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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to evaluate an experiment relating
to the possible establishment of a system of reporting farmers! income,
expenditures and related data on a contimious basis. A panel was
established in December, 1956 and maintained through the calendar year
1957. This evaluation was conducted early in 1958.

Assuming that data of a local nature are needed, a farmer panel
reporting actual data at regular intervals would furnish detailed data
more timely and realistic of the farm situation than any present known
date gathering system.

Changes in trend can be quickly noted and recorded as the change
occura., The data collected by the contimous reporting system are
indicative of the current farm situation as it pertains to farm and off-
farm income, the time and method of marketing, the prices paid and
received by farmers, and the time and amount of farmer investments.
Time series of this data would be useful in supply and demand types of
analysis. It may be possible to use the panel advantageously for
investment and expectation studies.

As a panel system progresses over time, the value of the data
collected would increase at an increasing rate.

The objectives of the experiment were partially fulfilled. The
study describes and analyzes the problems and costs of establishing and

mainteining a farmer panel,
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Experience in the establishment of the farmer panel was as follows:
(1) Of the 678 eligible farmers contacted, 70 percent consented to
answer questions regarding their operation. (2) Forty-four percent of
the eligible farmers enrolled in the project as panel members. (3) Of
the enrolled farmers, 25 percent failed to submit the first report.

In the more agricultural counties a higher enrollment rate was realized.

To increase enrollment special attention would need to be given
gmaller sized farms, older operators, rart-time farmers, and low income
farmers. Steps would need to be taken to decrease uncertainty in the
minds of the prospective pcnel members regarding the purpose and
intent of the project.

Redefining the population to include only the farms with an income
level of over $1200, (this omits the $150-$1199 inccme level that is
included in the census definition of a commercial farm) would, it
appears, make it possible to increase the enrollment rate and the
representativeness of the panel.

Refusals and drop~outs appear to be a problem in establishing and
maintaining a panel representative by age of operator, size of farm,
and level of income. However, the enrolled and completed group did not
seem tc be biased with réga.rd to type of farm.

Forby-gi‘ivc percenf of the enrolled farmers failed to report
information for a complete 12-month interval. The large drop=-out rate,
however, did not significantly alter the studied characteristics of
the panel. Follow-up procedures apparently did not increase the number

of completing farms.



Apparently estimates obtained from a farmer panel contain a high
sampling error. If, however, the response error is small, the panel
system of contimuously collecting data may be as accurate and as vseful

as other methods.
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CHAPTER I

INTPODUCTION

Purpose of Study

.This study is‘an sttempt to evaluate the extent to which objectives
were fulfilled in an experiment relating to the possible establishment
of a continuous system of reporting farmers?! income, expenditures, and
ralated data. Field aspects of the experimsnt were initiated in
December of 1956 and carried out through the calendar year of 1957.

This evaluation ineludes consideration of éta.tistical and opera-
tional problems in both the field and office phases of data gathering
and processing. The study includes a review of the developmant of farm
accounting projects in the United States, and the present status of
farm account projects in land grant colleges. Partitular emphasis is
given to the farm accounting program at Michigan State University to
siiow how this experiment is related to total research and extension
effort as it relates to farm record work at this University and to

similar programs elsewhere.

Procedure arnd Source of Data

L., Review literature pertaining to farm records and other methods
' ‘ 1
of collecting data to see how the MSU Faymer Panel is related to other

work formerly or presently being conducted along these same lines.

‘Panel, as used herein, refers to a group of selected farmsrs, or
others as specified, who submit information on a continuous basis.

1



2. Resbate and interpret the objectives of the MSU Farmer Panel
project. '

"3. Review the development of and method of handling farm records
at Michigan State University.

L. Study the procedure and method of handling farm accounts (the
Mail-In Farm Account system) during the operation of the project.

5. Study the problema of establishing the original penel. Analyze
the records kept by the interviewersz (Appendix D) and the character-
istics of the interviewers. Compare the characteristics of the farmers
who enrolled in the panel with the onesbwho refused.

6. Determine as far as possible the extent to which the original
panel gand the completed panel are representative of agriculture in the
respective counties. |

7. Study the problems of mainteining the original enrollment
through to completion.

8. Attempt to determine some of the potentialities of a farmsr
panel.

9. Determing the costs of the project and compare these with the
costs of emumerative type surveys.

10. Develop some conclusions and recommendations concerning the
above in regard to establishing a permanent farmer penel.

The data used conzerning the panel members were collected by the
interviewers as a part of the experiment (Appendix D). Th2 character-

istics of the interviewers were taken from their application blanks.

*Interviewers, as used herein, refers to the field workers who had
the Jjob of interviewing and enrolling panel members in the project.



The avthor had no part in the collecting of these data and establish-
ing the pansel.

To enlarge upon the information collected during the experiment,
the author, in January and February of 1958, interviewed by mail
giestionnaire the interviewers (Appendix A) and the county agents of
the counties involved (Appendix B) and in March 1958 the coopsrators
who completed the project (Appendix C).

Onz hundred percent response was obtained with the interviewer and
county agent questionnairesj 7L percent response with the farm coopsra-
tors questionnaire. The results of the latter two questionnaires are .

summarized in the respsctive appendices.

Review of Literature—~Farm Accounts

The history of the collestion of information from farmsrs, both
cost information and other data, dates back to the late 1800's. Prior
to 1902 the United States Department of Agriculture used mail type
questionnaires to obtain farmers! estimates of costs. Farm record plans
were instituted about this same time in New Jersey and Kentucky to
Investigate sorghum costs and corn costs respectively. After 1902 the
route method was developed by the United States Department of Agriculture
whereby information was collected on & daily basis from a small group
of farms by a personal j.nterview.s This method was also used in
Minnesota and I1linois. In 1903, with the help of G. F. Warren, the

survey method became popular for the collection of farmsrs! estimates.

3M. K. Bernst, Farm Cost Studies in the United States, (Stanfard
University Press, 1928).




