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ABSTRACT

Just as problems of farm management confront the farm operator,
problems of program menagement concern those responsible for the opera-
tions of the Cooperative Extension Service. In best serving the infor-
mation needs of its farmer clientele, knowledge of the patterns of in-
formation farmers consider important and information sources used by
them can be helpful.

Data used in this study are from Stratum 4 (Michigan counties
south of the Bay City-Muskegon line) of the Interstate Managerial Survey.
This survey, which included a sample of 199 Southern Michigan farms, was
conducted in the summer of 1954 by the Risk and Uncertainty Subcommittee
of the North Central Farm Management Research Committee.

In response to a projective, non=structured question, respondents
indicated that farmers should use different patterns of information in
each of three situations:

a- when organizing a farm, & farmer should be most concerned
with factors having long-term implications, such as produc-
tion, institutional, and human factors.

b= in operating a farm for maximum profit, farmers should use
most the types of information on production, prices, and new
technology, each of which has certain possibilities of short-
run flexibility in terms of the farm operation.

c- when operating a farm for the greatest family satisfaction,
information on factors with long-term implications, including

institutional, human, and production factors should be most used.
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In terms of relative importance for their own operation and in

light of their own experiences, respondents named production information

most important, price next most, and institutional information least

important. This pattern very nearly paralleled the pattern when "operat-

ing for profit" in the hypothetical situation, suggesting that the

respondents were profit- and operationally-oriented. ‘
In analyzing the patterns of use of eighteen communicative sources .

of information, different patterns were identified for each of five types

of information: price, production, new technology, human factors, and
institutional factors. In general, farmers look to a relatively small
number of communicative sources for each type of information. And each
source is looked to for more than one type of information.

Farmers in different positions relative to certain of the control
variables employed different patterns of communicative sources when secur-
ing a given type of information. While data limitations did not permit
exhaustive analysis of such relationships, reliable evidence was avail-
able for both price and production information source patterns. In
general, variations in patterns of sources employed were associated with
education, background experiences, personal situation, scale of opera-
tion, type of farm, and meeting attendance.

When farmers in different positions relative to control variables
used a given source of information, they used it for essentially the
same pattern of information.

These findings have implications for Extension programming. The

different patterns of information which farmers indicate should be used

vi



in organizational and operational situations should be recognized. If,

as seems to be the case, agriculture is currently undergoing major or-
ganizational adjustments, recognition of such patterns is particularly
appropriate. As a position of relative stability may be reached, a
relative shift to operational patterns may be in order.

In general, Extension programming should recognize the sources
most used by farmers for each of the types of information. Decisions
regarding channels of information employed in Extension cen in part
determine the audience served. In turn, a decision regarding audience
can be implemented in part through the employment of the sources of in-
formation to which that audience looks. If, as is apparently the trend,
farm operations are becoming larger and more specialized, and farmers
are securing more formal education, a challenge to Extension is suggested
in that operators of such large specialized farms and farmers with more

education looked to the land-grent system more than did other farmers.
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PREFACE

This study was completed as a part of the Interstate Managerial
Survey of the Risk and Uncertainty Subcommittee of the North Central
Farm Management Research Committee. As the Michigan Agricultural Ex-
periment Station has participated in this interstate project and as the
results reported here are appropriate for publication ss an Experiment
Station bulletin, this thesis has been written in a style and form mak-
ing it readily adaptable to publication.

