THE MEASUREMENT AND ROLE OF FARMERS®

ATTITUDES IN PUBLIC POLICY

By
DELMAR EDWARD HATESOHL

Bachelor of Science
Kansas State University
"Manhattan, Kansas

1951

Master of Science
University of Missouri
Columbia, Missouri

1959

Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of
the Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Moy, 1966



A NROWR
1 %ﬂa@‘aﬁ;@m
L SRR e

THE MEASUREMENT AND ROLE OF FARMERS®
ATTITUDES IN PUBLIC POLICY

Thesis Approved:

A

Thesis Adviser

- o T ot
& Dean of the Graduate School

ii

I
FANE
ot
G
LW
e



PREFACE

The research reported in this dissertation was conducted under
Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station Projesct, "in Appraisal of

ance for Alternative Goverrment Wheat and Feed Grain

Parmer Pr
Programs," This is & contributing project to the Interrsgional
Committee on Price and Income Policy. The dissertation is an analysis
of farmers’ perception of the current agricultursl situation, attitudss
toward farm programs, and the information sources farmers use to keep
abreast of new farm programs and policies,
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CHAPTER I
- INTRODUCTION

Development of successful government farm price support and adjust-
ment programs requires that such programs be acceptable to farmers. This
is especially trus for programs which are submitted to the vote of farmers
in referendums. Even for programs which are not submitted to such a vots,
it is doubtful if desirable income and adjustment results can be achieved
if such programs are not generally acceptable to farmers.

The difficulty of predicting what type of programs will be accept-
able to farmers was brought into focus by results of the 1963 wheat
referendum. The vote was different from what many farm leadsrs expected.
Before the referendum, some farm leaders said that "farmers couldn't

‘no®." Yet 52 percent of the voters cast a

possibly afford to vote
negative vote and, months later, attempts were still being made to
interpret the outcomeql

Heady has suggested that goals and values play a major role in

farmers® reactions to farm programs:

llynn M. Daft, "The 1963 Wheat Referendum: An Interpretation,"
Journal of Farm Econowics, XLVI (1964); pp. 588-592; Don F. Hadwiger,
"Wheat Referendum--Its Meaning for Future Farm Policy," a paper read
at the Fourth Economic Conference and Seminar for Agricultural Editors,
Ames, Iowa, February 12, 1964, .

-
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Solutions to the major economic problems must have their
roots in goal-value phenomena. The basic economic and physical
cause of the agricultural problem is now well understood.
Agriculturalists and economists can suggest a half dozen ways
to solve it. But solutions immediately confront problems in
goals and values, the deeply imbedded beliefs of particular
individuals, groups, and organizations in respesct to '™what is
right" or ™what ought to be." In some cases, disagreement rests
on goals themselves. In other cases, conflict arises in respect
to the appropriate means of attaining particular goals, Until
goal and value positions for agriculture are more clearly
articulated, and until it is recognized that progress to the
solution of the income problem rests on resolutions of apparent
conflicts in goals and valuesy progress in solving major struc-
tural problems of agriculture may be small.

4 starting point for determining what types of programs farmers will
accept is to examine farmers® orientation toward public policy and farm
programs in general. What do they believe is the cause of the economic
problems they currently face? What should be the main objectives of
farm programs? What approaches to raising farm income would be most
acceptable to farmers? How keenly do farmers perceive the total agri-~
cultural situation? What are some of the basic attitudes that farmers
have toward the role of government in economic and social areas of
activity?

This type of information is needed by those who are responsible
for developing farm programs, It 13 also needed by educators and other
agricultural leaders who attempt to increase farmers® understanding of
the current econemic problems in agriculture. Only by understanding how
farmers react to certain ideas and phrases can agricultural leaders

effectively communicate with farmers about such problems. An important

related question concerns the types of information sources farmers use

2Earl O, Heady, Preface to Goals and Values in Agricultural Policy
(Ames, 1961), p. Vvi.
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to learn about farm policies and programs. By knowing mors about thess

information sources, agricultural lsaders can mors effectively reach

&

farmers with program information.
E

Objectives

Specifically, this study has the following major objectives:
14 T 9 ¥ g .

5

1. To determine specific values, attitudes, and beliels of

I

wheat producers about farm prograns.

N
Q

To relate such values, attitudes, and beliefs teo prefersnces

for specific types of wheatl programs and to certain socio-

econonic variables.

3. To measure farmers® perception of the current agriculitural
situation.

4. To determine what information sources wheat producers use
nost to keep informed on programs,

5. To examine the role of the College of Agriculture and Extensio

Service in providing educational materdial about farm prograns

and policles.

A fundamental purpose of this study is to learn more about the

factors that affect the acceptability of farm programs and pelicies

wheat growers. Results of the study are intended to provide & detailed

4
gy

analysis of how farmers in four different types of production arsas within

o

the hard red winter wheat belt think and act in regard to farm programs,
particularly those related to wheat, Such knowledge should help thoss

©

who design farm programs to foresee provisions which are

unacceptable to farmers in these arsas. It should also



econcmists to design educational programs which will help farmers to
impreve thelr understanding of the basic economic relationships in
the farm problem. |

4 study of attitudes can also be helpful in the design and inter-
pretetion of future studies of farmers' preferences for differesnt types
of programs. Davidson and Mighell state that a better understanding of
bagic attitudes toward the key concepts is needed in the early stages of
a comprehensive inquiry into farmer opinionsn3 This understanding can
help in phrasing questions in later studies and in subsequent analysis
of survey results. Such a study is alsc valuable as a benchmark in
attempts to analyze the extent of changes in farmers® attitudes over a
period of time,

Finally, increased knowledge of how farmers get their information

about policies and programs should help agricultural leaders choose the

most efficient techniques and channels for disseminating such infermation.
Previous Studies

Hathaway lists three conditions as being necessary for a policy
goal:u (1) it must offer simultansous attaimment of a number of
individual ends or valuess (2) it must be consistent with the other
important norms or values of the group adepting it (3) it must be able

to meet the two preceding critsria for a significant portion of the group

having political influence in the particular peolicy area,

3Jack R. Davidson and Ronald L. Mighell, "Tracing Farmers® Reactions
to Uncertainty,® Journal of Farm Economics, XLV (1963), pp. 581-582.

HDale E, Hathaway, Govermment and Agriculture (New York. 1963), p. 61.




These conditions illustrate the conflict that can arise when the
metheds available for achieving the ends (e.g., improved farm income) are
not consistent with important norms (e.g., maximum freedom to operate or
couplete sslf-reliance).

Heady sald thers is agreement that the massive productive capacity
of agriculture must be brought undsr control, and size and costs of
surplus storegs must be reduced. Disagresement rests not so much on thess

5

intermediate goals but more on the means to attain them.

i

Stroup found that many Oklahoma farmers did not like the acreags
allotment program on wheat, but about three-fourths believed there should
be some method of contrdlling wheat productiona6

App and Sundquist, Minnesota, concluded that a situation exists
where typical prics policy goals of respondents are unattainable with the
preferred system of reducing feed grain production. They also said it
wag apparent that both sconomic and noneconomic considerations were
important in farmers® decisions to participate in the 1961 Feed Grain

Programa7

SEarl 0, Heady, "Goals and Values in Agricultural Policy," Price

and Income Policies, CAEA Report 7, Iowa State University (Ames, 1960)
Pe 5

£ ) « P
“George Stroup, “Oklahoma Wheat Producers® Attitudes, Opinions
and Knowledge of Gowvernment Wheat Programs and Related Publie Affairs
ssues,” (unpub. Ed. D. thesis, Cornell University, 1961). -

7James L. App and W, B. Sundguist, Ihe Feed Grain Program in
Minnesota, Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 464
(St. Paul, 1963).




Tompkin and Sharples, Chio, found strong evidence that many farmers

make their business decisions within a framework which includes influences
s
commonly referred to as "noneconomic" or econcmic intangibles.”

Hasbargen found that 43 percent of 133 Minnesota farmers interviewsd
ranked attitude as the first consideration in importance in making thelr
decision on the 1963 Feed Grain Program. He concluded that:

For policy makesrs, an important finding is that

other considerations may be as important as the profit

motive to farmers examining alternatives in government

programs. Rather than by making it more financially

attractive, a voluntary program might be more effectively

Us0ld” by (1) improving farmer attitudes toward it and

(2) stressing its security aspects.

In a recent study of participation in government land retirement
programs, Squibb and West found that Missouri farmers?® attitudes ranged
between two extremes -- from wanting complete absence of goverrnment
programs te favoring strict supply control. However, they did notl find
a relationship between attitudes toward the land retirement programs
and rate of compliance. Rate of compliance depended primarily on how
well the program fit the individual farmer®s operation.

In an earlier study in 1950, Hathaway found that farmers desired

price supports at high levels but did not want production controls --

a situation he called an inconsistency and conflict in farmers® attitudes.

8J0 R. Tompkin and Jerry Sharples, Ths Role of Operators® Expecha-~
tions in Farm Adfustment, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin
936 (Columbus, 1963).

7Paul Hasbargen, "Profit Motive in Farm Program Participation,®
Mipnegota Farm Business Notes, University of Minnesota, Cctober, 1963.

lOJohn Squibb and Jerry West, Barticipaticn in Government Land
Retirement Programs in Missouri, Misscuri Agricultural Experiment Station

Bulletin 803 (Columbia, 1963 ).




But his work also suggested that in choosing a support method for a par-
ticular commodity, consideration can be given to economic feasibility
without fear of arousing strong farmer valuations, He did find that, in
general, Tarmers had valuations against programs which made food prices
higher to the consumer, strong valuations against large numbers of federal
o . s 11
workers to administer a program, and a great dislike of red taps.

In a later article, Hathaway proposed that farmers® values should
be discussed in marginal terms:

If we're dealing with absolute values, political com-

promise would be unlikely. By using the marginal concspt,

it can be perfectly rational for an individual teo hold

freedom as his highest valus, even abovs 1life itself, and

still be willing to sacrifice some small portion of his free-

dom in order to achieve more security. This involves marginal

rates of substitution between the values and easily serves to 10

explain why persons make different cholces at different times.*

Another early study in New York (1951) found that many farmers were
confused and undecided about price support programs. The farmers who
favored price supports, generally those on the lower sducational levels
who had smaller farms and less efficient farm businesses, did so because

they interpreted support as 2 way to hang on in a competitive agricultural

situation. Production controls were opposed by six out of 10 Tarmer

2]

interviewed.=3 It should be pointed out that farmers at that time had

mich less experience with price support programs than farmers today.

llDale E. Hathaway and lawrence Witt, "Agricultural Policy: Whose
Valuations?" Journal of Farm Economics, XXXIV (1952), pp. 299~309,

12pa1s E. Hathaway, "Agricultural Policy and Farmers®’ Freedom: A
Suggested Framework," Journal of Farm Bconomics, XXXV (1953), pp. 496-510.

3
lDEdward Q. Moe, New York Farmers® Ovinions on Avricuiiural Programs.
Cornell Extension Bulletin 864 (Ithaca, 19527,




Farmers consistently have stated that basing allotments on historical
acreages is unfair. They belleve that the farmer who had been doing a good
job of using soll conserving crops was pehalized when base acreages for

14

allotments were set,

571

While many farmers were dissatisfied with the way allotments wers set
up, not many farmers in en Ohio study had any ideas on how to improve on
the method.+)

In this same study, the main reasons given for voting against quotas
in the 1954 wheat referendum weres (1) loss of independence and freedom
of choice, (2) program does not help small farmers, and (3) disrupts farm
crganization.

In a 1957 survey in elght states, farmers said the following were
the most important causes of the farm problem: (1) current high cost of
production items, (2) high profit margins taken by processors and dis=-
tributors of farm products, (3) labor union practices which contirmally

16

raise wages, and (4) poor management ability of some farmers.

anahn Schnittker, J. 0. Bray, and B, J. Bowlen, Kansas Farmers®
Views on the Wheat Price Support and Acreage Control Program, Kansas
Agricultural Experiment Station Economics Report 77 (Manhattan, 1957).
Also sese G. A. Pond and D. S. Moors, Faymers'® Reaction to Corn Allotment
and Other Farm Programs, University of Minnesota Institute of Agriculture
Report No., 218 (St. Paul, 1954); Farmers® Reactions to Acreage Allotments,
a report by the North Central Farm lManagement Research Committee, pub-
lished by Kentucky Agricultural Experiment Station (Lexington, 1955):
Stroup, p. 206.

LoMervin G. Smith, et 2l., An Analysis of Ohio Farmers® Views and
Responses Lo Wheat Price Support and Control Program, Ohioc Agricultural
Experiment Station, Mimeo Bulletin AE258 (Celumbus, 1955).

16Gene McMurty, et al., Farmers® Attitudes Toward the Income Problem
and Its Sclutions, Purdue University Agricultural Experiment Station
Mimeo EC-157 (Lafayette, 1958).




Possible solutions to the farm problem which were ranked as most
important were sxpansion of forelgn trade and incresasing the domestic
markets for agricultural products. Farmers were unwilling to accept
“oo many farmers' as a cause of their problem and were just as unwilling
to accept programs which would move psople out of agriculture.

Also in the study, farmers were asked to agree or disagree with a
geries of statements involving various degrees of governmental activity
in agricultural and nonagricultural fields. There was substantial agree-
ment among farmers that government has some responsibilities to help far-
mers and businessmen, but there was considerable disagreement as to how
far these responsibilities reached. There was very little difference
between large and swmall farm operators in their attitudes toward govern-
mental responsibilities.

A 1964 survey in Iowa gave results similar to those in the eight-
state studynl7 Ranked as most important causes of the farm problem were
"igh costs of production inputs" and "high profits taken by processors
and distributors." "Too many farmers" and "surplus production due to

new technology® ranked towards the bottom of the list.
Scurces of Information

The field of communications has bsen receiving considerable attention
in recent years. DMore and more administrators and educators ars recog-
nizing the importance of having an understanding of communication processes

and habits.1l®

17

Wallace E, Ogg, "The Education of Leaders for a Viabls Democracy,"
a paper read at the Fifth Anmual Policy Review Conference, Washington, D.
Co, January 26, 1965, p. 7.

18w111iam V. Haney, Communication Patterns and Incidents, (Homeswood,
1960), p. 1.
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Timmons stated the problem in the following way:

It remains doubtful that ressarchers have been com-

pletely suecessful in translating thelr findings into form

which can be readily understood and utilized by other groups

in our socliety more desply involved in making and administering

policies and programs than we are. In other words, we as

sclentists in particular fields probably know considerably more

than we as a soclety utilize in our approaches to agriculture‘’s

problems. Thus, we face the two-fold challenge of putting

together our knowledge from relevant diseiplines in a form

undsrstandable by the public and in the process discover the

areas of inquiry needed for enhancing our knowledge of values

and means to attain them.

The process of diffusion of farm information is a complex one. In
some cases, dissemination of information is a planned and intended
function involving a complex organizational structure and well-formulated
proceduraes. JIn other cases, exchange may occur without planning and with
no more structure than a chance meeting of two people with common inter-

20
ests.

One of the first gusstions to be considered deals with information
sources. To what media do farmers look for different types of information?
A number of studies have provided partial answers to this question. In
general, these studies show that mass media have thelr greatest impact by
e nled e e . . 21
making farmers aware of new practices and ideas, Then personal con-

tacts become more important as farmers evaluate new practices and ideas

for thelr own operations.

195, 7. Timmons, "Society Values and Goals in Respect to Agricultures
Discussion,” Goals and Values in Agricultural Policy (Ames, 1961), p. 364,

20pox Campbell and John Bermett, Your Audience . . . What's It Iike?
University of Missourl Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 771
(Columbia, 1961), p. L.

23 P . . . ; .
2lG, M. Beal and J. M. Bohlen, The Diffusion Process, Iowa Agricul-

tural Experiment Station Special Report 18 (dmes, 1957).
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Several studies have indicated that the higher income, more highly
educated farmers make more use of mass media than do their opposites.
Lower income farmers who tend to think in traditional terms are more
likely to be convinesd through psrsonsl persuasion of neighbors or
friendsozz

Lionberger and Coughenour found that even the organization of the

23
neighborhood can have effects on sources of information used. ~ Farmers
who were more highly integrated into thelr neighborhood social organiza-
ticn rated cother farmers as their top source of information. Farmers
who had less contact with thelr neighbors rated mass media as their most
important source of information,

It may be dangercus to generalize aboul information sources. Evidence
indicates that the most "important source® will vary with the subject

. . . 24 . ¢ o
under consideration. Several studies have looked specifically at sources

€3]

farmers use. for government policy and program information., Stroup found
that one-fourth of the Oklahoma wheat growers he interviewed believed

farm magaszines were thelr u

ajor source of such information., Following

I

in impertance wers letters from agricultural agencies, daily newspapers,

and visits with personnel of agricultural agencies.

-
2"‘]3o 4. Wilkening, "Sources of Informetion for Improved Farm
Practices, ™ Rural Sociology, XV (1950), pp. 19-30. Also Lauren Soth,
How Farm People ILearn New Methods, National Planning Association

Agricultural Committee Report (Washington, 1952), p. 16.

23y, F, Lionberger and C. M. Coughencur, Sgclal Structure and Diffu-
sion of Farm Information, Misscuri Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin

631 (Columbia, 1957), p. 93«

21y, . o . .
“"Su Ann Thomas and J. F. Evans, Where Farmers Get Information, Univ-
ersity of Illinois Agricultural Communications Research Report 14 (Urbana,

1963), p. 1.

25Stroupﬂ p. 78,



App and Sundguist queried farmers about their sources of information
on the 1961 Feed Grain Program. About 80 percent said they received infor-
mation from the county Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service

.

of fice (ASCS), Newspapers, farm papers, and radio ranked second, third

-

5
and fourth in frequency of contact.

Hadwiger interviewed a sample of farmers at the time of the 1963 wheat
refersndumn. Supporters of the program relied primarily on the ASCS ag a
source of information while magazines vied with the ASCS as the most impor-
tant source of information for "no" voters. Newspapers and neighbors also
ranked high, but televislon was not considered as influential as other

27

sources,”™

Cutline of Following Chapters

The order of presentation for the remainder of this dissertation
is as follows:

Chapter IT - describes the procedure and methods of analysis used,
and also, the areas sampled.

Chapter IIT ~ presents farmers? opinlons on causes of the famm
problem, what farm programs should accomplish, and acceptable means of
railsing farm income from wheat.

Chapter IV - analyzes farmers® perception and attitude scores for
differences between certain groups of farmsrs as classifiséd by various

soclioceconomic variables,

26
App and Sundquist, p. 19.

27Hadwiger, Ppe 9-10,



Chapter V -~ relates perception and attituds scores to specific pro=
gram preferences by regression techriques to determine if such scores can
inecrease the predictability of farmers® preferences.

Chapter VI - discusses the scurces of information farmers use in
learning about farm policies and programs, and farmers® conception of the
role of the College of Agriculture and Extension Service in presenting
such information,

Chapter VII ~ surmmarizes the results of the study and presenits the

conclusions and thelr implications.



CHAPTER II

PROCEDURE AND AREAS SAMPLED

The first step in designing the questionnaire was to formulate a

[4)]

series of questions to dstermine farmers® opinions toward the following:
(1) what causes the current farm problem, (2) what a wheat program should
accomplish, and (3) what are satisfactory means.of raising farm incoms:
One question, made up.ofwseveral parts, was desighed-to get a measure of
farmers® perception of the current agricultural situation.

The second step was to formulate a wide range of guestions relating
to the goals, values, and attitudes which might affect farmers?! pre-
ferences for specific types of programs. To do this it was necessary to
determine whet kinds of goals, values, and attitudes might apply to
govermment farm programs,

Mich has been written aboul goals and values of American farmersol
Mpst of these writings have been in somewhat general terms with no effort
being made to relate valuss and goals held to specific behavior. However,
researchers at Cornell University who attempted to relate value orienta-
tions to practice adoption by New York farmers concluded that choice

situations must be spscific if high correlations are to be obtained between

. . 2
values held and bshaviorsl action.’

1See Goals and Values in Asricultural Policy (Ames, 1961).

< P13

o)
“0laf F. Larson, "Basic Goals and Values of Farm People," Goals
and Values in Agricultural Policy (Ames, 1961), p, 143«157,

14
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Brewster says the heart of any serious social problem is a conflict

of dsep-seated value judzments .concerning the kinds of people and forms

of socizl organiszation that are mest pr’ized,j In such conflicts, choice

af mhibited by uncertainty as to what alternatives are possibile
and which ones are most desirable., There are problems of meshing deep-

seated values which werse dsveloped in the pre-machine with current
soated valu hick developed in the pre-machine age, witl

winle and techrnologicsl conditions.

Four creeds that have guided development of various American policies
through the years, according to Brewster, are the work ethic, democratic
creed, enterprise creed, and the creed of self-integrity.. There is no
nead to describe these in detall here but thelr mention does provide a
starting point for developing an appreach to determining the wvalues and
attitudes which can profitably be examined in light of the current agri-
cultural situation.

The work ethic undoubtedly has had a strong influence on agricultural

Thig sthic says that man should work hard and strive for excell-

encs in his employment if he wants fo merit the respect of his fellowmen.

0

This value might be reflected in a farmer's attitude toward efficiency in

5
[

ide
i

(3

!.,i
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gl production. This attitude might also reveal a farmer’s

feeling about his responsibility to the economic welfare of scciety in

Brewster®s work ethic ineludes the Jjudgment that the self-made man
is the most vrsspected of all. This value might be reflected in a farmer’s

attitude I

ard goverhnment expenditures for agricultural programs. This

Sdohn M, Brewster, "Society Values and Goals with Respect to Agri-
culture, " Goals and Values in Agricultural Policy (Ames, 1961), ppo 1lie
.}_.?['v
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attitude might also be influenced by the work sethic judgment that soclety
owes to sach man the equivalent of his contribution.
A foarmer's attitude toward govermment help may also be an indication

1y he holds to the enterprise creed as described by Brewster.

Included in this creed are the judgments that (1) the individual is and
vught to be responsible for his own economic securdty throughout life,
and (2) owners have the right to say how their production units will
operate.

In this general field of attitudes, guestions for this study were

igned to dstermine farmers® attitudes in the following subject arsas:

1

1. Geveral liberal-conservative orientation as deterwined by
attitudes toward govermmental participation in sconomic affairs,

2. Efficisncey in farm production.

3. Farmsrs' concern aboult govermment and consumer costs.

It Respongibility of govermment to support farm income.