F. W. Peck in 1921 made a classification of the methods of study avail-
able in ‘farm management cost analysis:

I. Accounting Method
1. Route plan
a. Entire farm business
b. Enterprise and farm business study
c. Extension enterprise study
2., Occasional visit and book plan
3. Correspondence Plan

ITI. Survey Method
1. Farm Business Analysis
a. Single entensive survey
b. Contimied surveys
c. Periodic repeated surveys
2. Enterprise Cost Studies
a. With farm business analysis
b. Without farm business analysis
3. Questionnaire -

ITI. Combination of I and II

Bennett in his studies gtated that the expansion or contraction at the
United States level of such cost accounting projects and the collection
of such information devended on the farmers dissatisfaction or satis-
fﬁction respectively of farm prices more than any other individual
rea.scnfl.!5

Warren in his farm management book listed a very deteiled method
of cost accounting by enterprise in the year 1927.6 |

Many people about this time recognized the unreality of using

results of cost studies as an approach to a pricing poi'icy. In 1925,

) 4F. W. Peck, Methods of Condncti‘%g Cost of Production and Farm
Organization Studies, A ), 1921), p. 1L,

®Bennett, op. cit.

8G. F. Warren, Farm Management, New York: The Macmillan Co., 1927.




Mysers pointed out several ways of measuring farm :anome.7

Case in the summary of his booka discussed the characteristics of
three methods of collecting farm data. The first one was by the means
of cost studies which was very expensive. However, it did point out
the relative influence of various cost items on the total cost and
Income and brought out the problem to be dealt with in gaining greater
efficiency in farm operations. The second method or s{u'vey provided a
means of obtaining current data. This developed under the influence
of G. F. Warren between 1903 and 1908 and was used on a very wide scale.
At this time few farmers really kept farm records that were suitable
for analytical comparison.  Thus the survey records resulted in certain
difficulties. It was this situation that brought the emphasis on farm
accounting records. Most of the land grant colleges and universities
in the United States have at some time or another carried on farm account
projects.

The preliminary reportb of the farm records sub-committee of the
North Central Regional Farm Management Research Comntltt-ee9 shows that
there is a wide variation in the nature of the farm record programs in
different states. Of the ten schools in the Midwest having farm account

projects as a part of the university or as a part of the farm business

"W. 1. Myers, "Farm Business Analysis," Journal of Farm Economics,
Vol. 8, No. 1, January, 1926.

8H. C. M. Case and D. B. Williams, Fifty Years of Farm Management,
Urdversity of Illinois Press, Urbana, 1957.

G. A. Pond, T. R. Nodland, A. G. Musller, and C. W. Crickman,
"Preliminary Report of Farm Records Sub-Committee to North Central
Regional Farm Management, Research Commlttee," Secticns 1 and 2, unnum-
bered mimeograph report.



associations, only two, Illinois and Minnesota, have continued to
receive major research support. In the rest of the states the farm
account project is mainly under the control and supervision of the
extension program.

T1lincis cites as the main purpose of their work "to promote
efficient farm management among cooperating farmers through an exten-
sion, research, and service program and otherwise tc promote the general
welfare of agriculture in Illinois."lo

{l.enn Johnson11 states that the purpose of farm accounts are as
follows: (1) To produce descriptive data, (2) as a source of data for
analytical research, (3) to support extension activities, and (L4) to get
political support for the agricultural sconomic institution. ‘He suggests
that you cannot accomplish ell four with one set of accounts.

H. C. M. Case in the fiﬁal statement of his book states, "Above
all the farm management worker must recognize that agriculture is highly
dynamic and that a farm management research, teaching or extension pro-
gram mist be of necessity dynamic to fulfill the responsibility to
aériculture."12

In the last few years at the anmial meeting of the American Farm
Economics Assoclation there has been a ‘series of discussions dealing

with the data needed and the problems involved in collecting data for

10Tbid.

1l3tatement by G. L. Johnson, Agricultural Economics Department,
Michigan State University.

12Cage and Williams, Fifty Years of Farm Management, ¢p. cit.,
p- 368.




agriculture research, extension and teaching. Most cf them emphasize
hat cemsus data imposes mumarous problems in the estimation of the
livestock mumbers, etc. However, the biggest problem is that these
data are only collected every five years and by the timeA the infor-
mation is published it is two years old. The articles point out that
for research purposes, extension purposes, teaching purposes and for
the purposes of business firms there is a need for local data on a
cou.ﬁty basis. Benedict, Kuznets, and Bachman emphasize ‘a need for
reorganizing and re-emphasizing the agricultural data collection and

14
processing methods.

13Frark V. Beck, -"Making Existing Local Data More Available and
Useful," Journal of Farm Economics, December, 1955.

Doris D. Brown, "Local Data Wanted by Business Firms," Journal of
Farm Economics, December, 1955,

George T. Blanch, "New Data Requirements by Areas: How Can They
Be Met?™ Journsl of Farm Economics, December, 1955.

Doris D. Brown and J. B. Claar, "Agricultural Data Requirements
in Extension Work," Journal of Farm Fconormics, December, 1956.

Marion D. Thomas, "Data Requirements in Agricultural Adminis-
tration and Research," Journal of Farm Feconomics, December, 1956.

E. C. Wilcax, AMS, "Local Data Requirement in Areas of High
Agricultural Specialization," Journal of Farm Economics, December, 1956.

Jay Hurley, "Livestock Data Problems in the Census of Agri-
culture,” Journal of Farm Economics, Decemkber, 1957.

14Benedict and Kuznets, "Better Basic Data for Agriculture: Some
Possible Approaches," Journal of Farm Economics, May 1958.

K. L. Bachman, "Discussien: Better Basic Data for Agriculture,"
Journal of Farm Econordcs, May 1958.




Other Means of Colleeting Data

Since 1950, Michigan State University has been running a consumer
panel that submits a weekly diary listing all food purchases. Shaffer
listed the following advantages and disadvantages of the consumer penel.

