kinds of livestock are on the land you operate?

IN COLUM 1 CODE EA KIND OF LIVETO NAM 
TH, FOR CATTLE AN !lOGS, ASK . A. AN EN NUER IN COLUM 2.

FOR CATTLE AN !lOGS ONLY: In rough figures, what is the largest
numr of (cattle!hogs) you had on hand at anyone time last year?

COLUM 1 COLtJ 2

Cattle. . . .
CODE AL THT APPLY

401
(NUER CATT)
Refused (ASK ' S) . 9997

46-491

!ls, pigs

. . . . . . . .

411

(NUER HOGS)

Refused (AS C)

50- 531
. 9997

Sheep, lams, goats. 

. .

Poultry. . .
Other (SPECIFY)

421

431

441

None

. . . .. . .

451

IJ! RESED NUER OJ! CATT: To give us just a rough idea, would you say
that the most you had on hand at any tim last year was 1, 000 or more cattle
or less than 1, 000 cattle?

000 or llre . . . 1

Less than 1, 000 . . 2

541

Re fuse . . . 7

no RUSED NUER OJ! !lOG : To give us just a rough idea, would you say that
the most you had on hand at. anyone time last year was 400 or more hogs or
less than 400 hogs?

400 or more. . . . 1

Less than 400 . . . 2

551

Refused. . . . . . 7

48. curing the past year, have you had any non-farm or non-ranch job from which you
r ece i ved income?

Yes. . . . 1

. . 2

561
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These are an the questions I have. Thank you very much 
for your time and cooperation.

Before I hang up. are there any questions you would like to ask about the surveyor
any coments you ,"ould like to make?

Thank you again.

I TIM:
57-5a/
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APPEND IX D

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN QUESTIONNAIRE VERSIONS

The following outline highlights the differences between the
two questionnaire versions used in the Dakota survey. Version
differences are of three types. Some topics were covered on only
one version of the questionnaire, allowing us to expand the scope
of the study at the cost of slightly lower precision in statisti-
cal estimates from each randomly selected half of the sample. 
other instances, similar questions were asked, but with differ-
ences in question wording or format between the two versions.
Mos t of the differences were minor, but , in the sections of the
questionnaire designed to measure survey participation tenden-
cies, our two measurement approaches required significant differ-
ences in question wording and format. Finally, we experimented
with question sequence by shifting the order of selected items
between versions.

The analysis of the differences in our participation mea-
sures appears in Chapter 3. Estimates from other version-speci-
fic items are reported as appropriate in Chapters 2 through 5.,
Response bias due to question wording and sequence is taken up in
Chapter 6.

The
found in
fr om the
numbered

complete text of both questionnaire versions may be
Appendix C. Full-size copies are available on request
authors. Note that identical items are not necessarily
identically in the two versions.

TOPICS COVERED ONLY IN ONE VERSION

VERSION DIFFERENCES

Version I

Question 11, parts a , b , c

e, and g, evaluations of
specific information in crop
and livestock reports.

Questions 14. B and 14. C, parts
covering use of crop and live-
stock use Py local or state
government , farm organizations
and cooperatives, elevator or
stor age fac i 1 i ty operator s ,
speculators, and universities.

Version II

Question 10 , parts a , b , d
e, and g, evaluations of
specific information in crop
and lives tock reports.

Questions 15. B and 15.
parts covering use of crop
and livestock reports by the
federal government, consumer
groups, farm supply dealers,
railroads and truckers, and
foreign buyers of food
produc ts.
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Question 16, part D, on the
clarity of government reports.

Question 16, part D, on the
relative usefulness of gov-
ernment reports to large and
small farm operators.

Questions 19, 20, and 21, on
the amount of detail in
government reports, the use of
government reports by critics,
and the trustworthiness of
government reports.

Question 37, parts a through h,
on the difficulty of providing
accurate information when re-
sponding to crop and livestock
reports.

Question 38, parts a through
, on operators ' willingness

to provide information when
responding to crop and live-
stock surveys.

TOPICS COVERED IN BOTH VERSIONS WITH DIFFERENT QUESTION WORDING
OR FORMT

Warding differenaes only--same formt (evaluations of govern-
ment r parts):

Version I Version II

Q. 16-A
Q. 16-B
Q. 16-C
Q. 16-E
Q. 16-G
Q. 16-H

Q. 16-E
Q. 16-B
Q. 16-C
Q. 16-A
Q. 16-1
Q. 16-H

Differenaes in both wording an formt (evaluations of govern-
men reports):

Version I Version II

Q. 16-F
Q. 17
Q. 18

Q. 17
Q. 16-F
Q. 16-G

Measures of surey paxtiaipation habits:

Version I Version II

Questions 23 through 33 Questions 18. through 34.