5.  Adminmistration of past govermment programs.

6. Importance of program information.

In the arsa of information, guestions were aimed at finding out
what information sources farmers use most, and whether they believe they
gal enough information about farm programs te make intellipent choices,
Arother question was designed to oblain farmers® concepts of the role of
the Collsge of Agriculiturs and Extension Ssrvice in disseminating infor-
mation on farm policles and programs.

Measuremsnt of attitudes and opiniens is a complex process.

a

It is particularly complex in situations where emotions may become very

ot

mich involved, as 1s the case when discussing farm policies and programs.
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Thair said that many economists hesitate to attempt studies of human moti-

vations and behavior because of the complexity of the problem and the lack
- L . s i . - .

of proper tralnlngc+ He noted that humans are victims of rationaliization

and, beecause many motivations ars below the threshold of rescognition, direct

5
guestions cannot be depended upon to give reliable answers. He stressed the
need for research to dstermine what kinds of indirect guestions will give
reliable answers.

Quastions concerning attitudes or opinions, especially where hypothst-
ical situations are involved, creats diffiéult problems of communication
betwesn interviewer and respondento5 One sociologist has sald there is a
degpsrate need for better projective technigques and betlter ways of getting
respondsnts to reveal attitudes that are too emotionally charged to be
accessible to direct questioning.,6 The problem of emotionally-toned words

~

is a threat to the reliability of answers in any interviewa/

One of the chief problems in comnsction with attitude scales is their
validity. The validity of any score is dependent upon the coopsration of
the person answering the questions. A person can easily fake his response
to many questions if he so desires,

Ancther problem is that a person's stated attitudes may not predict

how he will act in a specific situation. Some studies report substantial

aPhilip Jo Thair, "Research Problems in Dynamic Economics," Pro-
ceedings of Research Conference on Risk and Uncertainty in Agrlcvltuxag
North Dakota Agricultural ExperlmenL Station Bulletln 400 (Fargo, 1955)
P. 51

5Davidson and Mighell, p. 581-582.

6.
S. A. Stauffer, Social Research itc Test Ideas (New York, 1962), p. 291,

7we Es Deming, "On Errors in Surveys,"™ Americen Sociclegical Review.
IX (1944), pp. 359-369.




sen scores on an attitude scale and obssrved behaviors

others report negligible correlations. Much of the research suggests a

positive correlation in the nsighborhood of .50 te .60 betwsen scores on

!

!

(2
attitude scales and actual performance or behavier.
Limitations of attitude scales were aptly described by Thurstone

All that we can do with an attituds scals is to msasure
the attitude actually expressed with the full realization that

i = 2 -
the sub J
:

sot may bs consnlolgly hiding his true attituds or that
the Sﬁ@lal pre

seure of the situation had made him reslly bslisve

",

what hs expresses. All that we can do iz to mdnimize as far as
possik 1@ the conditions that pv&velt our subjects from telling

the truth, or elss to adgq\' our interp r“tatlona accordingly.”

These problems and limitations might lead cne to question the wvalue
of attempting research in such an area as attitudes towards farm policies
and programs. However, two points can be mades (1) older, commonly used

o

methods of attitudinal research, such as direct questions, may be of some

limitations are kept in mind, (2) some of ths newer teche

rigues being dsveloped by psychologists and sociologists may help reduce

the limitations involved in such studies. In a discussion of image research,

which is quite similar to attitudinal ressarch, Boulding has put the pro-
blem in this perspectives

Another important area of rsssarch in the social sciencss
which is primarily concerned with ressarch 1nto the image is
public opinion polling. One can admit all the deficienciess in
the method, and al the same {time one has to confess that there
is an important residue of results. The problem of sliciting
information about images by the olMD]” device of recording
answers to gquestions 1ls by no means insoluble. Ws do not
necessarily have to take these answers at face value, There
are difficult and subtle problems of interprstation, and I

o
“Victor H. Noll, Introduction Lp Educational Measursment

(Cambridges 1957), Dpp. 293m4940

9L0 L. Thurstone, The Measurement of Values (Chicago, 1959), ».210.



think cne would have to admit there is a certain absence of

theoretical structure. Nevertheless, even with the crude

apparatus which we have today the resulis are imprsssive.

They are particularly impressive because wherever the polling

is done regularly and with some systematic notion in mind we

can perceive not only sopething about the nature of the image

but also how it changes.™

Attitudinal research is getting more attention from agricultural
economists., A muber of attitudinal studies were mentioned in the veview
of literaturs. Staff members of the USDA BEconomie Ressarch Ssrvics have
publizhed a bulletin which describes three different analytical methods

. . e . . L. Al

for measuring farmers? attitudes toward use of short-term credit.
f g f attitudes t se of short-t di

Attitudinal research is salso an important part of many studies on

managerial ability.
Techriique Selected

The technique sslected for use in the attitudinal section of the
study 1s an adaptation of the Likert scale. The respordent is given a

single statement or a number of statements considered descriptive of

attitudes toward specific id or programs. He then indicates the
extent of his agreement or disagreemsnt on a five-point scale: Strongly
Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly Disagree.

The basiec methodology of the techniqus was used by Tuyman and

Biddle of the Oklahoma State University College of Education in a study

of the perception of the role of public school teachers., 2 Hebbs, Beal,

lOKsnneth E. Boulding, The Image (Ann Arbor, 1956), pp. 156-158.

llDon Bostwick, James Esmay, and Gordon Rodewald, Aftitudinal
Research Relating to Farmers® Use of Short-Term Credit, U, S. Department
of Agriculture ERS-25 (Washington, 1961).
12 ; \
“J. P, Twyman and B, J. Blddle, "Role Conflict of Public School
Teachers," The Journal of Psvcholosy, LV (1963), pp. 183-198.
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and Bohlen used it in a study relating certain values held by farmers to

[}

, 13

+

heir sconowmic return. This type of agree-disagrse analysis has been

used extensively for public opinien polls by the University of Michigan
. 14

Survey Ressarch Center.

o

This method has an advantage in that statements do not have to be
scaled on a continuum or assigned arny particular weight, bul statements
should e decidedly favorable or unfavorable., Ths use of a flve-point
scale for each item provides more information than the simple dichotomy

3 3 » l 5
of Magres" or "disagree."

In some cases, more than onse statement was used to measure a par-
ticular attitude. Thers is evidence that an index based on several
statements bears a more meaningful and stable relationship to behavior
. . -~ et s s 16 N T
than do answers to single attitudinal questions. Answers to individual
questions are subject to some margin of errcr. The lmpact of marginal

errors is greatly reduced when answers to several gquestlions are combined.

Scale scores where multiple statements were used were computed as

followss I the respondent marked "Strongly Agree" on a statement that

indicated a positive orx favorable responss consistent with an attitude,
a score of 1 was given; "Agree® was given a score of 2, and so on to a

scere of 5 for a "Strongly Disagree.® The scoring system was reversed

lBEuryl Hobbs, George Bsal, and Joe Bohlen, "The Prediction of Farm
Economic Productivity,™ a paper presented at the Rural Scciological
Society Meeting, Northridge, California, August 23-27, 1963.

14 . - . ,
Vo 0. Key, Jdr., Public Opinion and Auerican Democracy (New York,
1961)9 po 21“1’0

15JD C. Mumnally, Jr., Tests and Measurements (New York, 1959), p. 306,

léEva Musller, Y"Effects of Consumer Attitudes on Purchases," American
Economic Review, XLVII (1957), p. 9438,
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for statements that reflected a negative or unfavorable attitude. A
Strongly Agree® mark was given a score of 5 and so on to 1 for a "Strongly
Disagree® response. An individual's scale scores were obtained by sum-
ming the item scores within each scals.

Statements used in the attitudinal questions were gleaned from
earlier research projects, newspaper and magazine stories, speeches, and
personal contacts., Attempts to validate the scale statements as being
representative of different personal positions on the attitudinal area
in question consisted of three steps:

1. A large number of statements was gathered relative to each

attitudinal area.

2. These statements were reviewed and those that tendsd to be

duplicating or hazy in meaning were eliminated.

3. The remaining items were administered to a preliminary sample

of farmers. Total scorss were then computed on each attitudinal
subject. Statements which indicated they would differentiate
between the respondents were retained.

Attitudinal responses were analyzed to determine if there were
significant differences between farmers when the following soclioeconomic
variables were considered: production area, age, education, organizational
index, farm program preferences, 1963 referendum vote, fair price for wheat,
supscted five-year free market price, full or part-time operator, political
party, farm organization membership, debt/asset ratio, total income, off-
farm/total income ratio, farm size, tenure, attendance at farm meetings,

and net worth.
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& Mamn=Whitney U test was used to analyze differences in the
attitudinal scores which were based on ordinal rank distributions. This
is a statistic that tests the differences between two rank distributions,
and is comparable to the parametric t testAof the differences between two
means. Siegel describes the test as followss:

When at least an ordinal measursment has been achieved,

the Mann~Whitney U test may be used to test whether two inde-

pendent groups have been drawn from the same population, This

is one of the most powerful of the non~parametric tests, and it

is a most useful alternative to the parametric t test when the

researcher wishes to avoid the t test’s assumptions, or when ”

the measurement in the research is weaker than interval scaling.

The first computational step is to assign the rank of 1 to the lowsst

score in the combined (nl + n2) group of scores, assign rank 2 to the

next lowest score, and continue until all scores have been ranked. Then

- n, {(nqa +1
U—~nln2 + (]2. ) -Rl

where nl':,number of scores in group 1 n, = number of scores in group 2
and Ry = sum of the ranks assigned to the group whose sample size is 1y
It has been shown that as ny and n, increase in size, the sampling
distribution of U rapidly approcaches the rormal distribution. That is,
when ny, is greater than 20, the significance of an observed value of U

may be determined by

l".l.]l’l2
g =2
Z = J(EL) (np) (nq +np + 1)
12

17Sidney Siegel, Nonparamebric Statistics for the Behaviorisl
Sciences (New York, 1956), p. 1ll6.
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The probability associated with the occurrence of values as large as
an observed Z may be determined by reference to a table of standard normal
distribution,

In ancther part of the analysis, a regression technique is ussd to
determine whether information about farmers® attitudes in addition to
socloeconomic characteristics will increase the predictability of pro-
gram preferences.

It would have been possible to develop specific hypotheses about
the relationships of attitudes to all the variables considered. However,
the large number of hypotheses necessary to cover all the potentialities
would have been impractical and needlessly burdensome. The significant
differences discovered by the analysis are considered to be a preliminary
validation of some of the existing relationships between attitudes and

preferences.
Data Gathering

As the schedule was developsd, two potential problems in adminig-
tering it becams apparent. These were the difficulty and length of the
schedule, This dissertation deals with only part of the questions asksd
in the survey. Some questions were unusually difficult because of the
mmerous implications and qualifications involved. This meant that it
‘woula be difficult to keep from losing the respondent in a mass of detail.
To help overcome this problem, a series of cards was used with the respon-
dent during the interview., The cards carried information in outline form

which the respondent could: follow as the interviewer read the question.

18This was the approach used by Everett D. Erb in "M Q-Sort Study of
Attitudes and Achievement," (unpublished Ed. D. thesis, Oklahoma State
University, 1960).
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The problem of length of questionnaire developed because of the many
variables which were thought to be relevant to farmers' overall preferences
for wheat programs. To overcome this problem of length, Part I of the
questionnaire, consisting of 13 pages, was mailed to the respondents.

The respondent was asked to fill out Part I on his own (see letter in
Appendix D). Then an interviewer called the respondent to make an appoint-
ment to pick up Part I and fill out Part II of the questionnaire. Most

of the questions analyzed in this dissertation were contained in Part I

of the questionnaire. The questionnaire is reproduced in Appendices

E and Fo

Areas Sampled

This study was concerned with the preferences and attitudes of
wheat growers -- those who were operating wheat farms. The sample
population was made up of individuals designated as actually growing
wheat by the county ASCS offices. Included were full owners, part
ouners, and tenants. The sample population did not include landlords.

Areas selected for sampling were considered to be representative of
four different types of wheat production areas within the hard red winter
wheat belt of Oklahoma, Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado, and Texas (see
Figure 1). Primary factors considered in selection were land resources,
climate, and type of farm operation.

Grant County, Oklahoma, is like much of the wheat production area
found in North Central Oklahoma and South Central Kansas where wheat is
the most important crop and yields are relatively high and consistent.

Texas County, Oklahoma, is representative of the specialized wheat area
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Coloradfa

| New Mexico §

Figure 1. The heavy line encloses Ege arsa of concentrated hard red
winter wheat production. The sample was drawn from the
four small enclosed areas.

19Marketing, U. S. Department of Agriculture Yearbook (Washington,
1954), p. 415.
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in Oklahoma, Northern Texas, Scouthwestern Kansas, and Southeastern
Colorado (often called the Panhandle). Yields tend to be low and vari-
able.

In Kansas, Washington County was selected as typlecal of a diversified
farming area in North Central Kansas and South Central Nsbraska, This
is an area in which wheat is an important crop but where other crops are
of near squal importance., TYields ars relatively high and stable.

Thomas County, Kansas, 1s typical of the high plains wheat area
found in Northwest Kansas, Western Nebraska, and Northeast Colorado.

Another factor considsred in the selection of the areas was the
general attitude toward wheat programs as reflected by the county vote in
the wheat referendum held in May, 1963. The four counties were selected
to avoid a sizeable departure from the state average percentage of farmers
voting "™yes" in the referendum. The Oklahoma state average was U4l per-
cents Grant County was 43 percent; Texas County was 36 percent. The
state average in Kansas was 43 percent; Washington County was 36 per-
cent; Thomas County was 37 percent.

In addition, personnel of the state ASCS office and Extension
Service in each state were contacted to determine if there were any
current political or personnel problems in the counties selected that
would tend to distort the general opinion climate.

Af'ter checking with these agencies, lists of all wheat opesrators
(growers) in each county were obtained from the state ASCS offices.
Several areas in three of the counties were eliminated after looking at
density of operators and consideration of additional information from
extension agents and solil maps. It was belisved that even though these

areas are within the county boundaries, they are not generally represent-
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ative of the wheat production areas under study (see Figure 2) because
of soil type and the resulting predominant forms of farm enterprises.
The areas eliminated tend to be grassy or sandy, and wheat production
is not ss:intensive as in the remaining parts of these counties,

Budget limitations prevented taking a random sample of farmers over
the total areas under study, so a random sample of commnities within
sach ocounty wag drawn. Then a random sample was taken of wheat operators
within these communities. A total goal of 500 interviews was established
as a compromise belween budget limitations and an adequate N for the
types of analysis anticipated. The number dravn within each commmunity
was proporiional to the total number of opsrators in each community and
the county. Interviews were taken during July, August, and September,
1964,

Table I presents soclal and economic data which describe the farms

and farmers found in sach county.

TABLE I

SOCTAL AND ECONOMIC DATA DESCRIPTIVE OF
FARNS AND FARMERS IN SURVEY®

T o, AT A A A s
Pl e ey

ot . L

Grant Texasg Thomas Washington
Number interviewed 150 101 20 160
Ave, age 50.8 45.8 48,6 46,3
Ave. years of school 11.1 11 10.4 10
Ave. total acres farmed 572 1224 324 Y
Ave. acres wheat allotment 232 57 337 63 -
Ave, net farm income, 59-63 $3594 $5413 $7012 $2926
Ave. non-farm income, 63 $1858 $3068 $1565 $981
Ave., net worth $68,824 381,275 $108,697  $41,265
% Farm Bureau membsrs 41 34 56 33
% Farmers Union members 21 9 39 23
% Democrats 54 57 L3 23
% Republicans 37 39 33 69
% "Yes" wheat vote Ly 36 34 34

AThese data were summarized from information obtained from farmers
interviewed.
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Figure 2. These county maps show communities which were eliminated
" before sample was drawn and communities in which inter-

viewrs were taken.



Refusals and Possible Bias

Schedules were complsted on 80 percent of the names drawn in the
sample. Percentages of completion for countiss were: Grant, 8l; Texas,
75: Thomas, 835 Washington, 83 The lower percentage of completion in
Texas County was primarily a result of greater difficulty in physically
contacting the respondents. About 50 percent of the non-completions in
each county were outright refusals on the part of the farmer to coopsrate.
The other 50 percent were due to sickness, death, quit farming, or othsr
such reasons.

It is difficult to assess the preferencss of farmers whe refused to
be interviewed. From comments they made, it is believed they tended to
be somewhat anti-goverrment although this was not true of all of these
individuals. The results of the study may be blased slightly toward
farmers who prefer pgovermment programs but the number of refusals was so

small that such bias is not likely te have significantly affected the

conclusions of this study.
Byvaluation of Survey Procedure

The procedure of malling 2 part of the questionnaire to respondents
worked guite successfully. Approximately 75 percent of the farmers who
participated had Part I nearly completed when the interviewer arrived to
complete Part II. However, the mailout method did have some limitations.
Thers was the possibility of a respondent not understanding the questions
in Part I and not having an interviewer present to clarify the gquestion.
In such cases, the respondent may have proceeded filling in answers,

even though he didn*t really understand the question. On the other hand,



not having the interviewer preéent may have encouraged more Lrank
responses and reduced interviewer bias,

When an interviewer picked up Part I from a respondent, he would
scan through it to see if all questions were answsred. In this process,
it was quite easy to overlook a question that wasn®t answered. A4s a
result, this part of the questionnaire may have had more omlssions than
if the interviewer had personally asked all the questions. However, the
number of omissions on Part I was not large.

There is always the question of respondent fatigue when dealing with
a questionnaire of this length. However, interviewers did not believe
such fatigue was a sericus problem in this study if the respondent filled
out Part I befeore the interviewer arrived.

Experience in this study indicates that when a team of interviewers
is used for taking detailed schedules, cone person should edit all schedules
within one or two days after they are taken. This procedure would help
in getting all schedules completed in a consistent manner., Interviewers
need a thorough training session before going to the field and a shorter
gsession after each interviewer has taken several schedules.

Several respondents noted the difficulty of some of the questions

and said it "would take a week™ to really make up their minds.



CHAPTER ITT

OPINIONS ON FARM PROBLEM AND PROGRAM CRJECTIVES

The purpcss

L
cauvges Lhag L

O &ae

what are the

Farmers were asked to agres or disagrse on

related to the above three questions.

Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, and Strongly Di

This chapter will deal with the simple distribution of opinions

along this agree-disagres scale. Opinlons may cluster closely together
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cates widespread agreement on the quesiion. In another situa-

different types of distribuition create radically different opinlon con-

e - ; 1
texts for govermmental action.

Causes of the Farm Problem

igures 3 and 4 show the percentsges of farmers choosing each of ths

scale ratings for eight possibile causgss of the faym problem. The number

of o’s*%vatlons on thls gquestion was 500, Item 4 in Figure 3 shows that

Tearmsrs were guite evenly split as to whelhsr improved tschnology has besn
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Figure 3. Distribution of Farmers® Opinions on Agree-Disagres Scals
for ITtems A, B, C, and D as Bsing Possible Causes of

the Farm Problem.



a causse of the farm problem. This may indicate that some farmers do not

associate improved technology with the current surpluses of some farm

commodities.

Farmers tended to agree that high costs of processing and marketing

;.,u
i

r\-‘

wers causes of the farm problem (Item B, Figure 3). This attitude is
reflected in the concern often expressed by farmers about thelr declining
share of the consumer‘®s dollaro2 Another probable result of this attitude
is the current Congressional investigation of the structure and margins in
the food marketing industryo3

Farmers wers mixed in theilr reaction to the effects of past goverrmment
programns, as shown in Item C, Figure 3. More farmers were undecided on
this statement than on any of the other statements in the question. The
fact that one~half the farmers agreed that past govermment programs were
a cause of the current farm problem indicates that farmers are not fully
satisfied with such programs.

Farmers did not, in general, agree with the statement that farmers
can get credit too easily (Item D, Figure 3). However, a number of farmers
cited specific examples where they judged that easy ecredit contributed to
the problem. One such case was in Texas County wheres a farmer complained
that low cost loans were availlable through the government for development
of irrigation wells. He said that irrigation increases crop output, thus

aggravating the farm problem.

Geoffrey S. Shepherd, Marketing Farm Products (Ames, 1955), pp. 258-259,

3Food Field Reporter, December 7, 1964, p. 1.



Farmers tended to agree that one cause of the farm problem is
their ovm attempt to increase income by increasing production (Item E,
Figure %), This statement received more agreement than did the one on
improved technology (Ttem A, Figure 3), although the two are similar in
neture., Farmers adopt new technology as they try to lncrease their
income,

Ths greaitsst agreement to any statement was elicited by the one
which proposed that high wages in industry are a cause of the farm pro-
blem (Item F, Figure 4). Farmers may be espscially sensitive to this

idea for two reasons: (1) farmers have seen the prices of many of the

tams they buy rise in recent years while prices of the products they

Edo

sell have fallen: and (2) the hourly wages of workers employed in
manufacturing appsar very high to many farmers.

Item G, Figure 4, shows that farmers also largely agreed that their
lack of bargaining power was a cause of the farm problem. This statement
has been the rallying cry of the National Farmers Organization

Finally, a majority of the farmers did not agree that poor manage-
ment is the main reason why Farmers have income problems (ITtem H,

Figure 4)., However, about one-fifth did agres that this was a cause,
The specific wording of this statsment should be noted as it specifies
that poor management is the "main reason why farmers have income pro-
blems. The reaction might have been quite different if it had indicated
that poor management is "one of the reasons" why farmers have income
problems.

Farmers varied considerably in what factor they considered to be
the mogt important cause of the farm problem, as shown by Table II. The

statement about high wages in industry was picked most often bul It
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TABLE II

FARMERS' OPINIONS ON MOST IMPORTANT CAUSE OF THE FARM PROBLEM

g lMean ]
P e . ¥
Cause Percont  Rating”
High wages in industry cause high prices for what

the farmer buys. 24 1.81
faymers lack bargaining power. 16 1.92
High costs of processing and marksting after

products leave the farm. 16 2,19
Past govermment farm programs. : 16 2.65
Increased use of fertilizer, hybrid seed,

irrigation, and big machinery. 9 2.92
Farmers try to incrsase thelr income by

increasing production. 5 2.53
Farmers can get credit too easily., 1 3.55
Poor management is the main reason why farmers

have income problems. 1 3.67

Other 12

SPercent of farmers answering question.