While this study was addressed essentially to information patterns
of farmers and the sources of such information, the pertinence of these
findings to dynamic economics should not be overlooked. In dynamic
economic theory, the assumption of perfect knowledge is relaxed. The
manager, usually operating in situations of imperfect knowledge, must
make decisions related to organization and operation of the farm firm.
An essoential responsibility of the manager is that of learning, perform-
ing the functions of observation, analysis, and decision-making. As one
reflects on the whole process by which the entrepreneur and/or society
makes ad justments to change in situations of risk and uncertainty, one
is aware of such conceptual considerations as liquidity preferences, pro-
pensities to consume and invest, the theory of the firm, and the situa-
tions related to different degrees of knowledge. In light of these, it
is certainly appropriate to be concerned with the information patterns
of farm managers and the sources of information employed as they perform
their managerial functions. This study provides particular additional

insight into the observation and analysis phase of the managerial process.

xi







Chapter I
INTRODUCT ION

Just as problems of farm management confront the farm operator,
problems of program management concern those responsible for the opera-
tions of the Cooperative Extension Service., With a responsibility for
providing to its farmer clientele information useful in solving farm
problems, the Extension Service must be conoerned with the wisest utili-
zation of its limited resources to that end.

Many factors must be considered in the program management deci-
sions of Extension. This study will concern itself essentially with
only two: the types of information considered important by farmers,
and the communicative sources of such information.

It is spparent that, to be most effective in their efforts, the
designers of Extension programs must be intimately aware of the types
of information regarded as important by the farmers they serve. Cer-
tainly, if Extension is to be as helpful as possible in assisting far-
mers in making the managerial decisions they must make, an awareness of
the types of information important to these decisions is essential.

Further, if the efforts of Extension are to be efficient, program

developers must be cognizant of the sources of information being currently

employed by farmers in securing the various types of information they

need. With such knowledge, more effective decisions may be made in the

Planning of Extension programs.






While much research has been done in the broad areas of Extension

communications, this analysis of data secured from Michigan farmers will
probe somewhat different dimensions. First, it will address itself to
an inspection of the types of information regarded as important by far-

mers in organizing farms and in operating farms for maximizing either

profit or family satisfactions. Next, the communicative sources of in-
formation used by farmers in securing information will be reviewed.

Then the analysis will relate both the types of information regarded

-

as important and the sources of such information to various circumstances
or characteristics of the farmers concerned, revealing whether farmers
in different positions relative to the control variables indicate sig-
nificantly different patterns and sources of information.

Finally, certain implications which the findings of this analysis
may have for an Extension program will be cited. It should not be
assumed that in and of itself the Extension Service should attempt or
aspire to be the sole or even a major source of all types of informa=-
tion for farmers. Yet, in the management of their programs, Extension
personnel should find it helpful to have an insight into the types of
information regarded as important by farmers in making the decisions
they must make, and an awareness of the communicative sources utilized

by farmers in securing such information.






Chapter II

GENERAL PROCEDURE

Data used in this study are from the Interstate Managerial Sur=-
wy.‘ A brief review of this survey will be useful in understanding 7

the findings in this bulletin. f

The Interstate Managerial Survey

The Interstate Managerial Survey is a cooperative, interdisci-
plinary regional study involving agricultural economists, statisticians
and sociologists from seven states - Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Michigan, North Dakote, and Ohio. The Risk and Uncertainty Subcommittee
of the North Central Farm Management Research Committee served in es-
tablishing cooperative relationships. Under this Committee's guidance,
the survey schedule was prepared and pretested, interviewer schools were
conducted, the survey was completed, and analysis is being carried on.

The Interstate Managerial Survey is of considerable magnitude,
with answers to 66 different questions covering many facets of decision-
meking end with 1075 schedules taken. Functionally, questions in the
survey can be classified under these headings:

1. Types of information used by farmers in organizing and

operating farms;

2. Analytical problems and processes in the management function;

1For convenience, referred to as IMS.






3. Sources and means of securing information;

4, Expectation models;

5. Strategies;

6. Knowledge situations;

7. Propensities to buy insurance and tc¢ inks ricks as related
to the disutility of losses and utility of gains in income
and assets; and

|
|
8. Control questions. I
i

The sample for the study was rendom with respect to sample segments
in (1) the geographic erea delimited within each state and (2) the entire
geographic area delimited within the seven cooperating states.