Advantages of the Consumsr Panel

1, Minimizes memory loss

2. Avolds association bjases

3. Includes murchases regardless of source

l.. Relates purchases to consumer characteristics

5. Measures quantitative movement of goods

6. Incresses availability of personal information

7. Permits the prooing analysis

8. Utilizes mail reporting effectively

9. Insures greater reliability with a small sample
10. Provides information concerning dynamic relationships
11. Permits low unit cost
12. Provides data for many thesis problems

13. Supplies store of timely information for the soluticen of

many unforeseen problems

.l_)_i_s.advgtages

Limitations and problems of the consumer purchase panel:
"All survey techniques have sampling, cooperation, reporting,
and tabulation problems but these problems are magnified, com-
plicated and compounded in the case of the continuous panel.”

1. Mechanical difficulties

2. High total cost

3. Requires large full-time staff

. Dangers of over-use of the panel

. Subject to conditioning .

Some special markets inadequately reported
Difficulties in maintaining cooperation and resulting
sampling problemslS

.

=~ N\

The panel has most of the problems of the survey method, and in

addition has the problem of maintaining the sample through time.

18James D. Shaffer, "Methodological Basis for the Operation of a
Consurter Purchase Panel," Ph. D. Thesis, Michigan State University,
1952,



The Doane Agricultural Service, Inc. conducts the Doane Countrywide
Farmer Panel for the purpose of collecting farm data. This "panel" is
run on intermittant rather than 2 continuous flow basis so cannot be
called a rmanel as defined in this thesis. It is composed of approximately
2000 farmers who submit information as requested by Doane. The panel
members are not recruited from a probability sample.

As far as the author knows there is not presently available a
cont:Lnimus flow of data on a local basis concerning what the farmsrs
spend, what they spend it for, what the farmerst! income is, and from
what his income is bbtad_ned. From the nunerous articles written on this
subject, the many problems involved in research, the many problems
involved in political groups mublishing inaccurate data, and the
statistical problems of survey, it is evident that a current and con-

timious flow of information is needed.

Need for the Project

AZ'_f.‘red‘ G. Dale states:

The accumulation of data is never more than a means to an
end . . . assumptions regarding the future can be projected on
the basis of current facts; and in the face of economic situ-
ations that are essentially dynamic, the.question which should
always be resolved from a survey is not so much "where we are"
as "where we are going."16

It i1s believed that a panel by accumulating continuous and current
data can show "where we are going" more accurately than can surveys.
The United States Department of Agriculture and Michigan State

University agreement (Appendix H) listed the following as the needs for

16p1fred G. Dale, An Economic Survey Method for Small Areas
Buresu of Business Research, University of Texas, Austin, 1955.
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Farmer Panel information:

(1) One time enumerative surveys of farm operators have been
too few and far between.

{2) It is important to have frequent and accurate data concerning
farm income and expenses.

(3) There is a need for significant changes in the agricultural
situation to be recorded quickly.‘ This is not being done. At present,
for instance, the farm machinery situation is taken from industrial
production reports. It is not known whether certain changes are occur-
ring at the farm level or in dealer inventories.

A continvous reporting system at the farm level would indicate
what and when a change is cccurring at the time it is occurring. An
alternative then is to establish representative groups of farmers who
would report regularly, perhaps monthly or quarterly, on information
concerning income and expenditures.

This research project was established to determine the feasibility
of such a project, the adequacy of the information coliected, and the
problems of a technical nature that might occur.

An attempt will be made in the following peges to evaluate the

successfulness of the experiment.



CHAPTER IT
THE PROJECT

Development of Farm Account at MSU

Farm accounting originated at Michigan State University in 1913
when cost a.c'cou.n_t records were kept on single enterprises by 25 farmers.
Cost accounting contimied until 1953. Table I-1 shows the average

number of farm records analyzed each year.

TABLE I-1

AVERAGE. NUMBER OF FARM ACCOUNT RECORDS ANALYZED PER YEAR
IN MICHIGAN, 1912-1953%

Cost Accounts Farm Accounts
Year T Single  Total .
Enterprise Farm Extension Other Total
1913-14 25 - - - 25
191519 50 - - - 50
19202l - 70 - - 70
1925-29 35 - 11 - 149
1930-34 363 - 833 58 1,255
1935-39 171 - 1,239 216 1,656
19L0-Ll 88 - 1,147 - 1,235
19L5=L9 120 - 873 - 993
1950-53 50 - 653 - 703

*Comp:tiad by Dr. E. B. Hill, Department of Agricvltural Economics, MSU.

11
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Complete farm account records have been kept by Michigan farmsrs
as a8 part of the cooperative extension program since 1929. In general,
all the accounts from that date have included an itemization of expenses,
income, crop production, livestock produced, and beginning and ending
inventorlies. They normally have not included complete enterprise
accounts.

The procedure for collecting information at MSU was such that at
the close of the accounting year the books were brought to a central
location in the county where they were checked for completeness and
accuracy by an extension specialist using a cross check technique. The
books were then brought to MSU for processing. Before 1950 all steps
in this operation were accomplished by hand.

Beginning in 1950 the summarization process started a transition
process which culminated in the Mail-In Account System.

(1) In 1950, on a trial basis, selected annual data from individual
farms were punched on IBM cards,

(2) In 1951, photostatic copies were made of the summary, crop and
inventory pages. This enabled the record books to go back to the
farmers faster. 1IBM cards were then punched from the photostats and
selected pages were placed on microfilm.

(3) In 1952 and 1953, every page of the account book was put on
microfilm and primary data were punched on IBM cards. Individual
calculations were run by IBM mschine.

(4) In 195k, microfilming was discontimued and hand summaries were

made from which IBM cards were punched directly.
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(5) In 1955 and 1956, & pilot group was established to test the
feasibility of a mail-in-type farm accounting system. All primary
Information was placed on IBM carcs.

(6) In 1957, all farm records were kept ty the mail-in dccounting
system.

The number of farms handled by the mail-in accounting system
progressed from 75 in 1955 to 1719 in 1957 (Table I-2).