Plpan rating wheve SA = 1, A =2, U=13, D=4, SD = 5,

b4

accounted for only 24 percent of the farmers answering the questicn. It

is noteworthy that only nine percent saw improved technology as the main

cause when among econemists it is generally accepted as one of the major

contributing factors. This study and others have shown that farmers tend
te select as the most important causes those factors which are beyond

their control, such as high wages in industry and high costs of marketing.
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Cegg calls these the "familiar scapsgoats of long standing among farmerso”u
These cholicss indicate a lack of understanding and acceptance of the world
as it is, according to Ogg, and provide a discouraging prospect for farmer
acceptance of a poliecy consistent with long-run adjustments.

The percentages of "Strongly Agree" ratings wers a good prsdictor of

the causes farmers would consldsyr most important The causses that had ths
nighest percentage of "Strongly Agree" ratings were the ones selected most

often as being the mest important in Table II.
The complets data for each county are shown in Appendix 4, Table I,

There appeared to be general agreement among all areas on this qusstion.

Objectives of a Wheat Progran

In this question, farmsrs were asked whether they considered seven
possible cobjectives of a wheat program to be important. They were also
asked to select the objective they considered most important. This
question was answered by 499 farmers,

Figures 5 and 6 show the a agreement~disagresment with the seven
objectives., Item A in Figure 5 shows that a majority of farmers agreed
¢

that keeping down farmers

ety

costs to grow wheal was important. substan-
ial aumber, 18 percent, were undscided on this statement, It would ssem
that the 20 psrcent who disagreed with this statement did not associate
osts,or efficiency, directly with their profits,

Strong agreement was given to the cbjsctive of keeping wheat prices

on a par with other prices in the economy (Item B, Figure 5). This strong
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feeling may be due to the great emphasis that has been placed on the con-
cept of parity prices in past years. A4lso, this is a very tangible con-
cept for farmers to grasp. A number of farmers pointed out to interviewers
that during the late 1940's, they could buy a new tractor for a specific
number of bushels of wheat, and now it takes many wore bushels to buy a
tractor. They appsared to think in terms of the purchasing power of a
bushel of wheat rather than total purchasing power made possible by greater
yields and larger farms in recent years.

Item C in Figure 5 shows the wide variation in opinion about the
objective of keeping bread prices low. More than one-fourth of the far~
mers were undecided on this question. In this case, farmers find them-
selves in the position of being both a producer and a consumer, and this
results in conflict.

Another objective that had general support from farmers was that of
increasing farmers® income from wheat (Item D, Figure 5). However, the
percentages of "Strongly Agree" rankings on this objsctive was just one-
half of that on the objective of keeping wheat prices on a par with other
prices in the economy. This again may indicate that farmers think more
readily in terms of prices for what they sell rather than in terms of
income. It could also mean they believe they are better off with 100
percent parity prices than 100 percent parity income because of increased
volume and efficiency.

Ttem E in Figure 6 shows that a slight majority agreed with the
cbjective of giving farmers freedom to produce and market as they wish.
However, this objective had the highest percentage of "Strongly Disagrees®
rankings of any objective listed. Also, 14 percent were undecided. This

indicates that even though farmers would like to see govermment regulation
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kept to a minimum, as will be shown by Item G, 2 substantial number of
farmers do not advocate complete freedom to produce and market farm goods.

Farmers generally agreed to the objective of keeping down government
sxpense (Item F, Figure 6). Farmers coften commented that farm programs
cost the government too much for what farmers get out of it. They were
especially critical of the number of ASCS employees reguired to administer
the programs.

.Agreement was very strong for keeping govermment regulaticn to a
minimm (Ttem G, Figure 6). Farmers repeatedly mentioned their dislike
for the red tape and complexilty of past programs.

Table III shows what farm program objectives farmers considered to
be the most important. The percentage of "Strongly Agree®™ ratings was
again a good predictor of the statements farmers would consider most
important. A majority chose the objective of keeping wheat prices on a
par with other pricss in the economy. Again there is the question of
why this objective should rank so much higher than the objective of
inereasing farmers’ income from wheat. This feeling among farmers may

o

have gignificance for policy makers when considering the velative accepte
abllity of a price support program as comparsd to an incoms support pro=
gram,.

The objective of giving farmers freedom to produce and market as
they wish makes a surprisingly strong showlng in this table when the dis-
tribution of its agree-disagree rankings is considered in Figurs 6. When
this obJjective is comblined with the rslated objective of winimizing govern-
ment regulation, the total percentage of farmers selecting them as the most

important objectives about equaled the percentage of farmers whe in another

part of the study said they would prefer a fress markel over a govermment



L2

TABLE ITT

FARMERS® OPINIONS ON MOST IMPORTANT OBJECTIVE OF FARM PROGRAMS

. Mean )

Qhisctive Percent  Rating”
Keep whea® prices on a par with other prices

in the econonmy, 52 1.59
Keep government regulation to a minimum. 14 1.73
Give farmers freedom to produce and market

as they wish. 11 2.57
Increase farmers® income from wheat . 9 2.00
Keep down government expense. : L 1.95
Keep down farmers? costs to grow wheat. 3 2.43
Keep bread prices low. 1 3,14

Others 6

a - : .
Percent of farmers answesring question.

bM@an rating where SA =1, A =2, U=3, D=4, 5D = 5,

program, Personal goals of price, income, and freedom ranked muach higher
than soclety's goals of efficlency, low food costs, and low government
costs, Within the desired goals are the two elements which cause much of
the controversy about farm programs todays the desire for higher prices
and incoms vs. the desire for maximum freedom to produce and market. Under
current conditions, the only feasible way to satisfy both of these goals

is for govermment to support farm prices and incomes with sigeable Treasury
outlays, but the public resists such programs. A product of the conflict
is a dichotomy among farmers as represented by the contrasting ideologies

of the Farm Bureau and the Farmers Union.



Complete data for each county are shown in Appendix A, Table II.

There was general agreement among areas on these items.
Means of Raising Income

Efforts to raise farm income from wheat could focus on a number of
different methods. Farmers interviewed were given eight different methods
ard asked to approve or disapprove of each as the principal means of rais-
ing farm income. The number of observations was 498,

Ttem A in Figure 7 shows that nearly three-fourths approved of reduc-
ing farmers® costs to grow wheat. This would seem logical because many
farmers complained of the high cost of production inputs they had to buy,
espscially machinery,

Farmers also approved of‘reducing the marketing and processing mar-
gins of middlemen, as showm by Item B, Figure 7. Farmers had expressed
earlier that the high cost of processing and marketing was one of the
causes of the current farm problem. However, a number of farmers raised
the guestion as to how these margins would be reduced,

Thres-fourths of the farmers disapproved of incrsasing the price of
bread (Item C, Figure 7). Again, farmers are in the conflicting position
of beling a producer and a consumer. Also, soms farmers commented that
raising the price of bread would not do much to raise the price of wheat.
Farmers have seen the price of bread increase while wheat prices have
decreased.,

Farmers split nearly equally on their approval-disapproval of conw

tinuing present govermment programs with increased levels of support
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prices (Item D, Figure 7). Nearly one-fourth were undecided. This

[

ndicates the unsettled nature of farmers' feslings toward present pro-
STEMmS .

Ttem E in Figure 8 shows that farmers generally did nct approve’of
using governmental control of the supply of farm products going to mar-
ket. This provides an interesting contrast with the preceding statement
and another part of this study which showsd thet aboul three-fourths of
the farmers preferred some type of government program Lo a free market.
Bvidently many farmers do not associate all types of programs which limit
production with govermmental control of supply. The result again points
to the conflict faced by farmers between desire both for high income and
freedom in production and marketing.

Even stronger disapproval was given to the idea of making it easier
for farmers to move off the farm so that there is more income for those
remaining (Item F, Figure 8). It received a much higher percentage of
"Strongly Disagree® ratings than did any other statement in the gquestion.
This is not surprising -- a group usually will resist the idea that some
of its members would be more useful in soms other occupation. Thers is
still a strong feeling of agriculitural fundamentalism among many farmers
and some farm organizations. This long-held doctrine is frequently used
in political speeches to farmers.

The reaction against this idea of making it easier for farmers to
move off the farm has important policy implications., Economists generally
agree that one of the adjustments needed is to move a substantial amount
of labor rescurces now underemployed in agriculture intc other sectors of

the economy. A program designed to accomplish this cbjsetive would have
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to be named and handled carefully to avold a strong nsgative reaction
among many farmers, some farm leaders, and some nonfarm people such as

small town merchants.

Ttem G in Figure 8 shows farmers about egqually dividsed on the
issue of increasing exports with government subsidies cor donations,

Twenty-six percent of the farmers were undecided -

e <

the highest percentage in this calegory for awy

tion.
An attempt to find move uses for farm pr was -
spread approval than any other statement in the question (Item H, Figure

E

8). This idea has great appeal bescause it does not require the farmer +o

make any changes but instead, leaves him free to continue to produce and
market as he wishes,

A relatively large mumber of farmers interviewed were undecidsd on

meny of the statements in this question dealing with means of raising fawmm

g
income., The implication is that while farmers in general agree farm
incoms should be ralsged, many of them do not have a clear-cut idea of how
best to reach that goal.

Table IV shows that 44 percent of the farmers chose "finding more
uses for farm products®™ as the one best way of raising farm income. This
was more than twice the psrcentage recsived by any of the other statements.

1

Farmers are probably unrealistic when t

v put so much stress on this idea,
Extensive research efforts have focused on this goal for a number of years.
Results have offered 1little promiss for any major breakthrough in exten

ing the uses of farm products.
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TABLE TV

FARMERS® OPINIONS ON THE BEST MEANS OF RAISING FARM INCOME

Mean "
Begt Msans of Raising Farm Tuccone Pergent® Rating”
Find more uses for farm products, Ly 1.6L

Reduce the marketing and processing margins of
middlemen. 20 2.1%

Continue present government programs, out r“ise the

level of suapor1 prices and goverrment payments. 16 2.98
Reduce farmers® costs to grow wheat. 10 202k
Inecrease exports with govermment subsidies, or

donations if necsssary. 6 73,02
Use government control of supply of farm products

going to market. 2 3.76
Increase the price of bread. 0 3,83
Make it easier for farmers to move off the farm so

that there is more “ncome" for those remaining., 0 4,19
Qther 4

a . . .
Percent of farmers answering question.

Muan rating where SA = 1, A = 2, U= 3, D=4, SD = 3,

Twenty percent of the farmers chose the item, "Reduce the markebing

{1
@

s
i
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and processing margins of middlemen," the best means of raising farm

income. Again, economists agree that there is little possibility of any

general reduction in marketing and processing margins of middlemen.

This means about two-thirds of the farmers gave responses that cannot at

this time be considered reascnable approachss to incressing farm incoms

significantly. An educational process is needesd to help far

mors realistically the hard choleces opsn to thems
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The use of governmment programs received 1little approval as being the
best msans of raising farm income, This indicates that when given a gen=
eral type of cholece, farmesrs want to move away from goverrment programs.

However, it was shown elsewhere in this survey that when confronted with

Y

a more speﬁlfié choice betwesn a government program and a free market, a
majority of farmers preferred some type of program.

This ralses ssrious questions aboul the relsvance of the survey
results reported in farm magazines where farmers ars asked rather gsnsral
gquestions about the coptimal degree of govermment involvement in agricule
ture, Thess survey responses might vary considerably with the degree of
speelficity of the questions involved,

Coriplete county data on this question dealing with means of ralsing
farm income are shown in Appendix 4, Table III, Again there was general

agreemsnt among areas on these items.
Summary of Opinions

- In summary, thé analysis in this chapter illustrates the difficulty
of developing farm policiss and pregrams which will bring about desirable
adjustments and yet have widespread approval among farmers. HFirst, it
was found that farmers tended to blame the farm problem on causes which
lay beyond their control. Forty percent said the most important cause
was elther high wages in industry, or high marketing margins. Only nine
percent rated improved technology as the most important cause,

Secondly, the analysis showed that farmers disagreed as to the

most impertant objectives of farm programs. Sixty-ornes percent said

higher wheat prices and incomes wers most important while 25 percent
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wanted mere freedom from govermment regulation, These conflieting goals
result in farm organizations asking the policy planners and the legisla-
tive bodies for opposing types of programs. In addition, the plannsrs

and legislative bodies must consider socieby’

s goals of low bread prices,
low government costs, and production efficlency, all three of which wers
rated at the bottom of the list by farmsrs,

Finally, it was found that 64 percent of the farmers said the best
means of raising farm income was to find new usses for farm products; or
reduce marketing margins. These cannct be considersd realistic appreoaches.
An additional 10 percent of the farmers said the best way to increase farm
income was to reduce farmers’ costs to grow wheat. Such an effort on the
part of all farmers would likely incrsase oulputb and further depress prices
and incomes. The idea of making it easier for famers o move ocut of agri=-

ulture was strongly rejected.

The difficulty of developing acceptable farm policies and programs
will be discussed further in the next chapter in the analysis of farmers®

perception of the current agricultural sitvation.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF FARMERS® PERCEPTION AND ATTITUDE SCORES

or farm

Py
>3

Other researchers have noted that a farmer®s preferences
programs are probably influenced by & vumber of attitudes as well as the
programs ' tangible effects upon the individual's farm operaticn. It can
also be postulated that a farmer's perception of the current farm sit-
uation will have an effec£ upon program preferences, This chapter will
present the results of this study's attempt to relate farmers® percep-
tion of the current agricultural situation and variocus attitudes to
farm program preferences and a nuiber of socloeconomic variables.

The perception and attitude scores discussed in this chapter are
based upon as few as cone statement or item, and in one insiance as many
as 11 statements. The scorss, in the order in which they are discussed,
arst

1. Perception of current farm situation.

2. Liberal-Conservative orlentation.

3. Attitude toward farm preduction sfficlency.

L, Attitude toward government cost of farm programs.

5. Attitude toward consumer cost for food.

6. Attitude toward govermment®s responsibility to support

farm prices and incomes.

7. Attitude toward administration of past government programs.

8. Attitude toward importance of farm program information.

51
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Aftsr each of the items within each scale has besen itreated separately,
total attitude scores will be analyzed for association with a number of

socloescnomic variables. Finally, a profile of scores will be presented,

2

comparing groups of farmerg with different preferences. AlLl simple per-

centage figures used in this chapter are based on 499 observations.

Pergeption of Current Situaltion

Previous research in the area of farmers® understending of farm

programs has been aimed primarily at determining farmers® knowledge of
. . . o s N L .
causes of the farm problem and of spseific types of programs. It was
felt, howsver, that it would be desirable to get a more basic measure
of farmers® perception of the current agricultural situation and the

underlying economic welationships.

o

That this concept of economic psrception is an important problem
is illustrated by comments made by Professor W. W. Cochrane in a swmary
of his expsriences as economlc advisor to Secretary of Agriculiure
Orville L. Freemans

The economic literzcy of farmers gensrally is distress-
ingly low. In the wheat refervendum of 1963, there were
farmers who actually belisved that wheat prices would rise
with the elimination of price support or the reducticon of
price suppert to 50 percent of parity for that commodity.
Most livestock producers, and many of thelr leaders, have
ne conception whatsoever of the indirect price and income
support provided producers of arimal products through the
support of feed grain priees. Most producers do not
understand the differsntial effect on their income from
an output increase on thelr particular farm resulting
from a technological advance, and from an ﬂwwwegatﬁ
output increase resulting from the industry-wide sdoption

lStroup9 pp. 134=166,



of a new and improved technology. And the implications

of farm technological advance for the average size of

farm and thg number of farms and farmers are just not

congidered.

e practical effects of this lack of undersianding have besn
outlined by Tweeten:
In my judgement the great void in farm policy is

not lack of program alternatives or even knowledge of

thelr implications. Rather the hiatus is between what is

known by economists and what is known and applied by far-

mers., The policymaker himself may be informed, butl a

Congressman who realizes that a program X which farmers

now want will be completely unsatisfactory in the long-

run may be inclined to vote for X if a negative vote

spells no return to Congress next fall.

Carried even further, the effects of farmers' perception of the
current agricultural situation are felt in many facels of local
community life. The quality and types of education offered in loecal
schools may be affected by how well farmers understand long-term
trends in agriculture., The outlook of the community’s young peopls,
their cholce of cccupation, and the number that declde to go fto collegs
may be influencsd by how farmers view the agricultural situation.
Individual farm operations, farm organizations, and farm-related busi-
nesses are likely to be affected. Evidence of these effects can be
seen by contrasting a community in which farmers have besn making needsd

adjustments in farm operations and one in which such adjustwents have

not been mads.

‘('\

2o ' \ . e
“Willard W. Cochrane, "Some Obgervations of an Ex Economic Advisor:
or What I Learned in Washington,% Jou . of Fapm h?onon s, XLVII (1965),

456,

Jluther Tweeter, "The Farm Firm in Agricultural Policy Research,” a
paper read at the Workshop on Price znd Income Policles, Agricultural
Policy Institute, North Carcolina State University, Raleigh, April 21, 1965,
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This study had three objectives in attempting to measure farmers®
perception of economic relationships. The first cbjective was to get
an indication of the types of relationships farmers fail to understand,
This information should be a useful guide for plamming futurs educational
programs. Another objective was to see if a farmer®s perception of the
current agricultural situation was related to his preferences for farm
programs. The third objective was to provide a benchmark for possible
use in comparisons at some later date to determine whether the perception
Jevel had changed.

Farmers were asked to respond to the eleven items shown in Table V.
An agree~disagree scale rather than a true-~false scale was usad for two
reasons. First, most of these statements are not clear-cut facts as
such but are open to some argument. However, it was believed that far-
mers with a keensr perception of economic relationships would respond
differently than those with less understanding. Second, it was believed
that more valid responses would be given if the farmers did not realize
that they were téking a form of a "test," sc the same type of response
scale was used as for the other attitudinal questions. One limitation
of this type of scale for measuring perception is the difficulty of
imputing a logical numerical weight to an opinion strongly held (Strongly
Agree or Strongly Disagree) compared with a response of "Agree" or
"Disagree.®

Table V shows the total sample response of farmers te the individual
statements. A majority of farmers recognized that food supplies are not
likely to be short just because people are leaving the farm (Item A). On
ITtem B, most farmers still agreed with the long-time favorite sxpression

of farmers that "depressilons are farm bred and farm fed." They have not



TABLE V

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMIRS® ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE VALUES ON
ITEMS RELATING TO PERCEPTION OF FARM SITUATION

Persent of Farmers Answering .
Ttem SA* A ] D SD DV

A. - There is apt to be a shortage
of food because so many people

are moving off the farm. L 15 16 1.18

@
\n
Nl

B. A deprsssion in agriculture
will usually lead the whole
country into depression. 38 50 5 5

AV

2 l?l

C. A growing population will
eliminate the farm surplus
problem within about five
vears,S L 18 29 L4 5 1.11

D, If we went to a free market
for farm products, farm income
would return to recent levels
after a shogt period of
ad justment. 7 30 27 28 8 1.34

=

Finding new uses for famm

products doesn®t offer much

hope for solving the farm

problem,© 4 23 10 51 12 .87

o]
o

The govermment should support
farm prices, but it shovldn't
try to tell a farmer what and
how much to produce.d 7 23 16 L5 9 1,08

Go The family farm is rapidly
going out of existence. 2 51 6 15 4 279

H. There's no reason for the
Us 8. to have so much sur-
plus food while there are
hungry people in the world.™ 21 48 16 14 1 1.22

I. The wheat price would be
higher than it is now if
farmers didn't use new
varieties and fertilizers.® L 30 15 39 1

™

78
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TABLE V (Continued)

Percent of Farmers Answering
Item SAZ A ij D SD Dy

J. Farmers could easily organ-
ize to control production
and raise prices.d 4 14 15 49 18 1.05

K. When developing a wheat
export policy, the United
States must consider its
effects on other wheat
exporting countries.® 5 53 19 18 5 o

A

8SA = Strongly Agree; A = Agree; U = Undecided; D = Disagree:
SD = Strongly Disagree.

PThis discriminative value of an item is explained in the text.

CA "Strongly Agree" or “Agree® response was considered to be the
more perceptive response to these items.

dA "Disagree® or "Strongly Disagree"™ response was considered to be
the more perceptive response to these items.
recognized that fluctuations within agriculture have less impact on the
total economy as the non-farm sector grows. In fact, soms farm organiga-
tion leaders say that farmers have been facing depression conditions for
the past few years. Yet the non-farm sector has continued to prosper.

Nearly one-half the farmers rejected the idea that a growing popula-
tion would soon eliminate the farm problem (Ttem C). A relatively large
number iere undecided on this statement.

The response to Item D shows about one-third of the farmers were
optimistic about prices and income under a free market although this is
contrary to what economists have generally predicted for such a situation.

Again a considerable number were undecidad.,
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receive Lood packages from the U, S.% ot However, he points ocut that the

United States is already moving all the food under Public Law 480 that

the reciplent countries will take, either as a matter of national policy

or as a matter of handling, storage, and transportation facilities.
One-half the farmers apparently did not undsrstand the velationship

betwsen wheat prices and the uss of new varieties and fertilizers, eccord~

ing to Item L. This is consistent with the findings reported earller

that farmers did not generally vecognize improved technology as being
one of the causes of the farm problem.
Two-thirds of those interviewed recognized that farwers would not
find it easy to organize and control production themselves (Item J).
Parhaps the holding actions by one of the farm organizations in recent
ears have demonstrated the difficulty involwed.

Item K shows that a majority of farmers agreed that the United
States must consider other sxporting countries when developing wheat
sxport policy. The level of understanding of this situation appeared to
ba considerably greater than that on Item H, although the tw e gimilar
in nature.

The percentage of "Undeclded® ratings on an item may be some indica-
tion of how difficult it was for farmers to answer that item. Assuming
this relationship, then Item C and D were the most difficult to answer
while B and G were the sasiest to answer.

In sumuarizing the overall distribution of answers on these percep-

tion items, the most disturbing factors would bs the lack of farmers®

Ly -
Cochrane, p. 455.
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understanding of the situations indicated by Items C, Dy E; F, Hy and

I. A high degree of farmer understanding of the situations indicated by
thess items is rather basic to intelligent decision making on farm pro-
grams. The items: which digecriminated best between farmsrs with the lowest
and highest perception scores will be discussed after an explanation of

total scores,

A total score for sach individual was obtained in the following
A "Strongly Agree™ or "Agree® vesponse to items By, I, and K was considersd
to show a keener perception of the current agricultural situation than
othsr responses. These items were scored as followss Strongly Agree =
1y Agree = 23 Undecided = 33 Disagree = 43 Strongly Disagree = 5,

A "Disagree™ or "Strongly Disagree®™ response to items 4, By C, D,
F, Gy Hy and J was considered to be in agreement with economists? per-
ception of the agricultural situwation. These items were scored as

follows: Strongly Agree = 5: Agree = 4% Undecided = 3: Disagree = 2
iy ] g i &

we

Strongly Disagree = L,

A total score for each individual was obtained by summing his scores
on the 1l individual items, with the possible range being from 11 to 55.
Individuals with the lowest scores were considered to have the keenest
perception. This fact must be kept in mind to undsrstand the analysis
in the following pages.