The farmers sampled were those having primary entrepreneurial
responsibilities for business units producing more than §2,500 worth of
farm products, including the value of home consumption but excluding
the rental value of farm buildings. Farmers with types of leases and
partnership arrangements restricting their performance of the managerial
functions were excluded. The sampling and other characteristics of the

study are presented in Table 1.2

ZE‘nr more detailed information regarding the purposes and procedures
of IMS, see G. L. Johnson, Methodology for Studying Decision Meking,
Journal of Farm Economics, Volume XXXIX, No. 5, December 1957; G. L.
Johnson end C. B. Haver, Agricultural Information Patterns and Deci-
sion Making, Michigan State University Experiment Station, Last
Lansing, Bulletin Manuscript, 1959; and the series of articles on
Progress and Problems in Decision Making Studies, Journal of Farm
Economics, Volume XXXVII, No. 5, ppe 1097-1125, December 1955.







Table 1

Sempling Characteristics and Interviews Taken,
Interstate Managerial Survey, 1954

Stratum Estimated Estimated Number Expected . Actual
Number Number of of Eligible Number of Sempling Number of
and State Eligible Farms Per Farmers to be Rate Farmers
Farms Sampling Unit Interviewed Interviewed
1. Ken=
tucky 1,790 5 150 1/12 124
2. Ohio 23,599 2 200 1/118 137
3. Indiana 15,769 2 200 1/19 189
4, Michi-
! 37,545 2 224 1/150 199
5. Michi-
gan? 394 2 30 1/13 30
6. North
Dakota 9,301 2 150 1/62 129
7. Iowa 23,649 2 140 1/169 120
8. Kansas 6,985 2 206 1/29 147

Data used in this analysis: This analysis utilizes data both for
the total region and for farms in Michigan counties south of the Bay
City-Muskegon Line. 8ince the analysis is directed to the Michigan
situation and intended to be most useful in Michigan, the Stratum 4 data
(Michigan counties south of the Bay City-Muskegon Line)are used most

extensively.

1chnt‘.ien south of Bay City-Muskegon line.

zchehaygun and Presque Isle counties.






Further, only a portion of the total information secured in the

IMS is utilized. Specifically, data are drawn from responses to ques-
tions in three categories:

1. Control questions: These questions deal with tenure status,
size and type of farm, contacts with the Extension Service
and farm orgenizations, background, education and vocational
training, farm experience, non-farm employment, family re-
sponsibilities, employer status, income, assets, liabilities,
and net worth. Answers to these questions are used in analyz-
ing the inter-relationships between the position of a manager
with respect to these factors and the types of information
considered important and the sources of such infomtiun.5

2. Questions dealing with types of information used by farmers
for organizing and operating farms.

As reported by Johnson and aner,“‘ IMS indicated that
the random sample of 1075 farmers in eight midwestern areas
would have used proportionally different information patterns
in organizing farms than when operating them to maximize
either (a) profits or (b) satisfactions. Further, a ranking

pattern of the importance of the various types of information

3For convenience, the phrase "farmers of different characteristics"
will be used when referring to those control variables.

4Johnlon and Haver, Agricultural Information Patterns and Decision
Making, Michigen Agricultural Experiment Station, East Lansing,
Bu.

letin Manuscript, 1959.






was presented. In this study, a similar analysis is completed
for the Michigan (Stratum 4) sample, and further analysis is
made to determine if farmers of different characteristics
would indicate different patterns of informastion in these
situations,

Questions dealing with comminicative sources of information,

Analysis of these questions will indicate whether farmers use

various communicative sources to different degrees in secur-

ing different types of information. The analysis is then

further designed to reveal whether farmers of different

characteristics:

8. utilize different communicative sources in securing a
given type of information, and/or

be secure different types of information from a given

commnicative source.