TABLE I~2

NUMBER OF FARM ACCOUNT COOPEFATORS 19541957, AT MSU

Year Farm Account Msil-In Account_;

Record Book Regular Probability Sample Total
195L SLS 5L5
1955 539 75 61l
1956 526 119 6L5
1957 Enrolled 1420 299 1719

Completed 1282 161 143

_2

¥This pumber mailed in a complete series of reports for their
1957 business. A small portion of these were not used in
the farm business analysie.

The mi_lv:In Farm Account Project.

The members of the reguia.r project are those Michigan farmers who
volunteer to Micimte. The members meil in monthly, an itemized
statement of financial transactions on uniform ledger type sheets
(Appendix E). These forms provided space in which the farmer was
required to 1list, in any order, the expenses and receipts incﬁrred in

the farm operation with the amount and the date of the transaction.
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It was suggested but not required that the farmer list the person being
dealt with, check number for items being paid by check, and quantity
parchased. The farmer made out these forms in duplicate, mailed one
copy to MSU and retained one copy for reference.

Besides this an inventory was taken at the beginning and end of
the year. Other pertinent data, such as farm size, livestock program,
and crop program were collected.

When the farmer'!s form is received at MSU the following operations
take place:

(1) A clerk-typist opens the mail and checks the farm number and
name against a master roster to make sure they have been recorded
correctly. At this same time any notes that the farmer might have made
are marked so they will be brought to the attention of the appropriate
persons.

(2) A code-clerk writes a code number in a columm by each
transaction.

(3) Another code~clerk checks this coding.

(L) A comptometer operator edds all of the colums on the form for
use in verification.

(5) IBM cards (Appendix I) are punched.

(6) The cards are then verified on an IBM verification machine.

(7) The cards are run through & collator where all cards of a given
code number are matched with a master set of code cards.

(8) Then the alphabetic descriptions are gané punched in the

individnal detail cards.
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(9) The cards are then sorted and arranged in numerical order by
farm code number.

(10) Individual cards are interpreted so that material represeanted
may be read at the top of each card.

(11) A tebulation is then made in triplicate on printed forms
(Appendix E) so that for each farm, each transaction is listed in a
uniform manner with totals and subtotals for certain major categories.

(12) Finally, these printed sheets are sorted and separated. One
copy is mailed back to the farmer, one copy is kept on file at MSU ard
one copy is mailed to the county agent in the cooperatorsts respective

counties.

The Research Project

The project was named "Experiments Relating to the Possible Estab~
lishment of a Farmers! Continuous Reporting System of Farmars' Income,
Expenditures and Related Data.” Warrern Vincent, Associate Professor
of Agricultural Economics at M3U, wacs designated project leader for
MSU and Nathan Koffsky and Wylle D. Goodsell for the Agricultural

1
Marketing Service and the Agricultural Research Service respectively.

Objectives. The main objectives of the project were to study:

1. The problems involved in establishing a representative farmers!
continuous reporting system and in keeping it representative.

2. The kinds of information that can be obtained from such a re-.
porting system including the feasible length of a survey form.

3. Comparison of costs as between enumerative surveys and farmers!
continuous reporting system.

1The Projeect Qutline (Appendix H).
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L. A quality check to the extent possible cf comparing differences
in results between emumerative surveys and fermars! continuous
reporting system.?

The Sample. The sample was drawn by the "Area Probability Sampl-
ing Procedure"3 in four selected counties of Michigan. As an experiment
and to stay within the limits of the budget 300 farms were to be drawn.
Assuming a 33-1/3 percent dropout rate it was hoped that 200 would
cdmplete. The four counties selected were Mason, Shiawassee, Kalamezoo
and Huron (Figure 2-1). They were picked for the following reasons and
weighted as j.ndica.ped belows:

(1) Mason County was selected to represent the lower income area
of tile nortan. It was desired that the anrolled sample be composed of
60 farms.

(2) Shiawassee County was picked to represent the generé.i farming
and part-time farming area of sout‘.h-centralA Michigan. This sample was
to be composed of 75 farms.

(3) Kalamazoa County was selected to represent the part-time farm-
ing and diverse soil and agricultural production area of southern
Michigan. Seventy-five farms were desired for this sample.

(L) Huron County was selected to represent an area of high agri-
cultural output and little part-time farming. Since this is a more
important agricultural area it was weighted with 90 farms. The dis-
tribution of selected area segments by counties are shown in Figures

2Ibid.

SEarl E. Houseman, "Application of Probatility Area Sampling to
Farm Surveys," Agricultural Handbook No. 67, U. 8. Government Printing
Office, Washington D. C., May 195L.




FIGURE 2-1 17

o TYPE-OF-FARMING AREAS IN MICHIGAN

(Areas on a natural-line basis)

COUNTIES (indicated in red) FROM WHICH THE AREA
PROBABILITY SAMPLE WAS DRAWN FOR THE FARMER PANEL
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The 83 counties in Michigan are here grouped into 17 type-of-farming areas
as indicated in this map. The “natural” boundaries of these areas do not, how-
ever, follow county boundaries, but lines representing the influences of soil,
climate and markets.
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A primary drawing was mde. and the segments numbered 1-100 in which
interviewing was done in any order. Assuming that all segments would
be exhsusted a secondary drawing was made and numbered 101-200. The
quota was not fulfilled from the two drawings eo a tertiary drawing
was made and numbered 201-300. In the latter two drawings, numerical

order of interviewing was not maintained.

The Panel Member. A farmer was eligible to be a member of the

panel if he (1) s0ld over $250 worth of farm products in 1956, (2) farmed
a place of 3 or more acres of land, (3) inrtended to farm in 1957, and
(L4) the farmer?s bookkeeper lived in the designated segment.

For operational purposes these panel members became a part of the
regular IBU Majl=-In Farm Accounting Project. They were required to

submit information as discussed above (Appendix E).

S8election and Tra.:lm‘ngof Field Workers. Ths interviewers duties

ware such that he had the responsibility of interviewing and of sales-
manship. His interviewing duties consisted of taking a survey schedule
on every eligible farmer. His salesmanship duties required him to
explain the accounting system, and if possible, enroll the farmer in
the project for the complete year of 1957.