Figure 9 shows the distribution of total scores. It would bs reason-
able to expsct most of the scores to fall between 22 and 44 because to
get outside these limits, an individusl would have to be very consistent
in his ratings and make some use of either the "Strongly Agres™ or

oo &

Strongly Disagree® ratings. Most of the statements in the perception
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scale would not be expscted to evoke strdng reactions from farmers., Also,
with this type of scale, those individuals who were undecided about many

of the items would tend to score in the 30°s.

No. of Farmers
200 .

135

112
85 _ 90 Mean Scores 34,17

100 |

40

.__Jiﬁj_lz—‘ 8

2 1
21-2l 2527 28-30 31=33 34-36 37-39 LO-L2 L3-45 LB-L7 La-50

Score

. Figure 9. Distribution of Total Scores on Perception Scale.

When using a group of items such as the ones Jjust discussed, it is
useful to identify those which were most discriminating., The method of
discriminative analysis used here was described by Rundgquist and Sletto
in 1936,5 and is still recommendedo6 The total scores were divided into
quartiles and then a comparison was made of responses in the highest and

lowest quartiles. The procedure is summarized in the following formulas

5B, A. Rundquist and R. L. Slette, Personality in the Depression
(Minneapolis, 1936), p. 12.

6Allen Edwards, Techniques of Attitude Scale Construction (New York,
1957), pp. 154-155.




07 = (wa F) Qq 3 (WFX F) Qr
QH q
DV = item scale value difference; W = unit weights; F = frequency;
QH = highest quaftile; Qp, = lowest quartile.

The discriminative value is, in essence, the difference between the
mean rank given an item by the high and low quartile groups. Ths
discriminative values for the items on perception are given in Table V.
It can be seen that Items A, Cy; D, F, and H were the most discriminating.
The item with the greatest discriminating power,; Item D, dealt with
expectations for income under a free market. Overall, the size oflthe
discriminating values on these statements was comparable with that
obtained by cther researchers using similar methods°7

The next step in the analysis was to determine whether significant
relationships existed between the perception score and various secio-
economic variables. The method of analysis was to divide each variable
into two groups or classes and then compare the mean scores of the two
groups. Also, comparisons were made between areas. The Mann-Whitney
test was used to detect statistically significant differences. Onse
disadvantage of this type of analysis is that all other variszbles ayre
not held constant as the relationship between one variable and a particular
attitude is analyzed.

The socioeconomie variables considered and the groups within each of

these variables were:

"Rundquist and Sletto, p. 11-15.
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Ase. Group A: up through 44 years of age; Group B: 45 years
and older.

Education. Group A: up through 10 years of school finished:

Group Bz 11 or more years of school finished,

Organizational Index. Group A: organizational index 0 to 8§
Group B: an index of 9 or greater. The organizationsl index
was a total score for each respondent based on a sumration of
the followings: 3 points for being a member of a farm organiza-«
tion, commodity group, or community committee: 4 additional
points for being an officer of a group; 1 additional for attend-
ing meetings occasionally; 2 additiomnal for attending meetings

often. The mean index for all respondents was 7.82,.

Most Preferred Program. Group As vrespondents who preferred a

fres market; Group B: those who preferred some type of governw
ment farm program.

{east Preferred Program. Group A: respondents who least pre-
ferred a free market; Group B: those who least preferred a
mandatery type of famm program.

Referendum Vote. Group A: respondsnts who voted "yes® in the

1963 wheat referendum; Group Bz those who votsed "o, "

ke

Fair Price for Wheat. Group A: respondsnts who zave up to
A S Gy & ] Ak

$1L.99 per bushel as being a fair price for wheatly
(&) 7

& 7

Group B:

¥

: defined to far-

)

those who gave $2 or over. A "fair" price wa:

mers as being a price that would pay their costs of production
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10,
11,

12.

130

14,
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Five~Year Free Market Price. Group A: respondents whe estimated

a free market price for wheat at the end of five years to fall
within the range of $1 and $1.50 (most economists® predictions
fall within this range); Group B: those who gave any other price.
Full or Part-time Operator. Group A:s respondents who said they
were full-time farmers; Group B: those who said they were part~
time farmers.

Political Party. Group A: Democrats; Group B: Republicans.
Farm Bureau Membership. Group A: members; Group B: non-members.

Debt to Assets Ratio. Group A: debt was from O to 25 psrcent

of total assets; Group B: debt was more than 25 percent of total
assets.

Total Income. Group A: $5,000 and under combined total income

from all scurces for Texas, Grant, and Thomas Counties, and
$3,000 and under for Washington County; Group Bt over $5,000
total income for Texas, Grant, and Thomas Counties and over
$3,000 for Washington County. Average total income in Washington
County was considerably less than in the other three counties.,
Ratio of Off-Farm Income fo Total Income. Group A: off-farm
income was 25 percent or less of total incomeg Group B: off~
farm income was greater than 25 percent of total income.

Farm Size. Group A: small farms of less than 259 acres in
Grant and Waéhington Counties, and less than 500 acres in Texas
and Thomas Counties; Group Bs large farms of 500 or more acres

in Washington and Grant Counties, and 1000 or more acres in

Texas and Thomas Counties.
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16. Temure. Group A: full owners; Group B: those who rented

all the land they operated,

17. Afttendance at Policy Meetings. Group A: respondents who had

attended a mesting on policy or programs within the past two
or three years; Group B: those who had not attended such a
meeting.

18. Attendance at Educational Meetings. Group A: respondents who

often or occasionally attended educational meetings held by
Extension or Vocational Agricultures Group B: those who seldom
or never attended such meetings.

19. Net Worth. Group A: respondents with net worth of $50,000

and under in Grant and Washington Counties, $100,000 and under
in Texas and Thomas Countiess Group B: those with more than
$50,000 net worth in Grant and Washington Counties and more
than $100,000 in Texas and Thomas Counties.

The analysis showed no significant differences between geographic
areas on the perception scale. Table VI shows the differsnces in mean
scores on the perception scals between the groups within each variable
where some association was found. Statistically significant differences
are shown by asterisks. The mean score of each group and the normalized
Z values for these differences, and for scales discussed later, are found
in Appendix C.

The amount of assoglation between the perception score and the socio-
economic groups can be summarized under the following headings: Strong
Association -- differences were statistlcally significant within two or

more counties, within the two states, and for the total samgles, with all
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TABLE VI

DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON PERCEPTICON SCCRES FOR
VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS®

Preferred Least
Organiza- Program Preferred
Education tional Some Program
(0-10) Index ‘Free Government Free Manda-
Area (1l-up)  Iow-High Market  Program Market tory
Grant 017 .51 2.33%: =141
Texas 1.38 1.03 1.38 -1.79
Thomas ) - 07 1.15 2,20
Washington 3. 36%* 2oLl 2.43% «2.57
Oklahoma .66 77 1.91%* =1,78%
Kansas 2.25%x 1o36%* 1. 88%x% 2, HBHE
Total Lo lG%x® 1,06%* 1. 89%* -2,27%%
Fair Wheat Expected Farm  Attended Attended
Wheat Price 5~Year Price _Size Policy  Educational
Vote (0-1.99) (1.00=1.50) Small (Meélings Meetings
Area Yes No  (2.00-up) Qther large Yes No Yes N
Grant 2o Dk Al -, 94 1.63 =1.78 L. L1 %
Texas «-2.97%% 1,28 -1.66 1.99% 1,42 -.63
Thonas 2o 21% 1.28 =.90 S . 022 1.47
Washington =3.06%* 1,24 -1.04 1.37 . =2,19%% .2, 1]%*
Cklahoma =D o 52%% o 75 =1,06 1.84% L1 ,72%% .60
Kansas ~2.76%% 1,10 =1.05 »30 ~1.36%*% .89
Total -2, BLF* .99 % -1, 08% -89 =1, 53%* o 14

2Fach variable was divided inte two groups. The difference shown
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or right.
A positive difference indicates thal group on bottom-right had the lower
mean, hence a keener perception of the current agricultural situation.

Note: For all tables in this thesis, one asterisk means significance at
.05, two asterisks at .01 probability level.
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differences being in the same direction; Some Association -~ differences

were significant within two counties, with a county and a state, or within
the total sample; Little or No Association -~ no significant differences

or within one county only.

Strong Association Soms _Associsation Little or No Association -
Most Preferred Education Age
Program

Organizational Full or Part-Time
Refersndum Vote Index

Farm Bureau Membership
least Preferred

Progr Debt/Assets Ratio
Fair Price for Total Income
Wheat

: Off=Farm/Total Income
Five-Year Free Ratio
Market Price
Tenure
Farm Size
Net Werth
Attendance at
Policy Meetings
Attendance at
Other Educational
Meetings
The strongest assoclation between perception score and a spscific
group was found in the referendum vote variable. The differences between
those who voted "yes" and thoss who voted "no" were significant within
each county, each state, and for the total sample. Those who voted "yes®
had the lower mean score, indicating a keener perception of the current
agricultural situation, as measured by the items in the scale. When the
two variables that showed a strong relationship to the psrception score

are considered, respondents who preferred some type of government program

tended to have a keener perception than did those who preferred a free
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market, There was also an indication that the following groups tended to
have somewhalt keener perceptions farmers with more education, farmers
active in community organizations, farmers who gave a fair price for wheat
of $2 or more per bushel, farmers whe estimated the free market price of
wheat to be between $1 and $1.50 at the end of 5 years, large farmers, and
those who had attended policy meetings. The asscclation betwsen the pere
ception score and attendance at other educational meetings was unusval in
that farmers in Washingbton County whe did attend such meetings showsd
significantly keener perception, while in Grant County those who did not
attend such meetings showed the keener percepiion.

Extreme caution must be used in interpreting these perception scores
in relation to specific groups., First, the differences in scores are
small., Second, the limitations of the scoring method used were pointed
out previcusly. Third, the items included in this scale cover only a
small portion of the total agricultural sitwation. The indicated results
with regard to level of perception may have been entirely different if

another set of items had besn used.
Iiberal=Conservative Orientation

The terms "liberal™ and Yeonserwvative"™ have been used so indiserim=
inately in recent years that their meanings have become quite blurred.
Durring the summer of 1964, when this survey was made, ths ferm "sonser-
vative" was frequently used to describe an individual who believed that
the individual is basically responsible for his own security and that

govermment intervention in economic affairs should be kept to a minimum.



In contrast, a liberal was considered to be an individual who believed
society has a responsibility to see that all citizens enjoy a rising level
of living and that the Federal govermment should be playing a greater role
in seeing that soclely moves towards this goal. This is the gensral con-
text in which the terme "liberal® and "conssrvative" are used in this
study. Most of the items used in this guestion were aimed primarily at
getlting farmers® reactions to governmental participation in various
economic and social areas,

The items and the distribution of rankings on them are shouwn in
Table VII. Farmers seemed to be strongly conservative on items B, B, H;
and I. They indicated that the natiocnal debt should be reduced and that
goverrment relief programs have become toc large. A majority felt that
the government should see that people are free to run their businesses as
they please and that present government farm programs are contrary to the
free enterprise gystem. They alsc tended to be conservative on the ques-
tion of whether the govermment should provide medical care for the aged,
but there was considerable division of opinicn.

The only idea to which farmers respondsd in a strongly liberal
faghion was that big businesses make entirely too much profit. This is
probably a reflsction of the farmers® long-held resentment against big
businesses in general. Farmers tended to be liberal on the question of
whether the government should gelt involved in such projects as elecirical
power and housing. Thelr experisnce with rural elesctrification and FHA
housing leans may have influenced their thiunking on this subject. Far-
mers also tended to take a liberal pesition on the govermment®s respon-

sibility to provide Jobs for men who want to work. The percentage of
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TABLE VII

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS® ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATE VALUES ON
ITEMS RELATING TO LIBERAL~CONSERVATIVE ORIENTATION

Percent of Famers Answering .
Ttem SA___A U D 8D Dy

4. The Federal govermment should
not get involved in such pro-
Jjects as electric powsr and

housing. 10 23 20 38 9 1.07
B, Instead of reducing taxes

recently, Congress should

have tried to reduce the

national debt.,P 21 36 22 19 2 1.3k
C. The Federal government ought

to see to it that anyone who

wants to work can find a job.® 8 36 18 32 6 1.36
D. Most bilg businesses make

entirely too much profit.c 21 40 22 15 2 .85
E, Government relief programs

have gotten to be too

large.? 26 41 23 1 1 1.26

F. It's time for Congress to
pass a bill that will pro-
vide medical care for the
aged.©

tn

26 25 28 16 177

G. The Federal government
should be doing more to help
small towns and cities build

the schools they need.® 9 35 18 27 11 1.55
Ho One Job of govermment is to

see that people are free Lo

run their businesses as they

pleaseob 28 Lgly 14 12 2 1,09
I. Present govermment farm pro-

grams are contrary to the free

enterprise system,P 23 43 18 i5 3 1,57

@Discriminative value.

b ‘ . . .
A "Strongly Agree" or "Agres" on these items is considered s conser-
vative response.

¢ : e 2 Y e B
A "Strongly Agree® or "Agree™ on these items is considered a liberal
response.
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"Undecided" rankings was quite high on most of the items in this liberal-
conservative group. There were relatively few ratings of "Strongly Agree"
or "Strongly Disagree.® This was somewhat surprising -- it was expected
that some of these statements would evoke strong reactions.

A total liberal-conservative score was caleulated for each individual
by summing his responses on the nine items. The lowesl scores indicate
the most conservative individuals. Figure 10 shows the distribution of
these scores., The possible range was from 9 to 45. If a farmer had
been undecided on sach of the items, his score would have been 27. The
mean score of 24,90 is some indication that farmers as a whols were con-

servative in their viewpoint on these items,
Ho. of Farmers

2007
151 151
100 4 88 Mean Scores 24,90
61
22
Lt e 14 I ] 1
9=12 13-16 17-20 21=24 25-28 29~32 33-36 37=40 Ul=4k L5
Seore

Figure 10. Distribution of Liberal-Conservative Scores.

The items in this question which were most discriminating between
high and low scoring individuals are shown by the discriminative values
in Table VII., Item F, on medical care for the aged, had the greatest
power to discriminate. The statement on the amount of profits of big
business had the least power to discriminate. Overall, the items in the
liberal-conssrvative scale had more powsr to discriminate than @id the

items in the perception scale.
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A comparison between areas showed that Washington County was slightly
more liberal than Texas County. The difference in mean scores was 1.93,
which was significant at the .01l level. This was the only significant
difference between areas on this score. Table VIII shows the differences
in mean scores on the liberal-conservative scale for the groups showing
association with the scale.

The association between the liberal-conservative score and the socio-

economic variables can be summarized as followsse

Strone Association Scme Asscciation Little or No Assogiation

Referendum Vote Age Organization Index

Political Party Ievel of Education Five~Year Free Market
Price

Most Preferred Off«Farm/Total

Program Income Ratio Full or Part-Time

Least Preferred Farm Bureau Membership

Progran

Debts/Assets Ratio
Fajir Price for
Wheat Farm Size

Tenure

Attendance at Policy
Meetings

Attendance at Other
Educational Meetings

Total Income
Net Worth
The strongest assoclation was found between the liberal-conservative
score and the wheat referendum vote. Those who voted "yes"™ had a more
liberal score on the scale. These resulis agrse with a priori expecta=
tions, as did the results showing that Democrats and theose respondents

who preferred a govermment pregram over a free markel were significantly
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TABLE VIIT
DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE SCORES
FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS®
o N Fost
Preferred least
 Prosram Preferrad
Age Iducation Some Prograi
(0=4k) (0-10) Free  Government  Free landa-
Area. (B48=upy  (Ai-up) Market  Programs  Market  toxry
Grant ~1.93% 2., 65%% =5 Gk Ly, 9G**
Texas - 7 2.,06% =2.72 Ly, 5O*%
Thomas «2,30% 1.65 =34 53k % b, 01
Washington  ~.62 -,29 -2, 88% 5o 8Q%%
Oklahoma =1.30% 2o kg% =l 3Lk 5. 00%%
Kansas -1.,18 .51 w2 2 HH B LGk
Total =1, 22%% 1, 52%* w3 Q0% % 5ol
Fair Wheat Of F=arm
Wheat Price Political te Totel
Vots (0-1,99) Paxrty Tneome Ratio
Arsa Yes-No (2,00-un) Dem. Rep, Low-iish

Grant 5o 37** w3, 29%% 2.19% =1, 7
TeXaS 3«)97** “"1051. 2038* 313
Thomas 3,78 %% =1,11 36 57 %* 3,20%

Washington — 5,2U%% =1, B7 %% 3. 83%% o 5383
Oklahoma Ly, B5%% o 55%% 20 26%% -,93
Kansas Lo 7l wl , 35Hk 3. QLk* 1,56
Total Ly 77 %% wl G HH 2, 1%k Y

crence shown
1 or right.
t had the

8Fach varisble was divided into two groups. The dif
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on b
A positive difference indicates that group on bottom or rigl
lower mean, or a more conservative orientation.

©

fair price of wheat

s

more liberal than other farmers. Farmers who gave a
of $2 or more were also more liberal., Older farmers and farmers with
fewsr years of schooling showed some tendency to be more libaral.

Results were mixed on the variable of of f-Tarm to total incoms ratio,

In Grant County, farmers with a higher proportion of off-farm income

were more liberal while the opposite was trus in Thomas County.



Attitude Toward Efficiency in Farming

One of the long-run goals of soclety is for each sector of the
sconomy to be producing at maximum efficiency -~ that is, producing an
optimum amount of product with a minimum amount of resources.

A wheat grower concerned about efficisncy of production in the
farming sector may look at farm programs differently from a grower not

concarned about this concept. BSeven items wers used Lo measurs the

respondents® concern about farming efficiency. The results are sh

The response to Item A shows that farmers were divided on the

-

question of whether crop history is a good way to determine allotments
for the future. 4 majority of farmers agreed that one goal of farm pro-
grams should be to keep increasing efficiency in agricultural production
(Item B). A substantial wajority disagreed with restricting the amount

land a farmer can opsrate and with restricting the use of fertiligers
(Item C and D).

Item E showed that a majority did not think

sibility of seeing thet every Tarmer makes a decent living. Howsver, a

majority did indicate that it is rtant that all farm boys
farm should be given the opportunity to do so (Itsm ). This latter
7y I o

response may reflect the attitude that a farm boy should at lsast be

given the opportunity to try any vocation he so chooses. More likely,

this response was due to a long~held funds value among farmers

that the best vocatlion for most farm boys is farming. Iitem G indicates

(i}

that a majority of farmers believed that low cost production should be

()
[¥X]

one of the prerequisites of a farm program.
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TABLE IX

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS®' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE VALUES COF ITEMS
RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD EFFICIENCY IN FARM PRODUCTICL

Parcent of Farmers Answering

Ttenm S& A . U D SD DV
A, What a farmer has grown in the

past is & good way to figure

allotments for the future.® 30034k 11 3k 18 1.6
Be One goal of farm programs should

be to kesp increasing efficiency,

that is,; produce more food with

less labor and land.P 10 45 20 20 5 9k
Co Farmers that are making a good

living shouldn®t be allowed to

buy or rent any more land.C 6 12 10 46 26 1.87
D. Ons sensible way to cut farm pro-

duction would be to put a limit

on the amount of fertilizer that

can be used.® 4 12 10 b7 27 L.77
E. The government should see that

every farmer makes a decent

living.© 9 15 e Ly 18
o It's important to provide an

opportunity to farm for all

boys who want to farm.” 22 47 13 T4 4 1,41
G, Farmers should vote down any

wheat program that would raise

the cost of producing a bushel

of wheat,® 21 42 19 15 3236

e e o N
Discriminative value.

™y P ol " i3 . s °
by "Strongly Agree™ or "Apree® response to these items indicates

[

concern aboul efficiency in farm production.

C. \ s .
A "Disagree® or "Strongly Disagrse™ response to these items
£

e N
indicates concern about efficiency on farm production.



In general, a majority of responses indicated a2 concern among
wheat producers about efficiency in the farming sector. The one excep-

Tion wa

i

: the response to the item on the importance of providing oppor-
tunities for boys to farm.

The greatest discriminating power beltween the high and low guartile
groups was found in Item E, which said thalt the government should
that every farmer makes a decent living. The least power to discriminate
was found in Item G dealing with the volting dowm of any farm program that
would raise the cost of producing a bushel of wheat.

Scores on the seven items were summed to gel a total attitude score
for each respondent. The distribution of total scores is shown in Figure
11, The possible range was from 7 to 35, while the actual range was from
[#]

8 to 31, Those with the lowest scores were considered to be the most con-

cerned about efficiency in the farming seclor.
No. of Farmers

200 -
153
133
100 | 102 Mean Scors: 18,46
: b3
o .36 ]
10 15
810 11-13 104218 17-19 20.02 2328 26w28 29-31
Score

Figure 1l. Distribution of Scores on Concsrn About Efficiency in
“"the" Farming Sector.



TARLE KT

15 Ol bCUR 5 RILATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD
FARM PRODUCTION EFFICIENCY FOR VARIOUS
30CIORCONOMIC GROUPS®

RG]
Ares (LL5wnn) (11-un)

Grant -], 08 2. 20%%

Texas -1.13 12k - 57
Thomas SES . 3L 1.32
Washinglton AARSLL .31 1.19
Oklahoma wl,13% 1. 65%% 1. 52%x
Kansas w1 LBk <39 1.2k
Total -1, 21 %% 1.07%% 1.20%%

Of f=farm/

Fair wheat Total
Wheat _ Prics Debt/Asset Total - Income
Vote (0~1.99) Ratio neons - Rati

Area, Yes~No (2.00-un) 1o%-

1. H40* =2, 1L %k .75 2,11%* - 5l
.79 .63 .97 NS ml 6

2, 08% -1, 52% 2. 20% 3, 69k 15**

L.l : J16 42 .35 mgu

1,17 * ~1.20% Lol 1.°

]

Uk lahoma 5Lk By
Kansas Lo Glpkn o 2. 1.30% T 55w 1070**
Total 1.32%% -l GG 1, 56%% 36
Attended
Educa-
tional
Meetings Farm Size Political Party Net iWorth
Aroa, Yeg=No Small Larse Dem, Hsap, Lowr=H3 ol
~e51 2.09 22 e 22
-1, GO* 2s31% 1.26 1.Gk*
=59 2.66 1,81 1.76
=279 .91 1.91%% 1.03
Oklahoma -.95 2.,18%% 051 .62

Kansas =69 Lo5Mk- SM*“ o 1. 45%.