Chapter III

PATTERNS OF INFORMATION FARMERS INDICATE SHOULD BE USED

In their analysis of appropriate data from IMS, Johnson and

Haver” reported that in 1954, a random sample of 1075 farmers in the F
eight midwestern areas of IMS would have required and used proportionally l
different information patterns when organizing farms than when operating
them either to maximize (a) profits or (b) satisfactions. L

While the types of information used by farmers had been classi-
fied into five categories (price, production, technologicel change,
human, and institutional) prior to IMS,6 these categories were not sug-
gested to farmers at this point in the survey. Rather, the following
open-ended, non-structured, projective-type questions were asked:
1. "What should a farmer find out before setting up a farm in
a strange area for a strange family?"

2. "What kinds of information do you think a farmer ought to
keep up with in order to operate a going farm business....
a. "In order to get the greatest profit?"
be "In order to get the greatest satisfaction for his

entire family?"

Ibid.
6G. L. Johnson and C. B. Haver, Decision Making Principles in Farm

Mana nt, Kentucky Agricultural Experiment Station, Lexington,
Bulletin No. 593, January 1953.
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In summarizing the responses to these questions, it became ap-

parent that most of the responses could be grouped into the five recog-
nized information categories: price, production, technological change,
human, and institutional. Therefore, the usefulness of these categories
is borne out. ;

It should be noted, however, that two additional categories be-
came apparent from the survey. Home technology was frequently mentioned
and could be suggested as a sixth category. To the extent that data
are available, this category is used in this analysis. Further, infor-
mation on how to analyze, decide, act, and bear responsibility was some=-
times mentioned. However, because of the procedure employed, responses
to this effect could not be expected in all instances where such a need
might actually have been felt., Consequently, this category was only
partially coded and cannot be used extensively in the analysis.

In this analysis therefore, the following broad classifications
of the detailed component categories of information used by farm mena=-
gers are employedz7

8. Price (information on prices of things bought and sold, in-

cluding past prices and price trends; current prices and

changes in prices; and price outlook).

be Production Factors (information on existing varieties of

crops and livestock; existing methods of producing crops

and livestock; climate, soil and disease conditions).

7800 Figure 1 of Appendix I for summary of component categories
included in broad types of information classifications.
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c. New Technology (information on technological change - new in-
ventions, developments and discoveries).

d. Human Factors (information about individuals you may have to
deal with or consider in making decisions about a farm).

e. Institutional Factors (information on political, social, and

religious factors).
f. Home Technology (information on existing and new technology

related to the home).

In organizing a farm:

For the hypothetical situation, when organizing a farm, produc-
tion information (yields, cropping practices, buildings, breeds, etc.)
was the type most frequently mentioned by Michigan respondents. The
next most mentioned category was institutional factors (schools, roads,
churches, taxes, acreage allotments, markets, etc.). Information on
human factors was third most mentioned, with information on prices,
home technology, and new production technology following in that order

(see Table II).

In operating a farm:
The information patterns Michigan farmers indicated should be

used when operating a farm were quite different from the pattern of in-
formation which they said should be used for organizing a farm. Further,
the pattern was different when the objective of operation was maximum
profit than when maximum family satisfaction was the goal.

When operating for profit, information on production methods was

still the most mentioned category, as it was when organizing a farm.
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Table II

Number and Percent of Mentions of Farmers Mentioning at Least
One Component’' of Each of Six Major Information
Categories, Michigan (Stratum 4 only).2

Type of
Information In Connection With

Orgenizing b

Farms Operating Farms For |

Family »

Profit Satisfaction E

No.. % Rank No. % Rank No. % Rank %

1

Price 12 57 4 107 2.3 2 20 12.2 &4 i{
Production 88 4,7 1 124 340 1 26 15.9 3
New Technology 2 .9 5 68 18.6 3 16 9.8 é
Human 43 20.4 3 15 L. 5 42 25.6 2
Institutional 64 30.4 2 51 14.0 4 43 26.1 1
Home Technology _ 2 9 5. 20 [o} 6 _17 10.4 5
Total 211 100.0 == 365 100.0 == 164 100.0 ==

lP‘ol‘ summary of component categories by broad types of information
classifications, see Table 1 of the Appendix.