Interviewers were selected on the basis of farming background,
academic training, general character and personality. The interviewers
ware given a one~day training session in which they were instructed as
to the objectives of the project, the proper field vrocedure,

and the proper way to act as a representative of Michigan State



23

Universi'by.4 They were then sent out into Shiawassee County for a one
day trial run in which they applied the principals taught the day be-
fore. The next half day was spent discussing the problems encountered
in the field the previous day. The balance of the day was spent in

packing and getting ready for the two weeks run in the field.

Fleld Work. The interviewers were given specific segments in
which to work. They were to contact all msidmces in these segmants,
determine their eligibility and attempt to enroll them as a panel member.
In the case where residents were not at home, three repeat calls were
to be made.

The interviewers each received a map of the county in which they
were to work with the segments marked. When they received an assigned
segment, they were to drive directly to that segment, oriemnt themselves,
drive around the segment and indicate the location within the segment
of all residences by drawing a map on their report. They were to
arrange their material and then contact each resident in the segment.

After introducing themselves, they were to‘explain their purpose
and fil1l out & brief fisld schedule (Appendix D). Thay were to obtein
the name of the operator, age of opsrator, number of people living at
the residence, age and relationship of persons living there, the temure
status of the operator, the size of farm, the sources of income and

relative importance of ea.ch,' the level of cash marketing for the farm,

4Unpublished mimeograph, "Interviewer!'a Reference Manmual for an
Experiment Relating to the Possible Establishment of a Farmers! Continu-
ous Reporting System of Income, Expenditures, and Rslated Data,"
Agricultural Economics Department, Michigan State University, 1956.
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an estimate of the 1956 expenses for selected expense items and an
indication of their investment intentions for the year 1957. Upon
completing the questionnaire they were to explain the accounting system
and attempt to enroll the farmer in the project.

Upon completing the interview and after leaving the farm they were
to fill out the farm ident:l.t‘ic&tion report (Appendix D) to establish
& record of the residence mumber, name and address of operator, the
date contacted, indicate whether the éurvey schedule was completed or
nét, indicate whether this unit visited was an "eligible" farm, and if
so, was the farmer enrolled in the project. At the end of each day,
the interviewer was to place in the mail a report (Appendix D) to the
project leader indicating the county and segment number he worked in,
the number of farms visited, the numbef of farm 6pera‘bors contacted,
the schedules taken, the enrollments made that day and the enrollments
to date slong with the mileage covered. For the first few days infor-
mation was.telephoned into the project leader at the end of each day by

one individusl from the county.



CHAPTER ITI

PROBLEM3 N ESTABLISHING THE FARMER PANEL

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to indicate the experience gained
and the problems encountered in establishing the experimental farmer
panel. The following are considered:

(1) The number of farmers enrolled are compared tc the number of
contacts and eligible farmers. -

(2) The interviewers! characteristics are compared to their per-
formance record to see if & relationship exists.

(3) To determine the relationship, if any, between certain
characteristics of the farmers contacted and their refusal to enroll,
the enrolled groups and the non-cooperator groups are compared.
Characteristics considered are age of operator, size of farm, tenure
status of operafor, type of farm and level of income. Chi-square tests
are used to test the significance of the difference.

(4) The county agents contributions are discussed.

(5) The method of initially informing the farmer about the project

is discussed, and other possible methods are considered.

Rate of Enrollment

The sample established an enrolled panel of 299 farmer members

(Table TII-1). The sixteen interviewsrs had made 1,728 farm calls of

25
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whicﬁ 1,257 were actual farmer contacts. Of the farmesrs contacted 678

were eligible; 190 refused to answer the questions on the schedule or

to enroll; 189 answered questions but refused tc enroll in the project.
Proportionally, LL percent of the eligible farmers or 2L percent

of the total farmers contacted were enrolled in the project.

TABLE TII=-l

ENROLLMENT RATE AND THE DEGREE OF PARTICIPATION OF FARMERS CONTACTEL IN
THE ESTABL ISHMENT OF THE MSU FARMER PANEL
(December 1956)

Enrollment
Number of Farmers as Percent of
County Calls Con~  Eligi~ Re~  Sched- En-
Made tacted ble fused! ule® rolled Eligible Contacts

Huron 317 261 159 30 129 90 57 3L
Kalamazoo 631 L2l 198 61 137 75 38 17
Mason 324 224 103 15 88 60 58 27
Shiawassee 56 348 218 8L4 134 7h 3k 21
Total 1,728 1,257 678 190 L88 299 Ll 2L

1This group refused to answer schedule questions or to enroll.
2Answered schedule questions but refused to enroll.

More success in enrollment was experienced in Huron and Mason
counties where alternatives other than agriculture are relatively few.
A high refusal rate was experienced in Shiawassee and Kalamazco counties

where off-farm opportunities are more abundant.
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The Field Worker

Rate of Enrollment. Sixteen interviewers worked in the field an

average of nine days each (Tabie III-2). They made an average of 13.3
calls per day; 8.1 of these were actual face to face contacts. Of these
8.1 contacts, an average of .5 were eligible. Of the eligible, the
interviewers obtained 3.1 survey schedules per day and enrolled an
average of two panel members per day. The range of enrollment as a
percentage of eligible contacts ranged from 88% for interviewer Ne. 16
down to 2L4% for interviewer No. 8. Interviewer No. 1 only worked one
day and was not considered in this analysis. Seven of the interviewers

enrolled more than L5% of the eligible contacts which they made.

Characteristics. Table III-3 shows the age of each interviewer,

the number of years of schooling completed, major in college, the
average grade, and an indication as to whether or not the interviewer
had prior survey experience. All interviewers had prior farm back-
ground. Although no statistical tests were made to substantiate it,
the hypothesis held on the basis of observation is that there was no
causal relationship between the interviewer characteristics and the
rate of enrollment or the rate of completion. The interviewers having
a completion rate of 25% or cver of the eligible farmers were of no
special age group nor were they in the category of the higher years of
completed education. Although all of the interviewers who had a grade
average of over 3.0 had a relatively good completion record, there is |
| no indication that this can be used as a sole criterion in selecting the

interviewers. This study, although it.cannot be considered as
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conclusive, shows no relationship between rate of enrollment and prior

survey experience.