Total g P % 2,01 %% 66 I, 12%%
diigcn variable was divided 1nto TwWo groupso The dilTerence sn0Wn 18

mean of group on top or left, minus mean of group on bottom or right. A
positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or vight had the
10rer ocore, indicating greater concern about efficlency in the farmi

et




Stronge Association Some _Association Little or No Association
Education Age lost Preferred Program
Referendum Vote Organizational Five-Year Free Market
Index Pirice
Total Income
Ieast Preferred Full or Part Time
Program

Farm Bureau Membership
Fair Price for
Wheat Tenuire
Debt/Asset Ratio Attendance at Policy
Meetings
Political Party

Of f=Farm/Total
Income Ratio

Farm Size
Attendance at
Educational

Meetings

Net Worth

The strongest association between this attitude score and specific
groups was found in the education and total income variables. Those with
more years of schooling and higher total income were more concernsd with

efficiency. Also showing a strong associlation with this attitude was the
referendum vote. Those who voted ™o" showed the greater concern.
Cther groups that tended to show more concern were younger farmers,
hose with a high organizational index, those who least preferred a manda-
tory program, farmers who gave less than $2 as a fair price for wheat,
those with a high debt to asset ratio, those with a high ratio of off-

farm to total income, large farmers, those who had a higher net worth,

those who attended educational meetings, and Republicans.



Attitude Toward Government Cost

A wheat grower's preferences for different types of wheat programs
are likely affected by how concerned he is with the government costs of
such programs. A measure of each respondent’s attitude toward govern-
ment costs of farm programs was obtained by swmming the ratings on the
two items shown in Table XII. Item A was analyzed previously as a part
of the question on what a wheat program should accomplish. TItem B was
Just one in s series of statements te which respondents were asked to

agree or disagree.

TABLE XII
LDISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS® ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE
VALUES ON ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD
COSTS OF GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

— —

s —

e— -

|

Percent of Farmers Answering a
Item S3%:‘““7?““"“1?"”‘1}“"“ﬂgrr--~h v

4, K-nep dowm government
expense. 34 46 11 7 2 1.70

B. Farm price support
programs really don't
cost the govermment
much.,© L2l 15 43 17 2,34

Qe T .
“Discriminative value

b . . N
A "Disagree® or "Strongly Dizagree" response to this item was
considered to show concern about government costs.



The response to Item A shows that most of the farmers interviewed
thought government costs should be kept low. A majority also disagreed
with the idea that farm price support programs really don'®t cost the
government much., Item B had the greatest discriminative value. Taken
as a whols, farmers showsd considerable concern about govermmenl costs.

The distribution of total scores on this attitude is showm in
Figure 12. The scores range: from 2 to 10, the entire possible range,

The lower scores indicated more concern aboul government costis.

No. of Farmers

200 -
136
lOO E y o) _—._ﬂ'__
85 < Mean Scores 4,47
57
26
13 . u 2

2 3 L 5 6 7 8 Q 10
Score

Figure 12. Distribution of Total Scores on Concern About
JcGovernment.: Costs.
No significant differences were found between areas. Assoclation
betiween total scores on this attitude and the socioeconomic variables

are shown in Table XIITI and can be summarized as follows:



TABLE XIII

DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD

GOVERNMENT COSTS FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS*

81

e

Most least
Organiza-  Preferred Preferred
Education tional Program Program Wheat
(0-10) Index Free Free Manda~_ Vote
Area (11-up) _ ITow= High Market Other Market tory Yes-lo
Grant -.08 7% =1,13%%* 1.2]1%=* 1.21%%*
Texas -.11 .35 -.82 34 1. 4] %*
Thomas =,10 -.72 -], 21 %% .83 1.30%*
Washington -, B3%* - 142 - 93* 1,05%* 1, OLxx
Oklahoma -.10 LU0 -1, 00%%* < B6%* 1,29%*
Kansas o Bly* - 51% ~1.09%** OBk 1, 15%x
Total -.32% -. 04 =1.0L** » QU 1,22%*
Fair Wheat Attended
Price Educational Political
(0-1.99) Farm Size Meetings Party

Area (2,00-up) Small Large Yes-No Dem. Rep.
Grant -1, 03%% o1 -o22 0 B2%%
Texas 022 .19 .16 «50
Thomas -.32 -¢17 Ol 1.19**
Washington -y Q1 %% - 33% Nk 1.13%x*
Oklahoma =, 59% -,16 ~,07 Nl
Kansas -, OBk — o 5lx JA6* el
Total ~ G3%X -, 34 .19 o 76%x

%Each variable was divided into two groups.
is mean of group on

The difference shown
top or left minus mean of group on bottom or right.

A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or right had
the lower score indicating greater concern about govermment costs.



Strong Association

Some Association

Most Preferred
Program

Ileast Preferred
Program

Referendum Vote

Fair Price for
wheat

Political Party

Bducation

Crganizational
Index

Attendance at
Educational
Meetings

Farm Size
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Little or No Association
Age

Five~Year Free Market
Price

Full or Part Time

Farm Bureau Membership
Debt/Assets Ratio
Total Income

Attendance at Policy
Meetings

Off-Farm/Total Income
Ratio

Tenure

Net Worth

The strongest association between this attitude score and a specific

group was found in the referendum vote variable,

Farmers who voted %no®

were significantly more concerned about govermment costs of farm programs.

Farmers who most preferred a free market and least preferred a mandatory

program also showed greater concern about government costs. Other groups
g g g

showing the greatest concern within their variables were Republicans and

those who gave a fair price of wheat of under $2.

The association was less strong in the following variables but

there was some indication that the following groups also showed greater

concern about govermment costs:

farmers with fewer years of education,

small farmers, and those who did not attend educational meetings, The

results were mixed on the organizational index variable. In Oklahoma,

those with the higher index of activity showed the greatest concern. The

reverse was true in Kansas, with no readily apparent explanation.
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Attitude Toward Consumers?® Costs for Food

One of the issues in farm programs that often causes intense

reaction from the press and non-farm public i1s the effect of such pro-
grams on consumer costs. This may become an increasingly sensitive factor
in public and political reaction to farm programs as the farm population
continues to decrease in size, both in actual numbers and in proportion

of total population. It would seem useful then; to determine whether
farmers are concerned about consumer costs.

A measure of respondents® concern about consumer costs was obtained
by summing thelr ratings on the two ltems shown in Teble XIV. Both of
these items were examined previously, Item A in the discussion of what a
wheat program should accomplish, and Item B in the discussion of accept-
able ways to raise farm income from wheat.

There is much greater agreement among farmers on Item B than on 4.
Item B is probably the more relevant measure of farmers'® concern about
consumer costs because of the context in which it was asked. The results
indicate that farmers generally were concerned about consumer costs.

Item A had the greatest discriminating value between farmers with scores
in the high and low quartiles.

Figure 13 shows the distribution of scores on attitude toward

consumey cost. Scores covered the maximum possible rangs of 2 to 10.
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He. of Farmers

200 -
173
109 Mean Score: 5.31
100 Q4
L2
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Figure 13. Distribution of Scores Relating to Attitude Toward
.:Gonsumer,Cobsts.

TABLE XIV

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE VALUES
ON ITEMS RELATING TO CONCERN ABOUT CONSUMER COSTS

Iten S4 A U D SD Dy
A. Keep bread prices low. 6 23 28 37 5 2.0b
B. Increase the price of

bread, 1 7 19 53 20 1oh2

ADiseriminative value.

No differences were found between areas on this score-. The associa-
tion between concern about consumer costs and the socioceconomic variables

are shown in Table XV and can be summarized as follows:



TABLE XV

DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO CONCERN
ABOUT CONSUMER COSTS FOR VARIOUS
SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS?

y . " esairn

Ieast
Preferred
Age Education Program Debts/Assets
(0=Ll) (0-10) Free Mande- Ratio
Arsa, (45-up) (1l-up) Market tory Low = Hich
Grant « 50 -o26 .07 -3l
Texas U8 - 26 o B3% .01
Thomas 27 =039 -o12 -, 68
Washington .26 -, 87 %% o Bl -, 66%
Cklahoma o 50% - 27 033 =, 20
Kansas 025 - 70%* 41 w g HG**
Total o 36% -y 5L¥% 0% - 2k
Of f=farm/
Total Income Full or Farm Bureau
Ratio Part Time Membershin
Area Low -~ High Full Part Member Nommember
Grant -,05 -y 35 o 5l
Texas -al6 .05 -, 06
Thomas -o79 -.71 .19
Washington - 14 =57 U
Cklahoma ~,10 -o18 .36
Kansas = 3l -, Glk . 38%
Total - 22% - o O* 0 33%

a, . - .
Bach variable was divided into twe groups.

The mean difference

shown 1s mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on bottom or

right.

A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or

right had the lower score, indicating greater concern about consumer

costs.



Strong Association Some Association Little or No Association

None Age Referendum Vote
Education Organizational Index
least Preferred Most Preferred Program
Program

Fair Price for Wheat
Full or Part Time

Five-Year Free Market
Farm Bureau Price
Membership

Attendance at Policy
Of f-Farm/Total Meetings
Tnicome Ratio

Attendance at

Debts/Assets Educational Meetings
Ratio

Net Worth

Farm Size

Tenure

Total Income
Political Party
There seemed to be no strong association between this score and any
of the variables examined. The following groups appeared to show some=
what greater concern about consumer food costs: older farmers, those with
less education, those who least preferred a mandatory program, those with
a low debt/asset ratic, those who received little of their income from
off-farm sources, full-time opsrators, and non-Farm Bureau members.
Attitude Toward Goverwmment's Regponsibility to
Support Farm Prices and Incomes
Farmers® attitudes toward govermment®s participation in various
soclal and economic arsas was discussed earlier in the section on

liberal-conservative orientation. A direct measure of how farmers
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felt about government's responsibility to support farm prices and income
was obtained by Item A shown in Table XVI. The two attitudes overlap to
some extent, yelt a psrson's general liberal-conservative orientation may
differ considerably from his attitude toward a specific action which

directly relates to his personal financlal status.

TABLE XVI

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS ON ITEM RELATING
TO ATTITUDE TOWARD GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSIBILITY
TO SUPPORT FARM PRICES AND INCOMES

Percent of Fermers Answering
Ttenm SA A U D SD

A, Tt is the govermment’®s
responsibility to support
farm prices and incomes . 5 25 23 33 13

More farmers said that it was not government’s responsibility to
support farm prices and incomes than said it was, but there was no
majority either way. This again provides an interesting contrast with
another part of the survey in which three out of four farmers said they
preferred some type of program to a free market. The contrast here may
be illustrative of a conflict in farmers' goals and values. It may
indicate that farmers still hold quite strongly to the value of self-
sufficiency, yet see the need for government help in the current agri-
cultural situation if income goals are to be reached. The fact that
23 percent of the farmers were undecided on this item lends support to
the proposition that many farmers face an inner conflict on the ques-

tion of government support for prices and incomes.
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Some significant differences were found between areas on this score
as shown in Table XVII. Washington County farmers felt govermment had a
greater responsibility to support farm prices than did farmers in either
Texas or Thomas Countles. Grant County farmers indicated government had
a greater responsibility than did Thomas County farmers. This generally
matched the pattern found earlier that Texas and Thomas County farmers
were slightly wmore conservative than Washin

ton and Grant County farmers.

TABLE XVII

DIFFERENCES BY COUNTY AND STATE AREAS IN MEANS ON
SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD
GOVERNMENT *S RESPONSIBILITY TO
SUPPORT FARM PRICES AND INCOMES

Areas Mean Difference

A B A - B
Texas~Thomas w1l
Texas~Grant o 26
Texas-Washington -, 36%
Thomas=Grant =0 37 *
Thomas-Washington - LR
Grant-Washington «,10
Oklahoma~ Kansas -, Ol

Table XVIII shows the differences in mean scores for various socio-
economic groups on attitude toward government®s responsibility to support

farm prices and incomes. The resulis can be swmmarized as follows:



TABLE XVITL

DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE

TOWARD GOVERNMENT®S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUPPORT

FARM PRICES AND INCOMES®

69

Most Preferred

Least Preferred

Program Progpan Wheat

Free Free Vote

Area Market . Other larket Other Tes = No
Grant w] o LKk 56% Lo 03%%
Texas - 7 R o2 o B
Thomas -, 5Q%* 079 o Ml
Washington o BO ¥ 1.60%% Belol i
Oklahoma wl o 20%% L61% o G5k
Kansas - 7OR% 13k WL
Total =1,00%%* 1,07%% o D5Hk

Fair Wheat
Price

(0-1.99)

Total Income

Political
el BIT

Area (2.00-un) Low = High Dera, Ren.
Grant -o 5% .18 » 10
Texas w, 34 230 a7
Thomea.s =43 o H5* - 81
Washington -y HO¥% - (7 %% Lo Ln%
Oklahoma Nk o256 .32
Kansas L5 I oY%
Total .08 L5

Qi o o 2 o o o~

“Each variable was divided into two groups. The differsnce

msan of group on bettom or r

is mean of group on top or left
A positive difference indicates 5 the group on bottom or right
the lower score, indicating an attitude that government. has less
responsibility to support farm prices and incomes.
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Strong dssociation Some Association Little or o Association
Most Preferred Total Incoms Age
Program

Political Party Education

least Preferred Program

Organizational Index
Referendun Vote

Five=Tear Fres larket
Fair Price for Wheat Price

Off-Farm/Total Income
Ratio

Debt/Asset Ratio

Attendance at Policy
Meetings

Attendance at Bducational
Meetings

Farm Size

Tenure

Net Worth

Full or Part Time

Farm Bureau Membership
The strongest association bstween thils score and the variables was
found with the most preferved program and the referendum vote. Those.who
preferred some type of govermmeni program and those who voted yes® feltl

L

more strongly that the government has a responsibility to support farm

orices and incomes. Showling a similar attitude were those who least
preferred a free market and those who gave a fair price of wheat of
$2 or more.

Democrats showed some tendency to have a stronger feeling that ths

govermment has a responsibility to support farm prices and incomes. The

association with tetal income was mixed.
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Attitude Toward Handling of Past Government Programs

Tt was noted in the review of literature that several studies have
found that many farmers believe that allotments were initially established
on an unfair basis. It was also noted that many farmers dislike the red
tape involved in farm programs. These two factors mey strongly influence
farmers® preferences for different types of farm programs.

A score to quantify each respondent’s attitude Loward the handling

of past govermment programs was obtained by summing the rankings on the

two L1tems shown in Table XIX.

TABLE XIX

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINATIVE
VALUES ON ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD
HANDLING OF PAST GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

Percent of Farmers Answering

Ttem . SA A i D SD V>
A, TIt's not possible to set

up an allotment system That

is fair to all farmers. 1 38 10 27 1L 2.63
B, Wheat programs have been

poorly run (administered)

in the past, 20 36 19 21 Iy 2,02

2. . . . p
Discriminative Value

n-f;"‘

A majority agreed that it's not pessible to set up an allotuent
system that is fair to all farmers, and that wheat programs have been
poorly administered in the past. However, there was no overwhelming

disapproval of the way programs have besen handled.



The distribution of total scores on this attitude is showym in

Figure 14, The scores rangad from 2 to 10, the entire possible range.

been handled poorly.

No. of Farmers

200-
138

100+ 92 Mean Scores 5,37
73
1’ 56

__19_,_3 5 Lo
2 3 Iy 5 6 7 g Lo
Score

Figure 14, Distribution of Scores Relating to Attitude Toward
o &
Administration of Programs.

Some statistically significant differsnces on this attitude were
found betwsen areas, as shown in Table X, Thomas County farmers felt
that the program had been handled more poorly than did either Texas or
Washington County farmers.

The association between the scores on sttitude toward program

& &
adwinistration and socioeconomic variables are shown in Table XXI. The

results can be swmarized as follows:



TABLE XX

O
2

DIFFERENCES BY COUNTY AND STATE AREAS IN MEANS
SCORES RELATING TO PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

i
e

o

o oA o L e e P L i

Areas Mean Difference

A B . L o]

Texas~Thomas .68

Texas=Grant R

Texas~Washington wo12

Thoma.s=Grant -, 4G

Thomas-Washington - o Bk

Grant-Washington -.31

Oklahoma-Kansas , 06

Strong Assocliation Some Association Little or o Association

lHost Preferred Program  Education
least Preferred Program Organization Index
Referendum Vote Fair Price for wheat

Political Party

Ape

Five<Year Free Market
Price

Debt/Asset Ratio

Of f-Farm/Total Income
Ratio

Faprm Sige
Tenure
Total Income

Attendarnce at Policy
Meetings

Attendance at Bducational
Meetings

Net Worth
Full or Part Time

Farm Bureau Membershivp

&
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TABLE XXTI

DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD
PROGRAI ADMINISTRATION FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS®

e o~ Sconcissin =

Most Least
Organiza~ Preferred Preferred
Education tional Program Progran
(0-10) Index Free Free
Area (11-up) Tow=High Market Other Market Other
Grant - 2N o 20 =L, Olptek - B6%
Texas wl  QL%* -s75 ~1,08% N2
Thomas - 38 - 78%* - 16 079
Washington =60 =49 - Q5% 1.60%*
Oklahoma -y 55% -ol3 =], Q6% % NSRS
Kansas -6 -, 51% - BOHK 1 43%%
Total -y O H% -s32 - GGH* 1.07%*
Fair Wheat
Wheat —rrice .
Vote (0-1.99) Political Party
Area Yes-lo (2,00-up) Deite Rep.
Grant A - o 146 .10
Texas 1.11* -.19 .67
Thomas L. 29%* - 92 % LB1
Washington 1.36%% -, 19 1.15%%*
Oklahoma . Go%x o] 232
Kansas 1.38%% o lp5% o 72X
Total 1,17 %% o ki JH5*

%Bach variable was divided into two groups. The difference shown
is mean of group on top or left minus msan of group on bottom or right.
A positive difference indicates that the group on bottom or right had
the lower score, indicating a stronger feeling that farm programs had
been administered poorly.

o 3

Those who preferred a fres markelt, least preferred a mandatory pro-
gram, and voted no" felt programs had been handled more poorly in the
past. Other groups tending to show this sawme attitude were farmers
with less education, those with a low crganization index, those who pave

a fair price of wheat of less than $2, and Republicans.
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Attitude Toward Importance of Farm Program Information

I a wheat grower is to vote intelligently in a referendum, he must
show some initiative in obtaining information on which to base his vote.
Perhaps there are some farmers who feel it is "really all teo complicated®
or that ™t doesn't matter what just one farmer like he thinks . "

An attempt to measure each respondent's attitude towards the impor-
tance of farm program information was made by swmming the rankings on the

items shown in Table XXII.

TABLE XXII

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS' ANSWERS AND DISCRIMINAIIVE
VALUES ON ITEMS RELATING TO ATTITUDE TOWARD
IMPORTANCE OF FARIM PROGRAM INFORMATION

=== o — e
Percent of Farmers Answering

Tten SA A U D SD Dy
A, Farmers find it too hard

to keep up on all the govern-

ment programs that come out. 28 50 b 16 2 1.37
B. An individual farmer can®t do

much about the farm problem

so why worry about it. 9 27 11 40 13 2,16
C. Keeping up on farm prograns

is just as important as knowing

about the latest feeding and

fertilizing practices. 28 62 5 3 2 076
D. Determining what programs

would be best is really the

job of the policy experts. 2 14 14 39 31 1.75

&Discriminative Value
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Three out of four farmers agreed that farmers find it hard to keep
up with government programs (Item A), These results and comments made
during the interviews indicate that the acceptability of programs could
be improved by keeping them as simple as possible and by eliminating so
many year-to=year changes.

Ttem B shows a majority of farmers disagreed with the idea that the
individual farmer might as well ignore the farm problem. However, a
disturbingly large number (about one-third) agreed there was little rea=-
son for the individual farmer to worry about it.

Most farmers agreed that keeping up on farm programs is just as impor-
tant as knowing about the latest production practices (Item C). Few far-~
mers would leave the job of determining "what pregrams would be best® to
the policy experts (Item D).

A total score on this attitude was obtained by summing each respond-
ent’s ranks on the four items. The distribution of these scores is shown
in Figure 15, The possible range was from 4 to 20, the actusl range was

from 4 to 17,

No. of Farmers
200
i

120 122

Mearn Score: 10,70

31

8 -

- 1
Lhe5 67 8«9 10=11 12-13 1415 16-17

o~

Figure 15. Distribution of Scores on Information Orientation Scale.
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Some differences were found among areas in attitude toward program
information., Table XXIII shows that Thomas County farmers were signifi-
cantly less concerned about program information than were Texas and Grant
County farmers. Washington County farmers were less concerned than
Texas County farmers. Overall, Kansas farmers were less concerned than

Oklahoma farmers,

TABLE XXIII

DIFFERENCES BY COUNTY AND STATE AREAS IN MEANS ON
" ’SCORES ‘RELATING-TO. INFORMATION ORIENTATION

"Areas Mean Difference
b B A - B
Texas=-Thomas : -1.10%*
Texas=Grant ~.45
Texas=-Washington - 73%*
Thomas-Grant | J65%
Thbmas-washington <37
Grant-Washington ~.28
Oklahoma-~Kansas - 59%*

The association between scores and groups within variables is

shown in Table XXIV and can be summariZeddasﬁfSlléwss:
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TABLE XXIV

DIFFERENCES IN MEANS ON SCORES RELATING TO INFORMATION
ORIENTATION FOR VARIOUS SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS®

Most Ieast
Organiza« Preferred Preferred
Hducation tional Progranm Program
(0-10) . Index Free Free IlManda-
Area (1l-up) Tow-High Market Other Market tory
Grant 057 o OL* ¢332 e
Texas Toll 1054k Lo 4Bk - 57
Thomas Lo l7Hx 033 -.37 -ol3
Washington 1.23%* 035 1. 37 %% -, 86
Oklahoma o BL% 1.09%%* o OL¥ =70
Kansas 1.29%x «30 .60 -, 78
Total 1o 14wk o DK% o 7O% - 2%
Attended Attended
Wheat Policy Educational
Vote Meetings Meetings
Area Yeao-No Yosz=-lo Yes=Ilo
Grant -75 73 -, 008
Texas -, 86 w7k wl.16%
Thomas -1l .05 -, 30
Washington w2, 03 %% -1, 26%% -.73
Oklahoma - 7Ok -1, 1wk -, 52
Kansas w33 %k ~o B1% -, 60
Total w1, Q6% % -1, 01%% = 8] %%

8Fach variable was divided into two groups. The difference shown
is mean of group on top or left minus mean of group on hottom or right.
A positive difference indlcates that the group on bottom or right had

the lower score, indicating greater zconcern about farm program information.
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Education
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Index
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Iittle or No Association
Age
Political Party

Five~Year Fres lMarket
Price

Fair Price

Full or Part Time

Farm Bureau Membership
Debts/Assets Ratio
Total Income

Off~Farm/Total Income
Ratio

Farm Size

Net Worth

The strongest asscciation between attitude toward program infor-

mation and specific groups was found in the variables of education and

attendance at policy mee

ol e

tings. Farmers with more education and who

attended policy meetings showed a statistically significant greater con-

cern towards farm program information.

in means were quite small.