2Summarization by numbers of times components of each of the six major
types of information were mentioned by farmers gives essentially the
same patterns as reported on the basis of this classification.

v’
Chi-square = 219,54, with 23.21 required for significance at the
one percent level.
However, in operating for profit maximization, price information became
the second most mentioned category, followed by information on new pro-
duction technology and institutions. Human information and home tech-

nology ranked a poor fifth and sixth, respectively.
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When operating to maximize family satisfactions, this pattern
changed significantly. Information on institutional factors became the
most mentioned category, followed by information on humen factors. In-
formation on production, prices, home technology, and new production
technology followed in that cu-n:lex-.8

From this it becomes apparent that, in general, farmers were more
concerned with short-lived types of information in connection with opera- F
tion, especially when for profit, than in organization of farms. Fur-
ther, human and institutionel information were emphesized more in con-
nection with operating for greatest family satisfaction and in connection

with farm organization.

Information Patterns Related to Control Variables:

While this summarization is useful and has implications for an
Extension progrul,g further analysis relating responses to these ques-
tions to control variables (different characteristics of the respondents)
provides additional insight, with possible implications also for Exten-
sion. For example, one might hypothesize that farmers of different ages
or with varying degrees of formal educational experience would indicate

different information patterns in these three situations (i.e. organizing

Blmly-h by states indicated a significant difference between states
in the information patterns in connection with operating farms to
maximize family satisfactions. Michigan data only are presented here.

9Johnlon and Haver, Agricultural Information Patterns and Decision
Making, Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station, East Lansing,

Bulletin Manuscript, 1959.
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a farm, and operating either for maximum profit or for maximum family
satisfaction).

For such an analysis, the control variables included in the survey
schedule should first be reviewed. 10 Questions employed to secure this
information dealt with background, education and vocational training,
farm experience, non-farm employment, family responsibilities, size and ?3

type of farm, employer status, tenure status, assets, liabilities, and

net worth, and contacts with the Extension Service and farm organizations. }
In addition, classifications of respondents on the basis of ranking of Ej
information considered important and on reasoning pattern was sometimes )
used. For convenience, each factor is described by a brief phrase which
indicates something of the nature and situation of the respondent. In
the analysis, each of these variables was related to the responses to
the questions regarding types of information important in organizing farms
and operating them for either maximum profit or satisfaction. The sum-
mary of this analysis is presented in Table 1 of Appendix II.
It is evident that, from this data, there is generally no rela-
tionship between the patterns of information thought important and the
control variables. However, one should not be misled in this impres-
sion. For it sppears that what in fact happened was this: each of the
respondents, regardless of his situation with reference to the control
variables, projected himself into the hypothetical situation which was

created. Thus, he answered the question regarding types of information

1OThe questions from which these control factors are derived are

enumerated in Figure 2 of Appendix I, with tabulationes of Michigan
respondents,
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important in organizing a farm from the standpoint of doing so "in a
strange area for a strange family."

Likewise, in responding to the questions related to types of in-
formation important in operating a farm for either maximum profit or
satisfaction, the respondent "role-played" the two situations in answer=
ing, thus neutralizing any influence the circumstances or characteristics n
reflected by the control variable might have had.

These findings attest to the success of the projective technique
employed in questioning. In answering the three questions, respondents
projected themselves into the hypothetical situation, with the result
that no relationship was evidenced between the information patterns and
the control variables. Thus, the generality of these information patterns
for the three situations is established.

Caution should be exercised in the interpretation of these find-
ings with reference to the relationships of control variables and infor-
mation patterns. If, for example, each farmer was indicating the pattern
of information he himself would employ in organizing e farm, some dif-
ference between farmers of different characteristics might be evident.

It would be erroneous to conclude from the evidence presented here that
such would not be the case.