Field Worker Technique. Field wecrkers, in an attempt to sell the

project to the farmer and to enroll him in the project, emphasized the .
following po:Ln‘t:s.1

(1) It is an advantage and aid to the farmer in respect to book-
keeping, farm accounting and income tax purposes.

(2) In the long run you, the panel member, will benefit from the
research which this data makes possible.

(3) This information is necessary so that your situation will be
realistically represented in data used for agricultural policy
decisions.

(L4) Information will benefit all people, including you, the farmer,
interested in descriptive statistics of agriculture.

(5) You are receiving something for nothing.

The interviewers indicated that approach numbers 1 and 3 were most
successful. They were not succegsful when they used techniques border-
ing on high pressure salesmanship, nor when they tried to push the
project on the farmer. When illustrations were used involving present
agricultural programs they were often interpreted as taking sides on a

political issue and were not successful.

Teamwork. In some counties the interviewers worked as a team,

that is, they met each night after working in the field, discussed

1Response of interviewer questionnaire (Appendix A).
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their problems of the day, and made recommendations tc each other on
techniques that were successful and those that were not. This procedure
seemed to give them a fresh Qtart for the morning. In other counties
they did not do this and the interviewers acted more on their own.
Therei‘ofe, the question was asked the members (Question No. 11 of the
questionnaire) how they operated, what way they thought was the best

and why.

Most of them seemed to prefer th_e team approach, even those who
operated on the "lone wolf" basis thought the tea.m approach would be
better. They seemed to feel that working as an individual during the
day, coming back in the evening to discuss problems and plan as a team,
and then working as an individual the next day, was the best method.
This seemed to increase the esprit!-de-corps! of the team and to focus
their attention more on the problems of others. This decreased 'Eheir
own personal problems snd made the whole method of interviewing and
selling the project more uniform.

The feeling taken from the interviewers'! questionnaire seeme& to
be that in order to have success in interviewing and enrolling farmers
and in not being too ill at ease in selling the project, the interviewer
had to have a scund understanding of and appreciation for the farmeris

situation.

The Field Worker--Student er. Other. The census utilizes local

people to interview for the census. Would cther than students be more
capable in enrolling farmers in this project? The county agents indi-
cated that although someone within the county could do the enrollment

work, college students would do better (Appendix B).
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Characteristics of Cooperators and Non-Cooperators

To determine some of the problem areas of enrollment, the age of
operator, tenure status, size of farm (acres), type of farm, and level
of income were compared for the two groups. Chi-square tests of
significance were computed for the latter two to test the significance
of any difference in di'sxtributiqn.

For the farmers who refused to enroll (non-cooperators), the data
are limited to those who consgented to give information to the inter-
viewer (Appendix D). In the same respect, it can not be determined
which group represents the population of the county nor which group
might cause a bias in the sample. The information here will only point
out problem areas of enrollment.

In computing the chi-square tests actual number of farms in each

category were used rather than percent figures as given in most tables.

Age of Operator. The average age of the farm operators who en-

rolled in the four counties was five to nine years younger than the

average for the farmers who refused to enroll (Table III-h_).

- TABLE ITT-)

AVERAGE AGE OF COOPERATORS AND NON~COOPERATORS IN THE ESTABLISHING
OF THE MSU FARMER PANEL
(December 1956)

C ountL : Coopzrator Non-cooperator?!
Huron L5 502
Kalamazoo L5 5k

Mason L9 Sl .
Shiawassee Shi -

1pverage for non-cooperators are for only those who completed the
survey schedule. :
%pverage computed for 80 farms.
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As data were incomplete for the Shiawassee County non-cooperators,

no computation was made for them.

Tenure' Status. A farmer was classified as an owner operator when

he owned over one-half of the land that he operated. On the average a
larger percent were owner operators in the enrolled group (Table III-5).
It is the anfhor's opinion that this difference is not important in that
it would not bias the financial information collected. A probability
sample of this type, however, could and should show the tenure status

of the area and the trend in temre over time.

TABLE III-5

PERCENT OF OWNER--OPERATORS IN EACH GROUP* INVOLVED IN
ESTABLISHING THE MSU FARMER PANEL
(Decemter 1956)

County Cooperators Non-coopsrators
Huron | 79 75
Kalamezoo 78 68
Mason 98 93

Shiawassee 82 78

*See Teable III-1 for nmumber of farms.

Size of Farm. The average size of the farm was larger in respect

to total acreage and tillable acreage for the enrolled farms in all four
counties (Table IIT-6). Chi-square tests did not show this difference
to be significant except in Shiawassee county, where there was an

evident tendency for smaller farmers to refuse to enrcll.
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Type of Farm. Farmers interviewed indicated the relative amount
of income which they received from different sources. Farms were
classified as follows:

(1) Part-time--over 50 percent of total income from off-farm
sources.

(2) Dairy-—over 50 per;:ent of total income from the sale of dairy
products and dairy cattle.

(3) Livestock--over 50 percent of total income from the sale of
livestock (i.e., beef, sheep, hogs).

(L) Poultry--over 50 pereent of total income from the sale of
poultry and poultry products.

(5) Grain, etc.--over ‘50 percent of total income from the sale of
grain, vegetables, fruits or nuts.

(6) General--50 percent or less of the total income from any one
of the above sources.

Chi~square tests showed a significant difference in distribution
in only Shiawassee County. In Shiawassee County, farms with a larger
share of off-farm income were less inclined to enroll. There was no

significant difference apparent in the other three counties (Table III-7).

Level of Income. Farmers interviewed indicated the dollar volume

of farm preducts sold for 1956 (exclusive of off-farm income) by
ecoﬁomic class.