However, the actual differences

Other groups which showed a tendency towards greater concern about

farm program information were those with & high organizational index,

most preferred a govermment program, least preferred a free market,

voted "yes" in wheat referendum, and atltended other educational meetings.
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Profils of Attitudes

Association hetwsen the various attitudes discussed and program
preference can be sumarized in a profile of attitudes as shown in
Figure 16. The results are consistent with a priori expectations that
farmers who prefer a free market as compared to those who prefer a govern-
ment program would: (2) be more conservative, (b) be more concernsed about
govermment costs, (¢) feel that government has less responsibility to
support farm prices and incomes, and (d) have a less favorable attitude
toward program administration. Farmers who prsferred a free markst
appsarsd 1o deviate more from economists® perception of the current
agricultural situation and were less concerned with program information.

A profile based on referendum vote in Figure 17 shows very similar

results,
Correlation Between Scale Scores

The profiles discussed previously indicate thalt there is some

5]

ssoclation beltween several of the attitude scores. The strength of

&

this assoclation is shown by the correlation coefficients in Table XXV,
The largest coefficients were found between the liberal-conservative
scores, farm efficiency scores, govermment cost scores, program adminis-
tration scores, and govermment responsibility scorss,

Table XXV also shows the assoclaticon between scale scores, most

preferred program, and referendum vote., Scale scores zhowlng the

strongest association with the most preferrsd program and the referendum

vote were liberal-conservative scores, govermment cost scores, and

o2 @

govermment responsibility scores. The sizs of the cosfficients betwsen
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Profile of Attitudes of Farmers Who Prefer a Free Market
Compared with Those Who Prefer a Govermment Program.
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attitudes and program preferences, and their usefulness for prediction

will be discussed in the following chapter.

TABLE XXV

MATRIX OF SIMPLE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN PERCEPTION
AND ATTITUDE SCORES, AND PROGRAM PREFERENCES

) () (3) (W) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

(1) Perception 1 -.17 .01 -,21 -.06 =.22 =,17 .22 .25
(2) Liberal-conservative 1 .42 .30 =.03 .25 .38 =.31 =.41
(3) Farm efficiency 1 .20 -.10 .10 .27 -.11 =.23
(4) Govermnment cost 1 .01 .15 .38 -.29 -,35
(5) Consumer cost 1 -,01 -,08 =,05 .03
(6) Program administration 1 .15 -=.22 -,23
(7) Government responsibility 1 -.38 -.35
(8) Prefer free market : 1 .29
(9) "No"™ vote » 1

Summary of Attitudinal and Perception Scores

Meny of the actual differences in scores wers quite small. This
could be due to several factors. First, there are likely many individuals
who are "middle of the road"™ in their attitudes. This is indicated by
the tendency for many of the scores to cluster around the means. Larger
differences would have been obtained if only the high and low quartiles
of scores had been analyzed. Second, these scales had not been exten=
sively refined to select items which would be the most discriminative.

With the data now available, it likely would be possible to con-
struct a scale of items which would show larger differences between
groups. The fact that in most cases, the differences in means, though
small, were in the same direction for all areas supports the proposition

that real differences were being measured. A larger sample nuwmber,
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especially within counties, might have resulted in a greater number of
statistically significant differences. However, the size of total sample
appeared to be sufficient to detect significant differences whers the
absolute value of the difference was large enough to be meaningful.

It is noteworthy that, in general, larger differencss wers found
within socloeconomic groups than between counties and states, It is
also noteworthy that thevvariables, (2) most preferred program and (b)
referendum vote, often showed the strongsst association with the atti-
tude scores., Little or no assoclation was found with age, farm size,
income, net worth, or Farm Bureau membership.

In summarizing the responses to the items on perception and atti-
tudes, it would seem that many farmers have conflicting values and lack
an undsrstanding of baslc economic relationships. Thers are likely
several reasons for this. Farmers have seen tremendous changes come
about in farming during their lifetime. They face the possibility of
even more spectacular changes in the future. Farm organizations have
wrangled continuously over ths best way to make adjustments. Colleges
of Agriculture have not devoted much effort to helping farmers understand
the social, economic, and political context in which public policy
decisions are made.

Many of today®s farmers have opesrated during periods when there was
relatively little government control. Many would prefer to operate in
such a way but they fear the effect on their incomes. Thus, on the one
hand, many farmers still have the old Protestant ethic that they will he
amply rewarded if only they work hard enough -~ the idea that a man

shouldn’t need help from anyone, especially not a government handout (as
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price support payments are sometimes called). In addition, many far-
mers have an aversion to the red tape involved in govermment prograus
- gtanding in line at the ASCS office or plowing up crops to mest
acreage restrictions. Also, meny farmers chafe when they ses other
farmers getting a better deal or "getting by" with something under
government programs.

On the other hand, many of these same fammers have seen their
incomes hold steady or decrease while city workers have enjoyed rising
incomes. They have sesn the prices of products they sell go down while
products they buy have gone up. Some farmers said that non~agricultural
sectors of the economy are receiving considerable government aid, and
they believe that agriculture will need help as long as other sectors
receive it. As a result of all these factors, many farmers have these
conflicting forces within then.

Whan can agricultural educators do to help farmers reach logical
decisions under such a situation? First, it's important that agricultural
leaders recognize the conflicts within the farmers. Agricultural educators
need to correct some of the ¢liches which are often prevalent in discuss-
lons of farm policy and programs. And finally, educational programs should
include a discussion of geals and values as well as dollar and cent rele=-

tlonships.



CHAPTER V
PREDICTIVE POWER OF COMBINED VARIABLES

Basic attitudes, perception, and othsr variables were found to
be related to farmers® preferences for programs in the analysis of the
previous chapter. Because the available data appsared to conform to the
assumptions of non-parametric methods, a Mann-Whitney test of significant
differences was used for the analysis. A disadvantage of this test pro-
cedure was that only two-variable comparisoné were made simultaneously
while other variables were not held constant. Also, the resulting associa-
tion between two variables provided little basis for prediction since
information provided by other variables influencing program cholces was
not incorporated in the model.

To circumvent these latter difficulties, multiple regression is
used in this chapter to predict program choices of farmers from percep-
tion, attitudinal, geographic, and other variables. The program choics
is specified by a zero-one dependent varlable; thus the error structure
cannot be expected to approach a normal distribution, even in large
samples. The parametric t test of significance therefore rust be
interpreted cautiously.

If a multiple regression of a dependent variable Y which takes on

0~1 valuss 1is run on several explanatory variables X, then the calculated

106
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value of Y may be interpreted as an estimate of the conditional prob-
ability of ¥, given qu

This analysis can provide a betler measure of the relative strength
of assoclation of the combined set of variables with program preference
than was possible in the last chapter, The partial regression coeffi-
cients indicate the effect of one indspendent variable when other
variables are held constant. Regression anslysis can also indicate
whether a knowledge of farmers' attitudes can increass the predict-
ability of farmers? preferences over that provided by socioeconomié
characteristics alons. It i1s not the purpose of this chapter to present
a detailed analysis of the factors affecting choices among several pro-
grams as this will be the subject of another dissertation.

Three dependent variables related to program preferences were
selecteds (1) preference for a free market, (2) preference for a manda-
tory program, and (3) a "yes" vote in the wheat referendum. Three
regression eguations were run on sach of the above dependent variables

in the following sequencs:

it

(1) Dependent wariable = f(perception and attitudinal scores)

f

(2) Dependent variable = f(sociosconomic variables)

i

f(a combination of the attitudinal and
sociloeconomic variables showing the
greatest association with the
dependent variable in equations 1
and 2. )

(3) Dependent variable

lJo Johnson, Econometric Methods (New York, 1963), pp. 221-228,
Johnson points out that extensive application of this zero-one approach
has been made by the Social Systems Ressarch Institute of the University
of Wisconsin. The work of the Institute i1s concerned with the integration
of soclological and other variables with the more orthodox economic var-
iables in the study of the dymamics of soclosconomic systems.
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The score related to farmers?® attitude toward program information was
not included in the regression analysis. This score was included in the
analysis of the previous chapter primarily to get a better characteriza-
tion of specific groups of farmers.

The number of observations used in the regression equations was 346,
Approximately 150 of the schedules had to be eliminated from this analysis
because certain questions were not answered. Most of the questions not
answered dealt with income, net worth, breakeven price, and estimated
five~year free market pricee2

The regrsession results are presented in tabular form,
Preference for Free Market

Table XXVI shows the influence of attitudes and psrception upon
preference for a free market. The independent variable showing the
strongest association with the dependent variable was the attitude toward
government's responsibility to support farm prices and incomes. An atti-
tude that goverrment has little responsibility was assccilated with a pre=
ference for a free market, The coefficient can be interpreted to mean
that for svery unit increase in this attitudinal score, the:probability
of preferring a free market decreased by .0904, For example, Republicans

had a mean score of 2.61 on this attitude while Democrats had 2.97.

‘e

zAn alternative procedure -wotld have been .to use mean values of
varlables to fill missing observations. An inspection of the data sug-
gosted thatumissing obsérvationd were distributed somewhat randomly among
schedules, e.g., persons who did not give net income data tended to give
net worth and other data. If the missing observations were truly random
throughout the schedules,; omitting schedules with missing observations
would not lead to bias.
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TABLE XXVI

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES
AND PERCEPTION WITH PREFERENCE FOR A FREE MARKET

v ni ». EoE

Variable Coefficient _ t Value® Coefficient
Attitudes
Government responsibility to
support prices -, 0904 -4,7623 -.2630
Liberal-Conservative ~,0130 ~2.9270 -.1682
Concern about government cost -.0268 ~2.1148 ~.1134
Perception . 0097 2.,0618 . 1047
Past program administration -.0198 «1.,8525 -, 0944
Concern about farm efficiency , 0069 1.2324 . 0667
Concern about consumer cost -, 0041 -1.1347 -,0552
Ares
Washington -.0874 -1,7705 -.0973
Texas -, 0885 -1,7179 -,0928
Thonas -.0718 ~1.2547 -, 0663

Constant term = .6204

RZ = .23

%The tabulated t value at P(,01) is 2.58; at P(.05), 1.96; and at
P(olo)g 1062‘"0

“bStandardized coefficients have been corrected for differences in
estimated variance. This permits comparison of the coefficients as to
their relative impact upon the dependent variable.

Multiplying these mean scores times the coefficient of -.0904 shows

that based on this attitudinal score, the probability of an average
Democrat preferring a free market was only .0325 less than for the average
Republican. Mean attitudinal scores for diffsrent groups are given in
Appendix C.

Other variables whose coefficients were statistically significant at
P(.05) or less were liberal-conservative attitude, concern about govern~
ment cost; and perception: of. the farm:problem. . .A conservative orientation,

concern about govermnment cost, and a less kesn nsrception were associated
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with a preference for a fres market. . The relationships were consistent
with those found_in the- analysis .ofthe previous:-chapters  .The use of: .=,
perception,;attitudinal,;and“area,vgiables gave an R2 of .23.

Area coefficients indicate county differences in magnitude (prob-
ability) of the dependent variable when all other independent variables
are at the same level. They allow for differences in regression inter=-
cept among counties, but do not allow for differences in marginal response
of the dependent variable to the independent variables. In this analysis
Grant County was used as a standard of comparison, For example, the prob-
ability of a farmer in Washington County preferring a free market was
.0874 less than if he lived in Grant County, other things equal.

Table XXVII shows the influence of socloeconomic variables upon
preference for a free market. Size of wheat allotment had the largest
standard coefficient and indicated that the smaller the wheat allotment,
the greater the tendency to prefer a free market. Other factors tending
to show a positive association with a free market preference were expecta-
tions of a higher five-year free market price for wheat, a relatively
good compstitive position in a free market situation as comparsd with
neighboring farmers, greater age, a smaller percentage of acres owned,
and more education. All of these coefficients were statistically sig-
nificant at P(.05) or less. The other variables listed, all showing
relatively less asoCiation with the dependent variable, are self-
explanatory except for breakeven wheat price. This was the wheat price
per bushel which the farmer saidihe would need to break even with his
cash costs of production. The use of socioeconemic and area variables

gave an RZ of .22.
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TABLE XXVII

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC
VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A FREE MARKET

: Standardized.
Variable Coefficient  t Value Coefficient
Socioscononmic

Size of wheat allotment -, 0004 -1.9827 -,3026
Five~-year free market price « 1604 3.8915 .2108
Competitive position with

neighbors .1552 3.8958 2075
Size of total farm . 0001 1.2200 1811
Age 0045 . 2.1329 «1390
Percent of acres owned -, 0014 ~-2,1817 ~.1259
Education .0176 "2.,0088 +1163
Attendance at policy meetings . 0972 -1.8374 ~.1014
Democrat -.0776 -1.8724 -,0987
Gross income from feed grain

and livestock -, 0000 =-1.1415 -,0753
Compliance with allotments -,1011 -1.3563 -.0713
Educational meetings : -.0672 -1,0311 ~.0535
Ratio of off-farm to total income .0008 . 8861 . OL97
Debt/asset ratio . 0004 874 .0260
Average income -,0000 - 2861 -,0199
Opportunity for nonfarm

employment -,0072 -, 2403 -.0137
Breakeven wheat price .0023 .0782 L0041
Farm Bureau membership .0005 L0492 .0029
Organizational index . 0001 0216 .0015

Area

Washington -.1948 -3,0796 ~-.2168
Thomas .0866: -1.2352 ~-.0800
Texas -.0363 -, 6127 -.0381

Constant term = -,1780

RZ = .22
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ndependsent varisbles selected for inclusion in the third squation
were those which showed the sltrongest association with the dependent
variable in equations 1 and 2. Both t values and standardized coeffi-
cients wers considered in making the selection. In most cases the t
value was 1.00 or greater for the coefficientsof variables selected for
equation 3. Some variables were eliminated because the available com-
puter program put a limit on the number of variables that could be used.
dnother reason for eliminating variables was to reduce intercorrelation
and attendant instability of parametric estimates., Later results show
this effort was not completely successful.

The results of combining the attitudinal and socloecornomic variables
are shown in Table ZXVIII. The four variables having the strongest associa-
tion with prefesrence for & free market as shown by the standard coeffi«
cients included one attitudinal variable and three socloeconomic factors.
Three of these coefficients were significant at P(.05) or less.

The RZ was .31 on the combined variables. It is noteworthy that
the addition of the attitudinal variables to the socioeconomic variables

increased the R2 by about 40 percent.
Preference for Mandatory Program

Table XXIX shows the association of attitudes and perception with
preference for a mandatory program. The perception variable had the
highest standard coefficient and indicated that the keener the perception,
the greater the tendency to prefer a mandatory program. Two other var-
iables showing relatively large cosfficients were attitude toward govern-

ment®s responsibility to support farm prices and liberal-conservative
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TABLE XXVIII

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING COMBINED ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES
AND SCCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A FREE MARKET

Standardized
Variable Coefficient L Value Coefficient . -
Socioeconomlc
Size of wheat allotment ~,0005 -2.6331 -4 3400
Size of total farm .0001 1.7625 .2323
Contpetitive position with
neighbors .1157 3.1338 « 1546
Education .0162 1.8928 .1069
Percent acres owmed -,0011 -1.8904 -,1007
Age .0030 1.5687 .0926
Five-year free market price « 0690 1.6526 .0907
Attendance at policy meetings -,0812 -1,6694 -, 0847
Gross from feed grain and
livestock -.0000 ~1.2561 -, 0753
Compliance with allotments -.0582 -.8316 - 0411
Democrat -.0140 -.3499 -,0178
Attitudes _
Govermment responsibility to
support prices -,0725 -3,8819 -,2108
Iiberal=Conservative -, 0078 ~1.6848 -,1011
Concern about government cost -,0226 = -=1,7780 -,0958
Past program administration -,0186 =1,7750 -, 0887
Perception , 0060 1.2393 . 0648
Concern about farm efficiency . 0056 «9793 0541
Concern about consumer cost ~, 0034 -.9635 -, 0458
Area
Washington =s1535 -2,5812 ~, 1708
Thomas ~o 1077 -1.7103 -, 0995
Texas ~, 0574 -1.0346 -, 0602

Constant term = .2838

RZ = .31




TABLE XXIX

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES AND
PERCEPTION WITH PREFERENCE FOR A MANDATORY PROGRALL

——
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tandardirzed

Variable Cosfficient t Value Coefficient
Attitudes
Perception -, 0096 «2,2038 w, 1204
Government responsibility to
support prices 0347 1.9666 1168
Iiberal=Conservative . 0073 1.7624 . 1089
Concern sbout govermment cost . 0108 .9212 0531
Past program administration . 0074 o THEL - 0L08
Concern about farm efficlency » 0002 0311 . 0018
Conecern about consumer cost . 0001 .0328 . 0017
Ares
Washington -.1595 -3, 4769 ~ o 2054
Thomas ~a1152 -2,1656 =, 1231
Texas -, 0606 ~1.2662 =,0736

Constant term = 1600

RZ = .11

orientation. The direction of influence was consistent with 2 priori

expectationst: the stronger the fesling that govermment has z respon-

sibility to support prices and the more liberal the individual, the

greater the tendency to prefsr a mandatory program.

attitudes stem from somewhat similar ideology, the attitude toward

Although both these

government®s responsibility to support famm prices and incomes is much

more specific in nature than the general liberal-conservative orisnta-

tion. Thus measures of both attitudes are used.

The R® of this group of variables was .ll,indicating that the

explanatory attitudinal variables predicted very imperfectly the choice

of a mandatory program,
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The association of socloeconomic variables with preference for a
mandatory program is shown in Table XXX. The strongest relationship was
one indiecating that the less opportunity a farmer saw for non-farm employ-
ment, the more likely he was to prefer a mandatory program. It is note-
worthy that such variables as size of farm, average income, age, education,
and Parm Bureau membership had little influence upon preferences for a
mandatory program. The R? was .11, the same as shown by the attitudinal
variables.

The results of using both types of variables are shown in Table XXXI.
Few of the cosfficlents were statistically significant. Ths combining of

the variables raised the R2 from .11 to .15, an increase of about one-third.
A Mes" Vote in Wheat Referendum

Attitudes showed a relatively strong assoclation with farmers?® ten=-
dency to vote “yes" in the 1963 wheat referendum, as shown by Table XXXIT.
Farmsrs who were mors liberal, less concernsd about govermment costs, and
had a more favorable attitude toward administration of past programs were
more likely to vote "yes". The relationship with perception indicated
that the keener the perception, the greater the tendency to wvote ®Myes".
A1l of these coefficients were statistically significant at P(,03). The
R2 was 32, The resulting coefficient of multiple correlation of R =
<57 compared favorably with the point mads earlier in the study that many
researchers have reported a correlation of .50 to .60 between attitudinal

scores and actual performance of behavior.o

3The correlation found here was actually much higher than that re-
ported in some attitudinal studies. For example, Mieller, p. 959, reported
an R of .25, regressing consumer purchases on a linear combination of
income, age, index of buyling intentions, and attitudes.
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TABLE XX

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATTION OF SOCIOECONCMIC
VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A MANDATORY PROGRAM

Standardized
Variable Coefficient 1 Valus GCoefficient
Socioeconomic <
Opportunity for nonfarm
employment -,0571 -2.0775 ~.1263
Ratio of off-farm to total
income ' . 0015 1.8030 .1082
Five-year free market price ~. 0660 -1.7330 ~,1003
Breakeven.whaat price - . 0397 1.4913 . 0839
Democrat - . 0053 1o 44y 0814
Organizational index . 0032 1.1343 .0789
Compliance with allotments L0794 1.1536 - 0648
Attendance at educational meeings=.0703 -1.1678 -, 0648
Attendance at policy mestings + 0450 29204 .0543
Competitive position with
neighbors -,0339 -.9209 -.0524
Size of total farm -, 0000 -.3065 -, 0486
Size of wheat allotment . 0001 . 2676 . 0l37
Debt/asset ratio: -, 0005 -+ 5967 -.0340
Gross from feed grain and
livestock .0000 4366 .0308
Average income -.0000 -.3895 -,0290
Age -, 0002 -.1124 -.0078
Education . 0008 .0958 . 0059
Percent farm acres owned -,0000 -. 0679 ~, 0042
Farm Bureau member . 0002 0173 . 0011
Area
Washington -.0692 -1,1839 -.0891
Texas , -,0706 =1.,2880 -, 0857
Thomas -.0765 -1.,1819 -, 0818

Constant term = .1111

RZ = ,11
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TABLE XXXI

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING COMBINED ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES
AND SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES WITH PREFERENCE FOR A MANDATORY PROGRAM

: Standardized
Variable Coefficient .t Value Coefficient .
Sociveconomic
Opportunity for nonfarm
employment - 0544 -2,1725 -.1203
Ratio of off-farm to total
income .0015 2,1114 .1159
Breakeven price : . 0378 1.4659 .0798
Organizational index . 0026 1.1605 . 06U7
“Attendance at educational
meetings -.0507 -.8655 -, QU467
Compliance with allotments . 0506 . 7601 <0413
Attendance at policy meetings .0297 6432 .0358
Competitive position with
neighbors ~-+0195 =, 5494 -.0302
Democrat,. .0186 4856 . 0274
Five-year free market price -. 0074 -,1832 -,0112
Attitudes
Perception -.0082 -1.8183 -,1027
Government responsibility to
support prices .0290 L1.64is5 0976
Liberal-Conservative . 0049 1.1813 . 0743
Concern about government cost «0109 <9178 .0532
Past program administration .0076 <7581 L0418
Area
Washington -,1068 -2,1209 -.1376
Thomas -, 0042 ~-1.7232 -.,1007
Texas - 0575 =1.1747 -, 0697

Constant term = 0546

RZ = .15
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TABLE XXXII

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF PERCEPTION
AND ATTITUDES WITH A “YES" REFERENDUM VOTE

Standardized

Variable- - Coefficient £ Value _ Coefficient
Attitudes

Liberal-Conservative . 0293 5.6175 .3037

Concern about govermment cost L0627 4,2077 2122

Perception -.0204 -3.,6961 ~,1766

Past program administration ,0307 2.4372 1169

Govermment responsibility to

support prices L0317 - 1.4174 0736

Concern about consumer cost .0023 -.5267 -, 0241

Concern about farm efficiency -.0030 - 4620 -.0235
Area

Washington . -,1275 ~2.1919 -,1133

Thomas . 0642 .9517 . O473

Texas .0517 .8529 <0433
Constant term = -,0857

R = .32

Table XXXIII shows the association of socioeconomic variables with
referendum vote. Seven of these variables showed a relatively strong
association with the "yes" vote. There was a negative association
betweén size of wheat allotment and a "yes" vote but a positive associa-
tion between size of total farm and a "yes" vote. The lower the estimated
five~year free market price for wheat, the greater the tendenéy to vote
yes. Farmers who had higher estimated breakeven prices were more likely
to vote "yes ", as were farmers who complied with wheat allotments. Far-
mers who felt their competitive position was relatively podr as compared
with their neighbors were more likely to vote "yes". All of these coeffi-
cients were statistically significant at P{ .05) or less. The R? was equal

to .34.
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TABLE XXXIII

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING ASSOCIATION OF SOCIOECONOMIC
VARIABLES WITH A "YES" REFERENDUM VOIE

, Standardized
Variable Coefficient _t Value Coefficient -
Socioeconomic X
Size of wheat allotment -.0008 -3,0137 - W2kl
Size of total farm .0002 2.7443 .3758
. Five-~year free market price -+3540 -7.4337 ~.3715
Democrat .2115 4,4192 2149
Break even wheat price . 0861 2.5880 .1256
Compliance with allotments .2227 2.5863 -1255
Competitive position with
neighbors -,0982 -2.1334 -.1048
Average income . 0000 1.5012 ,0963
Possibility for nonfarm :
employment -.0590 . ~1.7139 -.0900
Attendance at policy meetings . 0957 1.5661 0797
Farm Bureau member -,0184 ~-1.4726 -,0795
Organizational index .0031 .8870 .0533
Ratio of off~farm to total income .0007 .7328 .0380
Percent of farm acrss owned .0005 L6542 .0348
Age -.0011 ~4339  -,0261
Educational meetings 0405 5372 . 0257
Education . 0018 1775 . 0095
Debts/assets ratio .0002 « 1794 .0088
Gross from feed grain and
livestock .0000 . 0910 - 0055
Area
Pexas . 0679 .9899 .0568
Thomas - 0433 . 5346 .0319
Washington -,0332 - 4549 -.0295

Constant term = 4269

RZ = .34

Table XXXIV shows the coefficients resulting when both attitudinal
and éocioeconomic variables were regressed upon a "yes" vote. Five
socioeconomic and four attitudinal variables were significant at P( .05)
or less. Combining the two iypes of variables increased the R2 to Uk,

or about one-third over using sach type individually.