256



TOPICS COVERED IN BOTH VERSIONS USING DIFFERENT QUESTION ORDER

Version I

General
of crop

(Q. 10)
uations

usefulness evaluation
and livestock reports
precedes focused eva1-

(Q. 11)

Items on the use of crop and
livestock reports by other
groups besides producers

(Q. 14) precedes general item
on whether producers or other
groups benefit more from the
reports (Q. 15)

Version II

Focused evaluations of the
usefulness of specific in-
formation in crop and live-
stock reports (Q. 10) pre-
cedes general evaluations

(Q. 11)

General item on whether pro-
ducers or other groups bene-
fit more from crop and live-
stock reports (Q. 14) pre-
cedes focused items on the
use of the reports by other
groups besides producers

(Q. 15)

Evaluations of government crop and livestock reports (Version 

Questions 16, 17, and 18; Version II, Questions 16 and 17) were
solicited in different sequences in the two versions.
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APPENDIX E

CONSTRUCTION OF INDICES USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF
SURVEY PARTICIPATION RATES

In our analysis of the factors affecting the survey participation
rates of Dakota farmers and ranchers, six of the thirty-eight
predictor variables employed were numerical indices built from
sets of categorical items focusing on the same issue or psycho-
logical dimension (see Chapter 3). Our aim in scale construction
was not to develop precise mathematical models of the nature of
variation in participation rates associated with different values
on numerical predictor scales. We sought merely to reduce the
number of potential predictor variables to manageable numbers by
combining several indicators of the same underlying variable, and
to incorporate quantitative measures of central concepts (for
example, an operator I degree of unwillingness to provide inform-
ation) whenever direct numerical measures were not available.
Elaborate scaling techniques were therefore unnecessary; simpler,
unweighted, additive scales suited our purposes well enough.
Indices were constructed using the following procedures.

Number of specific information items in crop and livestock
reports the operator considered useful (X

6 in Table 3.
20)

Survey items:

Version I, Question II-A, parts a through g
Version II, Question 10-A, parts a through g

Data modification:

Responses of "very useful" and " somewhat useful" were
scored 1, all other responses were scored O.

Scale score computation:

In both versions, the scale score was set equal to the
sum of the recoded items a through g.

Number of groups other than farmers and ranchers that the
operator believes use crop and livestock reports against
producers I interests (X

7 in Table 3.
20)

Survey items:

Version I, nine groups treated in Question 14-C
Version II, nine groups treated in Question 15-C
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Data modification:

Responses of "hurt farmers and ranchers" were scored
, all other responses were scored O.

Scale score computation:

In both versions, the scale score was set equal to the
sum of the nine recoded group evaluations.

Number of groups other than farmers and ranchers that the
operator believes use crop and livestock reports in ways that
are helpful to producers (X

s in Table 3.
20)

Survey items:

Version I, nine groups treated in Question 14-C
Version II, nine groups treated in Question 15-C

Data modification:

Responses of "help farmers and ranchers" were scored
1, all other responses were scored O.

Scale score computation:

In both versions, the scale score was set equal to the
sum of the nine recoded group evaluations.

Index of general evaluations of government crop and livestock
reports and their impact on agricultural economics (X10 inTable 3. 20)

Survey items:

Version I, Question 16, parts A through H
Version II, Question .16, parts A through I

Data modification:

All items in both versions were recoded such that responses
reflecting favorable evaluations or beliefs about govern-
ment reports were scored 1, those reflecting unfavorable
evaluations or beliefs were scored -1, and all other
responses were scored O.

Scale score construction:

In both versions, the scale score was, set equal to the
sum of the recoded evaluation items (eight in Version 
nine in Version II).
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Index of unwillingness to provide specific information when
responding to crop and livestock surveys (X28 in Table

20)--Version II respondents only.

Survey items:
Version II, Question 38, parts a through h

Data modification:

Responses of "willing" were scored 1, responses of
reluctant" were scored 2, and responses of "unwilling

were scored 3. The few responses in the remaining
categories were treated as missing data.

Scale score computation:

The scale score was set equal to the sum of the eight
recoded willingness items.

Attitudes of the operator agricultural
towards their members ' participation in crop
surveys (X

32 in Table 3.
20).

organizations
and livestock

Survey items:

Version I, Question 41
Version II, Question 42

Data modification:

For each instance of organizational membership (up to
a total of four, the organization was scored 1 if it
encouraged its members to participate in crop and live-
stock surveys, -1 if it discouraged its members from
participating, and 0 if it was neutral on the issue
or if the operator did not know the organization
position on participation.