The distribution in each county was significantly different at the
10 percent level in all counties (Table ITI-8). Observation of the
relative frequency distribution indicates that a problem existed in

enrolling farmers in economic class VI ($0-1199).
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Reasons for Refusing to Enroll

Interviewers were asked to indicate on their farm identification
report (Appendix D), reasons as to why an eligible farmer refused to
enroll in the project. In each county the most predominant reason given
for not enrolling in the project was as follows (Table ITI~9):

(1) Mascn County=-'"poor health"

(2) Kalamazoo County-~"going out of farming"

(3) Shiawassee County~-"thinks business too small"

(L) Huron County--"inappropriate bookkeeping system"

The "poor health" reason given is consistent with the high mean
age of the non-cooperators in Mason County. "Thinks business too small,"
it should be noted, 1s a reason given by the farmers and not by the
interviewers. This latter reason was fairly predominant in both
Shiawassee and Kalame.zoo counties which are composed of a large mumber
of part-time smaller farmers.

' Since there was a high percent of "Reasons not given," the inter-
viewers were asked (Appendix A) to rank according to :l;mporta.nce what
they thought were the most important reasons stated or implied that
certain farmers refused to eﬁroll. Although there was no consistent
ranking, the computed ranking showed "afraid of how records will be
used” as the most important reason (Table III-10).

This latter reason along with the ones "afraid of government" and
"afraid to try something new" are added to the predominant reasons given
by farmers.

The reasons given indicate only one consistent pattern and that is

one of uncertainty. These uncertainties would have to be overcome to
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TABLE ITI-10
INTERVIEWERS CRDFRTNG OF IMPCRTANCE OF REASONS NOT GIVEN
(Jamary 1958)

Ra.nk. : Reason Rank Score*
1, Afraid of how records will be used 86
2. Going out of farming 8L
3. Afraid of government 82
L. Prefers own books 82
5. Business too small ‘ 80
6. Afraid to try something new 69

7. Inappropriate system 29
8. Doesn't want responsibility - 16
9. Ton mch bother 13

10. Closed mouth attitude

11. Farm in soll bank

12. Doesn't keep records and won't
13. Fear of MSU representative

=N E

*Based on judgment of 16 interviewers where first was weighted 8,
second 7, etc.

enroll the non-cooperative members in the project. To accomplish this

would probably entail an increase in time and c‘ost per farm enrolled.

The County Agents Role

The county agents at the onset were in favor of the project and
agreed with the need for it and it's objectives (Appendix B). Prior to
operating in counties, permission was asked of the county agents. They
were asked to particlpate in the establishment if they so desired.
However, a deliberate attempt was made to not require their participation
nor put any responsibility on their position. The success or failure
of the project then can not be attributed to the county agents. None
of the agents spent more than one day assisting in establishment.



Adverti the Project

As this project was set up there was no advance notice given tc
the people selected as panel members. In most cases the farmers inter-
viewed had no prior notice or knowledge of this project.

A1l but two of the interviewers (Appendix A) thought they would
have had more success had the farmers had prior knowledge of their call.
They felt too much time was tsken in simply explaining who they were
and what they were doing there. This might, or might not, have hindered
enrollment. Two interviewers felt that they would have had less success
had the farmers had prior warning. They gave as their reasons: ;

(1) "gocd salesmanship cannot have a substitute," (2) if they had had
time to discuss the project they might have tended to shy away from it
and make prior decisions concerning the project. The irterviewers who
thought they might have had more success if the farmers had had prior
information as to the object of the project gave as their reasons:

(1) the farmers wanted more time to consider the whole project before
conmitting themselves, (2) and they did not like to take the word of
the interviewer alone for the advantages of the project.

One interviewer ran into the situation where the people in some
of the segments which he interviewed did have prior knowledge concerning
the project and had discussed the program in their Farm Bureau meetings.
These people were much easier to talk to and much easier to enroll.

Of course, this is as a result of the organization accepting the project.
If the organization had rejected the project the opposite would have

been true.
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Several interviewers seemed to think that the lack of advance

notice was the big stumbling block. Farmers are not quick to make
decisions of this sort and perhaps, therefore, need a little more time
than the one interview for considering enrollment in such a long=-term.
project. One interviewer stated, "Selling the program is a minor
problem. Making them believe you are actually who you are and not a
book sslesman, . . . is the greatest problem."

The county agents were asked, '"Would prior warning help enrollment?"
(Appendix B). Three of the county agents indicated that this wquld help
enrollment. When asked what tyj)e of forewarning they would use, one
indicated letter and two indicated newspapver advertisement. The inter-
viewers seemed to think that contacts through the county agent by way

of farm organizations would be the most effective.

Summary

The original assumption of a 50 percent enrollment rate was too
optimistic in that only Lk percentz of the eligible farmers contacted
werg enrolled in the project.

Although no statistical tests were made to substantiate it, an
observable relationship betweemn the characteristics of the interviewers
and their performance was not evident. Hence, an interviewer, with the
intelligence of an average college senior or above, with a pleasing
personality, and an understanding of the farmers situation, can adequately
interview and enroll in establishing a farmer panel.

%Subsequently it was discovered that 27 percent of these farms made
no response. Hence, were not technically enrolled.
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The above analysis indicates that problems are associated with
the following:
(1) Smaller size farms,
(2) Older operators,
(3) Part-time farmers, and
(4) Low income farmers (Economic Class VI) are less
inclined to enroll in the project.
(5) The uncertainty about the whole project as indicated
by many of the ones who refused to enroll is a problem area.
(6) Forewarning as to the objectives and needs of the project
as well as to the interviewers call might have increased
enrollment--mainly by reducing uncertainty as in (5) above.
Significance tests on data indicate that no problem existed as to
type of farm. However, there was a significant difference in the two

groups as to income level in all four counties.
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REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE PANEL

Tntroduction

In studying the represemtativeness of this panel the following were
cited as relevant questions.

(1) Was the group of total eligible farms representative of the
population? :

(2) Was the group of refusals with schedules representative of
the population?