TABLE XXXIV

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS SHOWING COMBINED ASSOCIATION OF ATTITUDES
AND SOCIOECONCMIC VARIABLES WITH A "YES"™ REFERENDUM VOTE

1120

Standardized

L Value Coefficient D

Constant term = -.0642
RE = L4

Variable Coefficient
Socloeconomic
Size of wheat allotment -,0007 -3.1053
Size of total farm . 0002 2.8805
Five-year free market price -,2315 -4,8289
Breakeven price .0826 2.7078
Democrat 1172 2.5658
Average income ,0000 1.6432
Compliance with wheat allotments 1531 1.9195
Opportunity for nonfarm
employment -, 0480 -1,6090
Competitive position with
neighbors: -.0589 -1.3762
Attendance at poliecy meetings 0723 1.,3095
Farm Bureau membership -.0135 -1,1737
Organizational index . 0031 .9915
Ratio of off=farm to total income .0010 1.1021
Percent farm acres owned .0002 » 3801
Attitudes
Concern about government cost .0558 3.9427
Iiberal~Conservative 20155 3.1675
Past program administration . 0280 2.3593
Perception -, 0116 -2.1513
Government responsibility to
support prices . 0032 1507
Area
Washington -,0982 =1, 4694
Texas 0852 1.3453
Thomas . 0401 .5511

- 03921
.3308
i) 2“’30
.1205
.1191
. 0941
w0862

;0732

-.0629
<0603
. 0585
.0538
20523
.0172

.1887
1647

1067 -

- 01003

.0074

.0873
.0714
+0296
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In each of the three preferences analyzed, there tended to be a
decrease in size of coefficients and in t values when the variables were
combined in equation 3. This probably results from intercorrelation
among the variables., However, the relative associative strength of the

variables remained similar.
Surmary of Regression Analysis

The purpose of this chapter was to determine the relative strength
of assoclation of certain variables with farmers® preferences for differ-
ent types of farm programs and also, the predictive power of attitudinal
and other variables. The analysis was based on the propssition that
farmers' program preferences are a function of perception and attitudes
as well as socioeconomic factors. This proposition was supported by the
analysis which showed that the predictability of farmers' preferencss
could be improved by using a combination of attitudinal and socio-
economic variables, rather than either type alone. However, the pre-
dictability was not highy an indication of the complicated nature of
individual farmer preferences.

A mumber of variables tended to show a substantial amount of associa=-
tion with the program preferences. From the attitudinal group these
included attitude toward govermment responsibility to support farm prices,
liberal-conservative orientation, concern about government cost, and per-
ception of the current agricultural situation. Socioeconomic variables
that were included in this group were size of wheat allotment, size of

total farm, five-year free market price, and political party.
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Other variables tended teo show little assoclation with preferences,
Included among these were the attitudinal variables of concern:about
consumer cost and efficiency in farming, and the socioceconomic variables
of average income, age, education, and Farm Bureau membershipau

There‘may be non-linear relationships involved between the variables
used in this analysis. This non=-linearity may be due to a relationship
between the dependent and an independent variable which could best be
approximated by a squared or cubsed term. Or there could be non-
linearity resulting from interaction between independent variables,
such as between perception and education. These possibilities were not
explored in this study.

The findings on relationships of attitudes and program prefesrences
obtained in the previcus chapter by comparisons between groups generally

substantiated the results obtained by regression in this chapter.

uHadWiger, Ps 75 suggested that local activities of ASCS and Farm
Bureau prior to the 1963 wheat referendum did much to motivate farmers
to vete but did little to persuade them how to mark their ballot.






CHAPTER VI

SOURCES CF INFORMATION AND ROLE OF EDUCATION

One of the conclusicns drawn from the analysis of previcus chapters
was that there is a need for additional educational work with farmers
on the subject of farm pelicies and programs. It would be useful in
planning an effective educational program to know what sources of infor-
mation farmers now use te keep abreast of new developments in this field.
It would also be useful to know farmers® opinions on the role of the
College of Agriculture and Extension Service in this area of educational
work.,

4 better understanding of farmers® sources of information on farm
programs would help farm educational leaders make more efficient use of
the time they spend on such informational efforis. Improved informational
efforts would help farmers to better evaluate current programs in temms

of their individual farm operations and the total agricultural economy.

Information Sources

There are two distinct types of information situations related to
farm programs. One type deals with the details of programs currently
in effect, such as size of allotments, support prices, sign-up dates, and
rules about cross-compliance. The other type deals with information of

a more basic nature, such as used by a farmer deciding how he will vote
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in a specific referendum or election, or whether or net to support a
particular organization or political candidate. This is the type of
information in which the College of Agriculture and the Extension Serwvice
are primarily interested. Their purpose is not to influence directly a
specific decision but to provide information about the total agricultural
situation, adjustments needed, and possible methods of making these
adjustments so that farmers have objective information on which to base
decisions. Farm organizations and political officials alsc are usually
very active in this type of information situation, attempting to influence
directly the vole or decision. Newspaper and magazine editors often
write impassioned editorials in these situations.

Farmers were questioned about information sources they used most
frequently in each type of situation. Table XXXV shows the information
sources they used most frequently for learning the details of current pro-
grams. Letters from and visits to the ASCS office. were rated considerably
above any other source as being most useful. Substantial use was made
of ASCS special meetings, farm magazines, and newspapers, although they
did not rate high as being the most useful source. Neighbors, radio,
television, and elevator manager wers used some, whils the use of land-
lord and county agent was negligibls.

These results have several implications. They point out the reliance
farmers place upon lstters from and visits to the ASCS office. This
would indicate that ASCS perscnnel have an obligation to constantly review
their techniques and methods of pressnting information so that these

letters and visits will be of the greatest possibls benefii to farmers.
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TABLE XXXV

SQURCES OF INFORMATION FOR DETAILS ON FARM PROGRAMS

= _2""1: dsnastomimesnie , A P e e Sy .._.. R MS essunm

Source? : Much Some Little None Useful
(Percent of Farmers Answering) (Pct., )°
letters from ASCS office 70 22 7 1 38
Visits to ASCS office 52 33 13 2 30
ASCS special meetings 28 31 31 10 10
Farm magazines 28 L5 21 6 9
Newspapers 21 L6 25 8 3
Neighbors 14 39 34 13 3
Radio 11 3 43 1z 2
Television 11 31 43 15 2
Elevator manager 11 32 43 14 1
Landlord 5 17 49 29 1
County agent 4 17 59 20 1
(N = 499) (N = 552)

8listed in order of rank in column "Use Muach",

PPorcent of summed frequencies of all sources listed as "Most
Useful%, Some farmers gave more than one source, giving an N of 552,

A number of farmers commented on the attitude of ASCS office workers.
It would appear that for certain farmers to get the most out of their
visits to the ASCS office, the office workers need to use considerable
patience and tact in explaining details of farm programs (often quite
complicated) to these individuals.

The results indicate that mass media efforts would likely be most
efficient if directed towards magazines and newspapers rather than radio
or television..

For the Extension Service, these resulis indicate that county agents
should evaluate carefully any efforts they put into simply publicizing

the details of farm programs. It appears that informaticnsl efforts by
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county agents optimally should be aimed at background information or
other information not being supplied to farmers by ASCS effortis.

A considerable amount of discussion about farm program details takes
place among neighbors. Fifty-three percent said they used their neigh-
bors as a source either ™much"” or "some". The fact that 43 percent used
their elevator manager to some extent indicates that the ASCS office
should make an effort to keep elevator managers informed of developments.

Similar findings were reported when farmers were asked what scurces
of information they used when trying to deecide how to vole in referendums.
The results are shown in Table XXXVI,

The county ASCS office was again rated as the most useful source of
information, with 44 percent of the choices falling in this category.
Farm magazines and newspapers were again the highest ranksd mass mediza.
Neighbors were used "much® or "scme"™ by nearly one-half the farmers,

Farm organizations and the College of Agriculture ranked about the
same. The relatively low ranking given to farm organigzations is scmewhat
surprising as such organizeitions have put considerable effort into infor-
mational programs dealing with referendums. By comparison, the College
of Agriculture has been less involved in referendums, attempting only to
provide background infermation and come methods by which farmers could
analyrze their individual situations. .

It should be noted that it is difficult for an individual to recall
all the sources of information that come into play in a specific situa~-
tiono‘ However, the answers to the preceding guestion indicate that far~
mers in this survey put most emphasis on ASCS informetion io determine

how their farm operation would be affected by a particular program.
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TABLE XXXVI

SQURCES OF INFORMATION WHEN DECIDING HOW TO VOTE
IN A REFERENDUM

Use Uze Use Use Most
Source® Mich Some Iittle None Useful,
(Percent of Farmers Answering) (Pet. )
County ASCS office 39 ‘ 35 18 8 Wiy
Farm magazines 27 L7 18 8 17
Newspapers 17 s 25 10 10
Neighbors 10 35 Ly 11 9
Farm organizations 8 28 49 15 5
College of Agriculture
and county agent 8 29 45 8 5
Dept. of Agriculture
in Washington 8 29 45 18 2
Television 8 31 Ly 17 2
Radio 7 34 iy 15 2
Elevator manager 6 25 L8 21 2
Landlord 6 18 48 28 2
Political party officials 1 8 66 25 0
N = 492) (N = 441)

%listed in order of rank in column "Use Much™.

Pporcent of summed frequencies of all sources listed as "Most
Useful®,
Conversely, they seemed to put relatively little importance on what the
farm organizations and political party officials were saying. It may be
that ASCS information is primarily operational in its influence but,
because of its close identification with farm programs, it was the source
listed by many farmers as being most usefnl in making decisions invelving
basic values. Conversely, the influence of other groups such as farm
organizations may be less evident bul gtill an important factor in far-

mers? decisions.
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An additional evaluation of information sourcess was obtained by
asking farmers if they thought any of these sources present a biased
analysis of program situations. Of 501 farmers, 47 percent said yes,

19 percent said no, and 34 percent said they did nolt know or didn®t
answer. A high percentage of "don't know®™ or "mo® responses indicates
that many farmers probably had not thought much about this idea., Table
XXXVIT shows that slightly over one~half the farmers answering "yes"

to the question said farm organizations are sources that present only
one side of the question. Also listed a substantial number of times
were political party officials, county ASCS office, and Department of
Agriculture in Washington. The College of Agriculture and county agent
were listed by eight percent of the farmers answering "yes" to this ques~-
tion. A few farmers said that all sources present only one side of the
picture,

It was noted earlier that farmers frequently said that they used
their neighbors as a source of farm program information. Sociclogists
have found that farmers like to discuss ideas with someones slse when
they are making decisions about a new idea or program. Farmers inter-
viewed in this survey were asked the following question: If you could
get the opinion of only one other person in your community about a farm
program, who would it be? Only 267 of the 501 farmers interviewed answered
this question, which irndicates many Tarmers did not understand the question
or could not decide how they wanted to answer it (Table XXXVIII). Of
those answering, a large majority said thsy would seek the opinion of.
another farmer., Nine percent listed a local A3CS official, while sight

percent named their banker. The county agent and elsvator manager were



TABLE XXXVII

SOURCES LISTED AS GIVING A BIASED PRESENTATICN

OF FARM PROGRAM INFORMATION
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Source Percent?
Farm organizations 54
Political party 41
County ASCS cffice 30
Department of Agriculture in Washington 27
Newspapers 12
Neighbors 9
Farm magazinss 9.
College of Agriculture or county agent 8
Television 7
Radio 7
Elevator manager 7
Landlord 6

(N = 223)

a s
Percent of total number of farmers listing one or more scurces as

giving only one side of picture.
because many farmers listed more than one scurce.

TABLE XXXVIII

PERSON WITH WHOM FARMERS WOULD MOST PREFER

TO DISCUSS FARM PROGRAMS

Percentages add to more than 100

Person

Number of Farmers

Another farmer
ASCS employee
Banker

County agent
Elsvator manager
Make up own mind
Wife

Landlord

Other

No answer

Percont. of Farmers

172
25
21
14
13

1
2

)
12
267
234

I
o

O

g\J‘HHl\J\h\ﬂ(‘Q\D-

—
b

o

a

a : :
Percent of farmers answering question.
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each named by five percent of those answering the question. These results
indicate that a majority of the farmers answering this question would pre-

fer to get the opinion of ancther farmer rather than some farm agency

B S

employee or businessman., It is believed that most farmers interpreted

the "Yopinion® in this question to be of an approve-disapprove nature rather

than a2 clarification of some program detail.
Role of College of Agriculture and Extension Service

Considerable discussion in recent years has focused on the role of
the College of Agriculiure and Extension Service in disseminating infor=
mation about farm programs. Some people have proposed that thsy need to

; . . . . 1 .
become much more active in public affairs education.” Howsver, increased
work in this sres has moved slowly, partly because there are controversial
issues involved in public policies. Cochrane has stated this need for
increased effort very forcefully:

The time has come, and long since past, to do scmething
about this economic literacy problem. Unless farmers under-
stand the basic economic relationships of thelr industry,
there 1s no way to confront them with reality with respect t
the problems of their industry. Thus, it seems to me that each
extension director, sach head of a depariment of agriculiural
sconomi.cs and each agricultural economist who thinks of himself
as a leadsr, must give this problem very high priority in his
thoughts and zctions.

And more is invelved here than presenting and extending
"the facts®, Farmers are barraged with facts. The problen
is one of assisting farmers to gain a working knowledge of the
impertant and relevant economic relationships involved in their
industry. Somehow, some way, farmers generally must gain this
understanding.

lSee Stroup, pp. 6=27, for a deseription of developments in public
affairs education.

ZCochrane9 pp. 459=460,
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The question might be asked whether education such as provided by
the College of Agriculture can help farmers gain this understanding.
M informal survey of students and staff in the Department of Agricultural
Feonomics at Oklahoma State University indicates that education does play
a role in providing the needed understanding.

The psrception scale as described in Chapter IV was administered to
a mmber of undergraduates in agricultural economies classes, andito
graduate students and staff in the department. The results shown in
Table XXXIX indicate a high correlation betwsen perception score and
educational level, and provide an informative contrast with the results
obtained from farmers. It shonld be remembered that the lower the score,

the keener the perception of the current agricultural situation.

TABLE XXXIX

A COMPARISON OF FARMERS® PERCEPTION SCORES WITH
THOSE OF COLLEGE STUDENTS AND STAFF

Numbex Moan Score
Farmers 499 34,2
Freshmen 21 334
Sophonores 32 30,3
Juniors 21 29.3
Seniors 27 26,0
Graduate students 20 22,4

College staff 19 20,6
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If education scan sharpen an individuel’s percepition of the farm
situstion, as was indicaled by these resulis, then the next question
is how te take this education to farmers. To delermine whether they

o

were receptive to educational efforts in this fileld, farmers in this
survey were asked to select the most appropriste of the following Lhree
roles for the College of Agriculture and BExtension Service in regard to
information about farm policies and programss

1. They should put out as much unbissed, factual information as

o o

possible without expressing opinion

97}

2, They should take a definite stand on which types of programs
would be best.
3, They should not put oul information on farm programs.
Resulls are shown in Table XL,
TABLE XL
FARMERS® OPINIONS ABOUT THE PROPER ROLE OF THE COLLEGE

OF AGRICULTURE AND EXTENSION SERVICE IN DISSEMINATING
INFORMATION ABOUT FARM POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

T 3 AR Y o e L T AT L TS
e e e e e 1 S

== SO Sy T T AT == £

Rele Nunber of Farmers Percent of Farmers
Put out only factual

informaticon 188 78
Take a definite stand 7Y 15
Should nct put out

information Z1 a

Pa T

No answer B 3

Total 100

A3
o
}.z./:
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A big majority said the role of these educational agencies is to put
cut unbiased factual information, which is, in effect, the role these
agencies have been attempting to follow., The questiocn that remains, in
light of Cochrane”s comments, is whether the College of Agriculiure and
Bxtension Service have been deveting enough resources to this purpose.

Only a small minority of the farmers would have the College of
Agriculture and Extension Service take a definite stand as to which pro-
grams would be best. An even smaller percentage would have them refrain
from disseminating an& program information.

Some persons have asked whether education on farm policies and pro-
grams would influence the basic values of farmers and their liberal-
conservative orientation. The students and staff of the agricultural
scenomices department were given the liberal-conservative scals as well
as the perception scale. The results showed that educational level had
1little correlation with the individual'’s liberal-conservative position.

A tentative inference from this small sample would be that, cn the average,
the basic philosophy as to the proper role of government in social and
economic affairs is not likely to be changed substantially by educaticonal
programs. Thus additional educational efforts would conform to the

widely held value judgment (even of groups with major differences in
political phileosophy) that public education should be pursued to make
individuals betﬁer informed but not te change thelr basic philesophic
positions,

There has been some sgaculatiwr that farmers do not get enough
information on program cholces to vote iﬁt@lligenﬁly in a referendum.

When asked their response to this question, farmers gave the answers
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shown in Tabls XLI., Slightly more than one-half said they got enough
information but a substantial number indicated they felt a need for
additional information.

In the past, meetings have been one of the primary methods by
which the Extension Serviee has taken new information to farmers. How-
ever, in recent years, there has been some discussion ameng BExtension
perscnnel that it is becoming more difficult to gel farmers to aliend
an educational meeting. Farmers in this survey were asked whether they
attended azdult classes or meetings held by the Extension Service or
Vocaticonal Agriculture on topics other than farm policies and programs.
Results shown in Table XLIT indicate that a majority of farmers do not
attend such meetings regularly. Only nine percent said they attended
such mestings often. However, the situation was quite different when
farmers were asked whether they had attended any meetings within the past
two or three years which were held to explain a particular farm program

or policy., Replies to this question are shown in Table XLITIL.

TABLE XLI

RESPONSE TO QUESTION, ¥DO ¥YQU FEEL THAT YOU USUALLY GET
ENOUGH INFORMATION SO THAT YOU CAN MAKE THE RIGHT
CHOICE ON FARM PROGRAMS?H

e a1

oo

Answer Number of Farmers Percent of Farmers
Yes 269 54
Sometimes 148 29
No 61 12
Don’t know or no answer ’ 23 )

Total 50 100
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TABLE XLIT

FARMER ATTENDANCE AT ADULT CLASSES OR EDUCATIONAL MEETINGS
ON TOPICS OTHER THAN FARM POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

e —— e
o i

i

Freguency of Attendance Number of Faymers Percent of Farmers
Often 43 9
Occasicnally 167 33
Very seldom 265 53
Never 19 s
No answer 2 1

Total 501 100

TABLE XLIIT

FARMER ATTENDANCE DURING PAST THREE YEARS AT MEETINGS HELD
TO EXPLAIN A PARTICULAR FARM PROGRAM OR POLICY

Frequency of Attendance Number of Farmers Porcent of Farmers
Had attended one or more 377 75
Had not attended any 107 21
Didn't remember 15 3
No answer 2 -
Total 501 100

Three~fourths of the farmers had attended a meeting in recent years
to learn about a farm program or policy. This is sevidently 2 much higher
percentage than attended educational meetings of other types. There
might be several reasons for this., First, farmers often have to mske a
specific deéision whether to vote for or against, or whether to take
part or stay out of a farm program., This nesd to make a dscision on a
matter which likely involves a considersble number of complex detalls
may provide a strong stimulus for farmers Lo atlend a meeting a2t which

the program is to be discussed., Second, there may be an elemsnt of
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interest and concern involved, as farmers appear to like to discuss, or
hear discussed, the pros and cons of a farm program. Interest ran very
high at the time of the 1963 wheat referendum., The willingness of far-
mers to £ill out the lengthy questionnaire used in this study is evidence
of the continuing interest in this subject.