Further, the data should not be interpreted as indicating that
respondents in different positions relative to the control variables
are alike in their motivation in farm operation. The data indicate that,
"if operating to maximize profits," the respondents of different charac-

teristics would desire a similar pattern of information. "If operating
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to maximize family satisfactions," they would desire a somewhat different
pattern, but for all it would be éimilar. But no indication is given as
to which of these situations a given respondent would choose. Thus, no
§onelusion can be reached from this data es to whether or not farmers of

different characteristics do indeed operate with a different objective

foremost in mind. F?
Rather, the information patterns outlined here are those which
respondents indicated are generally appropriate for farmers to use when .
i

organizing a farm, or operating a farm for either profit or family -
satisfactions. L,
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Chapter IV

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF TYPES OF INFORMATION

FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF FARMERS

To determine the relative importance attached to each of the five
types of information, each respondent was asked to rank the five types
on the basis of their importance in setting up and running his own farm
business. While the previous questions relating to types of information
importent in organizing and operating a farm had created a hypothetical
situation in which the respondent could answer on the basis of "a strange
family and a strange farm," the question related to ranks was phrased
to be answered by the respondent for his personal circumstances.

Each respondent was introduced to the question of ranking the
types of information by the preface: "Here is a list of five types of
information which at one time or another you may have had to obtain in
order to make decisions about things which have come up in the course
of your farming career. Each type is explained in this list and if the
explanation is not completely clear, I'll try to help you with it." The
1list (Figure 1) was then handed to the respondent, with a pause to allow
time for reading and asking questions.

This listing represented the first time the respondent had been
exposed to the five major information categories. Prior to this, as
pointed out, non-structured questions had been used. As also noted,
the coding of the answers to the non-structured questions revealed the

general usefulness of the five information categories - price, production,






Figure 1. Flash Card for Explaining Information Categories to
Respondents,

1. PRICES: Information on prices received for farm products and prices
pald for items used in farm production = this includes past, present,

and future prices.

Examples:
Current market prices
Market outlook
Corn=hog ratio
Dairy-feed ratio

Feed and supply prices
Machinery prices

Wage rates

Interest rates

2. PRODUCTION FACTORS: Information on the effects of all accepted farm
practices and items used in production on rates of crop and livestock
production - also, information on how soils, disease, and weather

affect yields.

Exggglea:
Fertilizers

Sprays and insects
Crop varieties
Feeding rates

Storage methods
Work methods
Tillage practices
Building layout

5« NEW DEZVELOPMENTS: Information on new developments or changes in
farm practices and items used in production.

Examples:
Supplemental irrigation
Antibiotics
Anhydrous ammonia
Chemical weed killers

Meat-type hogs

New feed supplements
Self-feeding silos
Krilium

4, HUMAN FACTORS: Information about individuals you may have to deal
with or consider in mesking decisions about a farm.

Examples:
Family members
Relatives
Neighbors or friends
Other people

5« POLITICAL, SOCIAL, RELIGIOUS FACTORS:

Dealers and buyers
Salesmen

County Agents
Hired workers

Information on local, national

and international governments and formal and informal groups whose

actions affect a farm.

Exgggles:

Acreage controls
Tax rates

Draft

School districts

Church practices
Conservation programs
Drainage districts
Co-op policies
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new technology, human, and institutional - if they are regarded as in-
complete to the extent that they do not adequately differentiate between
production and home technology and do not provide for inclusion of in-
formation on the menagerial process itself. The use of this structured
question involving the five major information categories seems therefore
to have been reasonable.

After the respondent understood the listing of the five types of
information, the interviewer asked, "In the light of your experience in
getting information to set up and run your farm to get the most out of
life, which of these five types of information have you found to be most
important to you?" The answer to this question was recorded as Rank 1.
The respondent was then asked, "Which of the remaining four has been
most important to you?" This response was recorded as Rank 2. The re-
spondent, with the list still before him, was then asked, "Which of the
five has been least important to you?" This was Rank 5. The attempt
to then secure Ranks 3 and 4 from the two remaining types was generally
unsuccessful, with interviewers expressing doubts as to the reliability
of these rankings. These last two were therefore not coded or tabulated.