(3) Was the group of refusals with schedules representative of
all refusals?

(L4) Was the group of enrolled farms representative of the
population?

(5) Was the group that completed representstive of the
population?

(6) What was the relative sampling and response error?

A discussion will be presanted concerning the sampling and response
errof and the accuracy of reporting. In Chapter III it was shown that
the non-cooperator and enrolled groups were significantly different in
respect to certain cha.ra.cterieat:tcs.1 Since no information was avallable
concerning the farmers who refused to answer the survey questions and
the above difference existed, the answers to the first three questions
were not determinate with the existing data.

An attempt will be made in this chapter to answer (L) and (5).

lRefer to Chapter III summary for details.

Ll
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The census figures for the year 195l are used as the best available
estimate of the population in the studied count:Les.2 A comparison is
made to test the hypothesis that the enrolled group and the completed
group are representative of the population (total farms in the county
as defined by the census). The enrolled and completed groups are
compared directly in the next chapter.

Keep in mind that the census data were taken in 1955 covering the
195} situation and the information concerning the panel was collected
in 1956. Although no adjustment is made here, it is obvious that some
change took place during the interim period. No trend adjustment was
made because it was felt that the small change would not.bias the study.

The criticisms of Olson cancerning census data are worth noting:'

1. Census figures are averages for size of income classes
by geographic areas. Within each area considerable variation
exists; therefore, the size class figures are averages for farms
that not only differ in type of organization but which also operate
at various positions on their average cost curves, 2. Classifi-
cation of farms on the basis of gross sales as reported by the
census tends to place in larger sized groups, farm3s with higher
yields but otherwise similar to farms with low ylelds and classi-
fied in the smaller sized group. Also farms having larger sales
from inventories tend to f&ll in higher income classes and similar
farms with smaller sales from inventories. 3. As Stigler has .
pointed out the "regression fallacy" is involved in the procedure
used in this study. He illustrated that the same kind of data and
procedures could yield opposite conclusions if farms were classi-
fied on the basis of number of workers instead of on the basis of
sales per farm. His criticism is valid for much of the cross tabu-
lation that has been done in farm managment.2®

o

2Buregu of the Census, "A Statistical Abstract Supplement-~County
and City Data, Michigan 195L," U. 8. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D. C., 1956.

2Russell 0. Olson, "Review and Appraisal of Methods Used in Study-
ing Farm Size," ‘Resource Productivity, Returns tc Scale and Farm Size
edited by . 0. Heady, G. L. Jofn_{son, L. 5. H'Ersin,‘ Towa State College
Press, 1956, p. 55.



L6

Rate of Completion

Of the 299 farmers enrolled in the project, 217 actually started
by submitting the first repert (Table IV-1l). One hundred and sixty-one
completed the project by submlitting records on income and expenditure

for the complete year of 1957.

TABLE IV-1

NUMBER OF FARMERS STARTING AND COMPLETING AS MEMBERS
OF THE MSU FARMER PANEL
(1957)

Huron Kalamazoo Mason Shiawassee Total

Fumber of Farms Enrolled 90 75 60 N 299

- Nugber of Farms
Submitting 1 or more 56 61 L6 5l 217
reports
3#Submitting 12 reports Ly L5 35 37 161

*mis 1s the completed group of the panel.

Twenty-seven percent of the farmers enrolled made no response. Fifty-
four percent of those enrolled completed the project. Of the eligible

farms, twenty-four percent completed (Table IV-2).

Representativeness bv Selected Characteristics

Representativeness is important in making certain types of esti-
mates concerning the population being sampled. The representati{reness
of the M3U Farmer Panel was studied in terms of the age of operator,
size of farm, tenure status, type of farm, and level of income. They
were not necessarily listed in the order of importance or was any one
congidered more importanﬁ than the others.
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TABLE TV-2
RATE OF COMPLETION IN THE MSU FARMER PANEL
(1957)
Completion as a Percent of
ﬁimie Farms Enrolled Farms

Huron 28 L9
Kalams.zoo 23 60
Mason : 34 58
Shiawassee 17 50
Total . 2L . 5k

For a fneasure of representativeness,. the characteristics of the
panel members were compared directly to the 195l census data. Chi-square
tests were made to indicate the significance of the difference between
the census and enrolled group and the census and completed group as
separate comparisons. The 10 percent level was arbitrarily selected to
test the significance of the difference. The appropriate level of
significance might vary above or below this level depending on the pur-

pose and use of the data collected.

Age Distribution. The only available census comparison for age

distribution was for the whole state of Michigan. The enrolled group
was significantly different than the census group in Huron, Kalamszoo,
and Shiawassee counties. Dropout changed the distribution so that only
Mason and Shiawassee were significantly different upon completion
(Table IV-3).
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The vaiue of the comparison is doubtful in Huron and Kalamazoo
Counties 'bq'canse of the large number of unknown ages. Also since the
census data ame for Michigan and mot for the individual counties, some

ﬁri&tion is egxpééted .

- 3ize of Farm. The average size cf fa.rms'fof the sample was larger

than for census farms. The relative distribution was significantly .
di.fferen‘b for both the enrolled and completed group in-all counties

except Mason (Table TV-L).

Temre Statg.g. The en.roJ.led and the completed groups when compared
to census figures show a bias in favor of 'Eenant operators. Mason and
Shiawassee show very little relative difference (Tahle IV-5).

It is believed that a sa.mpling error here will not seriously affect

. ‘the information collected other than as to the degree of tenancy.

Type of Farm. The panel farm$ were classified by type of farm in

s. manner similar to the census (See Type of Fa.rfn--Chapter I11).

No sigml.figanf difference was found between fhe enrolled and com-
pleted group when compared tc; the census except in the Mason County
enrolled gi'oup. Dropout changed the distribution so tha;:b the completed
group was closer to the census distribution (Table IV-6).

"I.t is evident that this type of. panel-cdpld be established repre-
sentative of the pop.llation in terms of type of farm with 'very little

difficulty.

‘percenf of Economicl Class VI farms than the census., The sample drawn
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