Scale score computation:

The scale score was set equal to the sum of the scores
assigned to each organization to which the operator b
longed. Operators who reported no organizational affili-
ations were assigned scale scores of O.
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APPENDIX F

COMPARISON OF SAMPLING STRATA DEFINITIONS
WITH NORC SURVEY RESPONSES

For sampling purposes, Dakota farm and ranch operators were
sorted into ten strata (four in North Dakota, six in South Dakota)
as described in Chapters 1 and 4 and Appendix B. Data from USDA
lists provided the basis for this classification of operators,
which appeared to offer a suitable means for analyzing differ-
ences in survey responses related to the operator s main product
and scale of production. A second possibility was to use data
from NORC survey questions on cropland acreage and numbers of
livestock to compare the responses of various types of operators.
However , NORC survey items on farm and ranch characteristics were
designed to elicit only rough estimates of acreage and .1ivestock
holdings and offered no means for classifying respondents in
terms of their primary product. Use of the stratum variable was
thus preferable for this purpose. Original stratum assignments
were compared with NORC survey data on numbers of livestock and
cropland acres to insure that the initial classifications were
not excessively out of line.

Beginning with North Dakota, the stratum of large scale
cattle ranchers contained operators who, according to USDA re-
cords , held 500 or more head of cattle. In response to NORC
survey questions, the mean number of cattle reported by operators
in this stratum was 714 (the median was 601). There is, however
some evidence suggesting shrinkage of herd size in this stratum:
68 percent of these operators reported having 500 or more cattle,
and 79 percent reported more than 400 head. The remaining 21
percent reported fewer than 400 head.

The North Dakota stratum of small-scale cattle producers was
composed of ranchers holding fewer than 500 head of cattle,
according to USDA records. NORC survey responses revealed that 99
percent of the operators assigned to this stratum still fit this
description. The average number of cattle reported was 117, with
a median of 75 heads.

Small-scale crop growers without cattle (or with unknown
numbers of cattle) composed the third North Dakota stratum. NORC

data suggests that cropland acreage for many of these operators
has expanded beyond the 500-acre upper bound used in the original
stratum definition. About 70 percent reported cultivating up to
700 acres, and 83 percent reported up to 1 000 acres planted to
crops. In addi tion, 64 percent of these operators reported having
no cattle at all, and a total of 84 percent reported fewer than 50
head.
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Large crop growers in North Dakota (stratum 4) were origi-
nally specified as having over 500 acres planted to crops and no
(or unknown) livestock. According to NORC self-reports, 97
percent of these operators have 500 or more cropland acres, and
some 85 percent have over 700 acres. Mean cropland acreage is

554. These operators also report holding very few livestock,
with 82 percent reporting no cattle at all, and 87 percent
reporting under 50 head at their highest point during the previous
year.

The findings for South Dakota are similar. Originally
operators were included in the stratum of large livestock pro-
ducers if they held either 1, 000 or more cattle or 400 or more
hogs. About 87 percent of the operators originally assigned to
this stratum still fit this criteria by their own reports: 66
percent have more than 400 hogs and an additional 21 percent
report 1 000 or more head of cattle.

The second South Dakota stratum contained smaller producers
of cattle only (no hogs). Of this group, 97 percent reported
having fewer than 1, 000 head of cattle, with an average reported
herd size of 181 head. Furthermore, 92 percent reported that they
produced no hogs.

In the third South Dakota stratum were operators who, ac-
cording to USDA information, were smaller-scale hog producers
with zero cattle holdings. In the NORC survey, 88 percent of
these operators said they had fewer than 400 hogs, with average
holdings of 197 hogs. In addition, 51 percent of this group
reported having no cattle, and a total of 82 percent said they had
under 100 head of cattle.

Smaller scale producers of both cattle and hogs composed the
fourth South Dakota stratum. These operators reported averages
of 141 head of cattle and 180 hogs in the NORC survey. In fact,
none of these operators reported having 1, 000 head of cattle, and
only 12 percent claimed to have as many as 400 hogs or more.

In the fifth South Dakota stratum were smaller-scale crop
producers who raise no livestock. On average , these operators
claimed to have about 368 acres planted to crops, with 84 percent
reporting 700 or fewer cropland acres and 97 percent with fewer
than 1 000 acres in crops. Some 53 percent of this group said
they had no cattle at all, with 70 percent reporting less than 50
head and 84 percent less than 100 head. In addition, 86 percent
said they had no hogs and a total of 92 percent reported fewer
than 100 hogs.

Finally, in the sixth South Dakota stratum were the larger
crop producers. According to our survey reports, these operators
have cropland holdings of 1, 495 acres on average. Some 93 percent
have farms of more than 500 acres and a total of 80 percent have
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more than 700 acres planted to crops. About 64 percent reported
having no cattle, and about 70 percent reported holding less than
50 head at peak. About 93 percent of these operators reported
having no hogs.
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