In one-third of the schedules in states other than Iowa, and for
all Iowa schedules, the words "for profit" were substituted for the
phrase "to get the most out of life" in this question. Analysis for
the region indicated however that no significant difference in the rank-

ings resulted from these two vording-.“ Therefore, no such distinction

1 Johnson and Haver, Agricultural Information Patterns and Decision
Making, Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station, East Lansing,

Bulletin Manuscript, 1959.
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is made in the analysis for Michigan. One might expect a significantly
different response to this question when phrased in terms "for profit"
versus "to get the most out of life." In fact, it has already been noted
that a different ranking was indicated in response to the non-structured
questions for each of the three situations: 1) organizing a farm, 2)
operating a farm for maximum profit, and 3) operating a farm for greatest
family satisfaction.

Certain important differences in these questions should be noted.
The projective question regarding information farmers should use in or-
ganizing and operating farms was answered on the basis of "a strange
family and a strange farm." Each respondent was asked to respond separ-
ately to the question on operation on the basis first of profit and then
of family satisfactions. Thus, he was made conscious of this distinc-
tion and was expected to provide distinct answers for each. And the
questions were answered on the basis of information farmers should use,
with no indication of the relative importance of the various types.
Rankings were established on the basis of the numbers of farmers men-
tioning at least one component of each type of information category,
with the most mentioned category ranked first.

In the ranking question, on the other hand, each respondent was
asked to answer for himself on the basis of his own experiences and
circumstances. Thus, his answer was likely influenced by his own cir-
cumstances, personality, values, and motivations. Further, he was given
the opportunity to respond to only one question, phrased sither "for
profit" or "to get the most out of 1life." It is not unlikely that the

respondents in fact answered then on the basis of their own circumstances
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and convictions, not differentiating sharply between these two theoretical
alternatives but responding in light of their own motivation. It is fur-
ther reasonable that an individual operates hig® business not solely
either "for profit" or "to get the most out of life," but rather for

some combination of these two. Finally, the element of importance of

the types of information was specified. While the ranking in the prior
projective question reflected the frequency of use and yielded a different
ranking pattern for each of the three situations, this question established
the ranking pattern on the basis of importance of the information cate-
gories. The most used type of information is not necessarily the most
important type of information, and the ranking pattern of importance when
operating for profit was not different from the pattern when operating
for family satisfactions, though such had been the case in the rankings
on the basis of use.

Production information was most often mentioned as the most im-
portant type of information, with price information next most mentioned
(Table III). Further, production information was also most often men-
tioned as the second most important type of information, with price
second. It is obvious from this that production and price information
were generally regarded by the Michigan respondents as the most important
types.

On the other hand, information on institutional factors was most
often mentioned as the least important, with information on human fac-
tors and new technology likewise indicated as relatively unimportant.

It is interesting to compare these rankings with those presented

earlier. This ranking, on the basis of importance to the respondents



__




Number of Farmers Assigning Different Degrees of Relative
Importance to Five Major Types of Information When
Setting-up and Operating Farms,

Michigan (Stratum 4 only)

Degree of Importance by

Types of Information

Most Importent

Prices
Production
New Technology
Human
Institutional
Second Most ortant
Prices
Production
New Technology
Human
Institutional
Least ortant
Prices
Production
New Technology
Human
Institutional

All ranked equally

Number of Respondents

68
T4

21
7,
43

53
12/, Al
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from his own experiences for his own farm, compares most nearly with that
indicated, "a farmer ought to keep up with in order to operate a going
farm business in order to get the greatest profit." The three rankings

are summarized in Table IV.

Table IV

Comparison of Respondents' Rankings of Types of Information
In Response to Different Questions Ragu‘dini Organizing
and Operating Farms, Michigan (Stratum 4 only).

Types of Information

Produc- New Institu-
Price tion Tech, Human tional
Question: Ra.nkinE

1. "What should a farmer

find out before setting up a

farm in a strange area for

a strange family?"! 4 1 5 3 2

2. "What kinds of informa-
tion do you think a farmer
ought to keep up with in
order to operate a going
farm business in order to

geteooo
a. "the greatest profit?! 2 1 3 5 4
b. "the greatest satis-

faction for his
entire family?"! 4 3 5 2 1

3¢ "In the light of your
experience in getting
information to set up
and run your farm to get
the most out of life
(alternatively, for pro=
fit), which of these
types of information
have you found to be
most....next moste...
least importent to you?"2 2 1 3 4 5

1Rl.nk1ng on the basis of number of farmers mentioning at least one
component of each of the types of information categories (Rank 1 =
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Rankings Related to Control Variables:

The rankings of the relative importance of the five types of
information were next related to the control variables. The question:
"do farmers in one position relative to a given control variable rank
the types of information in a different pattern than fermers in a dif-
ferent position relative to that variable?"

In the analysis to determine such relationships, three require-
ments were established:

a = a chi-square significant at the .05 level;

v

¢ - not more than twenty percent of the cells with expected /

b - no cell with an expected value of zero; and

values of less than five.

While these requirements do not seem unreasonable, and in fact,
seem quite minimum to any conclusion of significance, some difficulty
was encountered because of small sample numbers. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 2 of Appendix II. While certain chi-
squares are significant in relation to the degrees of freedom, most
were not acceptable because of the number of cells with expected values
less than five. In such cases, where appropriate on inspection, further
tests were made after regrouping. However, in final analysis, no case

of significant relationship was apparent.

most number of farmers mentioning).

2Rlnking as a composite of the information in Table III, with Production
most mentioned as "most important," Price next most mentioned, Insti-
tutional Factors most mentioned as "least important," and the rankings
for New Technology and Human Factors established by inspection.
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It cannot be concluded from this with finality that there are
no differences in the relative importance attached to the types of
information by farmers in different positions relative to the control
variable. Rather, it can only be said that these limited data provide

no evidence of such differences.
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Chapter V

COMMUNICATIVE SOURCES OF INFORMATION USED BY FARMERS

A variety of sources are employed by farmers in securing informa-

tion. Broadly, the many sources can be classified into two categories:

cative and cative.

The non-communicative category would include such sources as past
experience, trial and error on a whole operation, experimentation on a
limited scale, observing the experiences of others, reasoning from in-
formation known to be true, and keeping written records. Such sources
do not require that information pass from one person to another. A far-
mer can use a source of this nature of his own volition, without the co=
operation of others.

Communicative sources on the other hand involve the transfer of
information between people by some method and means. Eighteen such
sources were included in the IMS survey schedule, from interpersonal
contact through the mass media.

The importance of the non-communicative sources of information
farmers employ in decision-making has long been recognized in Extension.
Obvious examples of such recognition would include demonstration plots
or fields, and farm account projects. Moreover, Extension personnel
should be continuously aware of the importance of such sources and
should not underestimate the implications of such in their work. How=
ever, Extension is essentially a communicative process even as it relates

to the non-communicative sources, and this particular analysis is limited
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to eighteen of the communicative sources of information employed by
farmers.

It is interesting to note at this point that, in anelyzing the
date on sources of information, a significant difference exists between
states as to the sources used for the various types of information.
This difference between states is particularly important when considering
the various sources employed for a given type of information, but rela-
tively unimportant when considering the types of information secured
from a given source. An important factor in the difference appears to
be the availability of the various sources in each of the states. In
light of this situation, it is particularly appropriate that the analy-
sis here be confined largely to the state of Michigan (Stratum 4).

In securing the information regarding communicative sources of
information, the interviewer asked, "with respect to communicative
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