Table XLIV shows that a majority of farmers thought that other far-
mers would take time to attend special half-day or evening meetings in
their local area to discuss farm policy and programs. Few said they

thought that farmers would not attend such meetings.

TABLE XLIV

FARMER RESPONSE TO QUESTION, "DO YOU THINK FARMERS WOULD
TAKE TIME TO ATTEND SPECIAL HALF~DAY OR EVENING
MEETINGS IN YOUR LOCAL AREA TO DISCUSS FARM

POLICY AND PROGRAMS?T™

Response Number of Farmers Percent of Farmers
Yes 301 60
No 61 12
Don’t know 136 27
No answer ) —
Total 501 100

One method of public affairs education which has been used quite
successfully in recent years is self-administered discussion groups.
With this method, the College of Agriculture and Extension Service pro-
vide background material and an organizational plan, but actual dis-

cussion is left to community leaders who hold meetings with small groups
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of individuals from within thelr communitiesn3 This technique might
be useful for educational efforts on farm programs and policies.

Results of Extension efforts in education preceding the 1963 wheat
referendum point up the importance of a continuing program in publiec
r:-u’;‘f.‘airﬁsoz+ The depth of educational work (economic analysis of the
alternatives) at the time of the referendum was affected impertantly
by past experience in public policy education. In areas that had a
long history of Extension work on public eccnomic issues, people had
learned to expesct a greater sducational sffort by the Extension Service.
Alsc, educational work is most effective before people have made up

their minds and are commitied to positions.

BTD BE. Atkinson, et al., "Reaching the Attentive Public with
Discussion Group Fact Sheets," Ingreasing Understanding of Public
Problems and Policies (Chicago, 1961), pp. L2=14.

4Lloyd H. Davis, "What We Have Learned from the Wheat Referendum¥
Increasing Understanding of Public Preblems and Policiee (Chicage,
1963)9 pps, .LO9“"1,1.0D




CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this study was to determine the role of farmers’
attitudes in public policy. More specifically, farmers were asked what
they considered to be the causes of the farm problem, what a program
should accomplish, and what are the best means of raising farm income
from wheat. Parmers were also asked to respond to a series of state-
ments designed to measure perception and attitudes toward a number of
factors and concepts relevant to the current agricultural situation.
These measures were then related to program preferences and other socio=
esconomic variables. Finally, farmers were asked what sources_of infor-
mation they used in finding out about farm programs and policies. Inter-
views were taken in four counties in which wheat is a major crops Grant
and Texas Countles in Oklahoma, and Themas and Washingtern Counties in

Kansas. 4 total of 501 farmers were interviewsd in the summer of 1964,
Causes of Problem and Goals of Program

Farmers stated that high wages in industry, high costs of marketing,
and lack of bargaining power were three of the major causes of the farm
problem. Farmers indicated that poor management or readily available
credit did not contribute much to the problem. The findings of this

study on farmers® opinions of causes of the farm problem wers consistent

138
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with findings of earlier studies, In genéral9 farmers tended to blame
factors cutside of agriculture. This may represent a barrier in getting
farmers to face realistically the alternatives and to accept programs
which will bring about desirable adjustments.

Farmers felt that the mdst important cbjective of a farm program is
to keep wheat prices on a par with other prices in the economy. This
objective ranked higher than that of increasing farmers®’ income from wheat.
This may indicate that farmers tend to think more in terms of price per
bushel rather than in total income. It could also mean that farmers are
pursuing their self=interest, realizing that 100 percent of parity price
could mean greater total profit than 100 percent parity income because of
increased volume and efficiency. Other program cbjectives that ranked
high were keeping down govermment expense and regulation.

Finding more uses for farm products and reduecing marketing margins
were rated by farmers as the two most desirable ways of raising farnm
income from wheat. Again farmers’ attitudes contribute tc conflict in
policy formulation, since these alternatives are not considered economi-
cally feasible in the foreseeable future. Farmers disapproved of methods
considered more feasibls sconomically, such as reducing the nmumber of far-
mers, increasing the price of bread, or using govermment control of farm
product supplies. This last response was in conflicei with ancther pari
of the study in which three out of four farmers chose some type of govern-
ment program in preference to a free market. Perhaps the latter choice
was really a reflection of conflicts resclved -~ the compromise farmers

had made between desire for income and desire for fresdom Trom controls.
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The results of the preceding analysis indicate the difficulty of
developing farm policies and programs which will bring about desired
resource ad justments and yet be widely acceptable to farmers. In gen-
eral, farmers blamed the farm problem on causss oubside of agriculiure,
such as high wages in industry and high marketing mergins. They had
conflicting objectives for farm programs ~- higher prices and incomes
vs., more freedom to produce and market. Finally, they favored unrealis-
tic means for raising farm income, such as finding new uses for farm pro-
ducts and decreasing marketing margins. Persconal goals of price, income,
and freedom ranked much higher than soclety's goals of efficiency, low

food costs, and low government costs.
Psrception and Attitudes

Among the factors that affect a farmer'®s preferences for farm pro-
grams are his perception of the current agricultural situation and his
attitudes toward program costs and administration. The concept of per-
ception or understanding of the agricultural situation seems to be
especially important at this time. Only if farmers have a fairly rea-
listic idea of what would happen under differsnt types of programs and
situations can they make intelligent decisions on programs.

A set of eleven items was used to measure farmsrs® perception of
the currént agricultural situation. This perception level was then
evaluated in terms of how well it matched what economists would call an
informed or keen perception. In a disturbingly large mumber of cases,
mahy farmers appeared to lack a good undesrstanding of basic economic

relationships in agriculture. These relationships dealt with the
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possibility of eating ocur way out of farm surpluses, level of prices
under a free market, the effect of the farm economy on the national
economy, the possibilities of finding new uses for farm products, the
need for production controls to accompany price supports, possibilities
for using surpluses to feed the world‘’s hungry people, and the effects
of technology on farm prices.

There appeared to be an association between percepticn score and
most preferred program and refersndum vote. Those who preferred some
type of government program to a free market and those who voted "yes®
in the 1963 referendum had a slightly keener percepltion., Other farmers
who appeared to have a somewhat keener perception were farmers with mors
education, were active in community organizations, had large farms, and
attended policy meetings. Perception was not improved by attendance at
production-type meetings. These results need to be interpreted with
caution because of the small number'of items used for the mezsure and
the scoring system used.

Farmers as a whole tended to be conservative in thelr response to
a series of items related to govermmental participation in various economic
activities. They were especially conservative in their response to the
ideas that the national debt should be reduced, government relief prograus
have becoms too large, people should be free to run thelr businesses as
they please, and government farm programs are contrary to the fres enter-
prise system.

They were somewhat liberal in their response to the ideas that big
businesses make too much money, federal government shounld help with
electric power and housing projects, and government should provide Jobs

for all people who want to work.
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Farmers who voted "no" in the 1963 referendum, those who preferred
a free market to a government program, and Republicans were more conserva-
tive than those who voted “yes®™, preferrsd a government program, 0r were
Democrats, TYounger farmers and those with more education alsc tended to
be more conservative. Texas County, Oklahoma, was slightly mors con-
servative than Washington County, Kansas, bul other county comparisons
showed no significant differences.

In general, a majority of the farmers interviewed appsared to be
concerned about efficiency in the farming sector. The one exception was
that most farmers thought it was important to give every boy who wanted
to farm the opportunity to do so.

Groups that showed more concern about efficiency in the farming
sector were those with more education, those who voted ¥no'" in the
referendum, and those with higher total incomes. Tending to show some-
what greater concern were younger farmers, those who were active in
community organizations, those who least preferred a mandatory program,
those with a high debt to asset ratio, large farmers, and Republicans.
However, the regression analysis indicated that attitude toward farm
efficiency was not strongly related to program preferences.

Farmers in general appeared to be concerned about govermment costs
of farm programs. A majority indicated that such costs should be kept
low and disagresed with the statement that farm programs really don'®t
cost the govermment much.

Groups showing greater concern aboul goverrment costs were those

who preferred a free market to a govermment progrem, those who voted "no®
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in the referendum, and Republicans. Appearing to be somewhatl more con-
cerned sbout govermment costs were farmers with less education and
small farmers,

Farmers also appeared to be concerned about consumer costs for food,
although it was shown previously that low consumer prices are not one of
the primary goals of farmers. About three out of four were against
increasing the price of bread as the principal means of boosting farm
income from wheat. There was no strong assoclation between this atti-
tude and any of the variables considered. There were indications that
the following groups were somewhal more concerned with consumer costs
as compared to the other group within their variablest older farmers,
those with less education, those with a low debt/asset ratio, those who
received little of their income from off-farm sources, and non-Farm
Bureau members.

Forty-six percent of the farmers said it was not government's respon-
sibility to suppert farm prices and incomes while 31 percent said it was.
One out of four farmers was undecided on this question. Washington and
Grant County farmers belisved the govermment had greater responsibility
to support prices than did Texas and Thomas County farmers.

A strong association was found between this attitude toward govern-
ment’s responsibility and the most preferred program and referendum veote
variables. Those who preferred a free market and voted "mo® thought the
govermment had less responsibility to suppert farm prices and incomes.
The same was true for farmers who gave a fair price of wheat of less than
$2. There was some indication that Republicans felt the govermment had

less responsibility to support farmn prices than did the Democerats.
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A majority of farmers felt that allotment systems are unfair and
that wheat programs have been poorly administered in the past. Thomas
County farmers felt the program had been handled mors poorly than did
oither the Texas or Washington County farmers. A strong asscciation was
found between this attitude and the variables of the most preferred pro-
gram and referendum vote. As would be expected, those who preferred a
free market and those who voted ¥no" felt that programs had been handled
poorly in the past. Other groups whe tended to show this feeling, though
less strongly, were farmers with less education, those with a low organiza-
tional index, and Republicans.

Parmers indicated that keeping up on farm programs is as important
as knowing about the newest production practices. A majority alsc said
the job of determining what programs would be best should not be left
up to policy experts. However, three-fourths of the farmers said that
it's too hard to keep up on programs and cne~third agreed that the indi-
vidual farmer can’t do much about the farm problem anyway.

Kansas farmers appeared to be somewhat less concerned than Oklahoma
farmers about program information. There was a strong association between
this attitude and the variables of education and atiendance at policy
meetings. Farmers with more education and those who attended policy meet-
ings were more concerned with program information.

The attitudes of farmers who preferred a free market and voted "no®
in the referendum can be compared to cther farmers as followss more con-
servative, more concerned about government costs, said thalt government
has less responsibility to support farm prices and incomes, had a less

favorable attitude toward program administration, and were lsss concerned
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with program information. Also, these farmers appearsd to deviate more
from sconomists?® perception of the agricultural situation.

Regression analysis showed that the predictability of farmers®
preferences could be increased by using a combination of attitudinal
and socioeconomic variables, rather than either Ltype alone. While the
predictive power of the regression eguations was not high, resulis com-
pared favorably with similar studies in other subject areas. The fact
that the predictive power was not high indicates the complicated natur
of farmers® preferences, and the possibility of a large "capriciocus™ or
random element for individual farmers that cannot be predicted accurately.

Variables which consistently showed a substantial amount of associa-
tion with program preferences were attitude toward govermment respon-
sibility to support farm prices, liberal~conservative orientation, con-
cern aboul govermment costs, perception of agricultural situation, size
of wheat allotment, size of total farm, five~year fres markel price of
wheat, and political party.

Variables which showed little association with preferences were con-
cern about consumer cost and efficlency in farming, average income, age,

education, and Farm Bureau membership.
Information Sources

Farmers said that letters from and visits to their county ASCS
office were by far their most usseful sources of information for debtails
of farm programs. This indicates that ASCS offices should carefully
review their letters and office visit procedures so that farmers can

o

make the most efficient use of these two methods of obbtaining information.
el
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Farmers said they also made substantial use of ASCS special meetings,
farm magazines, and newspapers.

A similar response was obtained when farmers were asked what sources
of information they used when trying to decide how Lto wole in referendums.
The ‘county ASCS office was rated as the most useful source, followed by
farm magazines, newspapers, and neighbors. There appeared to be con-
siderable interaction among neighbors on the subject of farm programs.
Only about one~third of the farmers said they made much use of farm
organizations or the College of Agriculture and county agent,

These relatively low rankings for farm organizations and the College
of Agriculture may be a reflsction of two factors. First, this study's
findings indicate that many farmers may discount information put out by
farm organizations because they feel it is too biased. Second, the low
ranking of the College of Agriculture may be dus tc¢ the relatively small
amount of ressources devoted to educational efforts with farmers on pro-
grams and policies.

An overvhelming majerity of the farmers saild the role of the College
of Agriculture and Extension Service should be te disseminate factual
information dbout farmh programs without expressing opinlons. About 15
percent said the College and Extension Service should take a definite
stand as to which type of programs would be best. Iess than five per-
cent said these educational agencies should not put oul informatiocn on

farm programs,
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£ Findings

PR

A number of implications can be drawn from the results of this

study:

1. There is & pressing need to help farmsrs improve their under-
standing of the sconomic relationships underlying the current
agricultural &ltuation.

2, Farmers® preferences for farm programs are related to attitude
toward government's role in economic affairs, government costs,
and past program administration,

!

3. Farmers belisve the role of the College of Agriculture and
Extension Service is to provide unbilased information on farm

programs and policies. The results of the perces
£ X
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and the informal survey of university students and staff
indicate that educatiocn can improve an individual'®s under-
standing ¢f certain basic economic relationships

L, TFarmers have a considerable amount of interest in farm progrem

topics, iIvidence of this was the cooperaticn they gave in
£illing out questionnairss.

The challenge for the College of Agriculiure and Extension Service
is to capitalize on this intersst with informational programs and methods
that will help farmers to increase their understanding of economiec rela-
tionships and alternatives. This could give farmsrs a better basis for
making decisions on farm policies and programs.

Other research has shown that to be most effective, such an educa=~
tional pregram should be a continuing one rather than a short-time effort

o

developed after a specific issue has arisen. Results of this study
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indicate that the educational program should include a discussion of

zoals and values as well as dollar and cent relationships.
Suggestions for Further Research

It would appear that ons of the most uselful concepts developsd in
this study was that of farmers' perception of the current agriculltural
situation. It has been stated several times That farmers need a good
understanding of the farm situaticon if there is to be acceptance of farm
programs that will bring about desirable adjustments, The scale used in
this study to measure percepticn could be expanded and refined considsrably
to give a better indication of farmers® total perception of the agricultral
situation. Such a measure would be useful to farm leaders for outlining
an educational program, Also, such a measure would be useful for deter-
mining changes in the level of understanding after farmers have been
through an educational program. This would provide a measure of the
effectiveness of the program. Plans for new educational programs should
include procedures for rigorcus evaluation of teaching methods used.

A similar appreoach that might be fruitful would be teo select a few
items from the perception and attitudinal scales used in this study, and
administer them to the participants at the beginning of an educational
program. This would get each individual involved immedistely in malking
declsions and should stimulate greater participation, at least msntally,
in later discussions.

It might be useful for educational leadsrs to know how various other
groups and individuals who work with farmers and farm programs perceive

the current agricultural situation. Among these would be ASCS officials,
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farm organization leaders, newspapsr and magazine editors, and local farm-
related businessmen. EBEducational leaders might want to plan special types
of programs for certain of these groups and individuals,

Another possibility which could be investigated is the development
of special educational materials for 4-H and high school vocational agri-
cultural groups. Participation in these activities will be the last
organized educational experience of many young men who will be operating
farms of the future. If these young men can be stimulated by an intro-
duction to some basic concepts of the economics of farm programs, they
will be more likely to develop a befter understanding of economic pro-

blems during thelr adult life.
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* APPENDIX A, TABLE I

FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON CAUSES OF FARM PROBLEM
AND TIMES RATED AS MOST IMPORTANT CAUSE, BY AREAS

A, Increased use of fertilizer, irrigation, hybrid seed, and big
machinery.

- SA* A R D SD DMost Important
Texas 9 3 11 34 13 “10
Grant 17 58 21 41 ' 13 13
Thomas 7 35 14 23 , 1 3
Washington 2l 52 19 L5 19 10
Oklahoms. 26 92 32 75 26 23
Kansas 31 a7 33 68 30 13

Total 57 179 65 143 56 36

B. High eosts of processing and marketing after products leave the farm,

SA A U D 3D Most Important
Texas 29 uly 7 19 2 1
Grant 39 74 13 20 L 17
Thomas 25 36 11 14 L 13
Washington 52 65 15 19 8 22
Oklahoma 68 118 20 39 6 28
Kansas 77 101 26 33 12 35
Total 5. 219 46 72 18 63
C. Past govermment farm programs.
SA A U D SD - Most Important
Texas 19 25 20 31 6 17
Grant 36 45 22 35 12 26
Thomas 23 27 22 15 3 12
Washington 26 45 4l 32 1z 9
Oklahoma 55 70 42 66 18 43
Kansas 49 72 66 L7 15 . 21
Total . 104 12 108 113 33 . 6h
*SA = Strongly Agree, A = Agree, U = Undecided, D= Disagfée,
SD = . :

Strongly Disagree.
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D. Farmers can get credit too easily,

SA

Texas 4
Grant 8
Thomas 6
Washington 5
Oklahoma 12
Kansgas 11
Total 23

4

11
23
11
32
34
k3
7

g
19
19
18
32
38
50
88

156

19
104
223

SD

18
30
13
28
48
4
89

st Imporbant

EHEHWOKRHWO

E, Farmers try to inecrease their income by inereasing production,

54

Texas 17
Grant 29
Thomas 10
Washington 31
Oklahoma L6
Kansas 41
Total 87

A
50
73
38
75

123
113
236

¥

5
10

12
10
15
22
37

2

22
28
22
31
50
53
103

)

7
10

8
12
17
20
37

Most Important

L
13
2

3
17
5
22

Fo High wages in industry cause high prices for what the farmer buys.

SA

Texas 43
Grant 73
Thomas 38
Washington 7h
Oklahoma 116
Kansas 112
Total 228

Go Farmers lack bargaining

SA

Texas 39
Grant 55
Thomas 36
Washington 63
Cklahoma ol
Kansas 99
Total 193

A U D SD Most Important
49 1 7 1 25
57 5 11 4 35
34 6 8 4 9
60 8 14 3 28
106 6 18 5 60
L 14 22 7 37
200 20 40 12 97
power.
A iy D SD  Most Important
39 14 7 2 15
68 12 12 3 15
33 12 6 3 8
62 25 8 1 25
107 26 19 5 .30
95 37 14 L 33
202 63 33 9 63
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He Poor management is the main reason why farmers have income problems.

Texas
Grant
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas
Total

sA

Ot ON O\

21

A

16
19
12
20
35
32
67

g

14
20
11
17
34
28
62

D

Iy
65
35
73
109
108
217

sD

24
40
26
34
64
60
124

Most Important

CNEDOWH
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APPENDIX A, TABLE II

FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON WHAT A WHEAT PROGRAM
SHOULD ACCOMPLISH AND TIMES RATED MOST IMPORTANT, BY AREAS

Agv Keep down farméfs' cost to grow wheat.

SA A U D SD - Most Important

Texas 15 59 12 15 0 0
Grant 35 63 21 25 6 5
Thomas 18 37 17 15 3 L
Washington 21 58 bz 34 3 3
Oklahoma 50 122 33 ) 6 5
Kansas 39 95 59 49 6 7

Total 89 217 92 89 12 12

B, Keep wheat prices on a par with other prices in the economy.

SA A Jif D SD Most Important
Texas 56 39 6 0 0 Loy
Grant 92 48 5 1 L 75
Thomas 48 31 4 6 1 - 28
Washington 74 66 13 2 3 63
Oklahoma 148 87 11 1 4 117
Kansas 122 97 17 8 4 91
Total 270 184 28 9 8 208
C. Keep bread prices louw, _
SA A i} D SD  Most Important
Texas 1 26 27 39 8 3
Grant 9 29 Lo 62 10 0
Thomas 5 22 26 31 ) 0
Washington 13 39 49 50 7 &)
Oklahoma 10 55 67 101 18. 3
Kansas 18 61 75 81 13 0
Total 28 116 142 182 31 3
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D. _Increase farmers'® income from wheat,

159

SA A g D 5D Most Important
Texas 25 60 12 4 0 9
Grant Ll 78 16 7 5 11
Thomas 29 45 6 9 1 L
Washington 38 88 21 9 2 11
Oklahoma 69 138 28 11 5 20
Kansas 67 133 27 18 3 15
Total 136 271 55 29 8 35

pish.

S4 A U D SD  Most TImportant
Texas 30 25 16 21 9 8
Grant 38 40 17 Ll 11 16
Thomas 33 29 15 11 2 10
Washington 36 L1 20 L6 15 10
Oklahoma 68 65 33 65 20 24
Kansas 69 70 35 57 17 20
Total 137 135 68 122 37 Ly

F.  Keep down government sxpense.

S4 A g D SD Most Important
Texas 38 L3 15 4 1 2
Grant 50 70 14 14 2 6
Thomas 37 43 4 5 1 3
Washington Ls 75 24 10 4 6
klahoma 88 113 29 . 18 3 8
Kansas 82 118 28 15 5 9
Total 170 231 57 33 8 17

G, Keep povermment regulation to s minimum,

S4 A U D 5D

Texas 45 b5 6 4 1
Grant 683 70 2 9 1
Thomas 46 39 2 2 0
Washington 56 74 21 4 3
Oklahoma 113 115 8 13 2
Kansas 102 113 23 6 3
Total 215 228 31 19 5

Most Tmportant

16
20
10

&
36
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APPENDIX A, TABLE IIT

FREQUENCIES OF APPROVAL-DISAFPROVAL ON PRINCIPAL MEANS OF
RAISING FARM INCOME AND TIMES RATED BEST, BY AREAS

A. _Reduce farmers?® cost to grow wheat,

sA A U D sD Best

Texas 25 56 8 10 2 8
Grant 34 75 15 14 2 18
Thomas 14 49 17 9 1 8
Washington 23 69 36 25 L 9
Oklahoma 59 141 23 24 L 26
Kansas 37 118 53 34 5 17

Total 96 259 76 58 9 42

B _Reduce the marketing and processing margins of middlemen.

SA A g D SD Best
Texas 21 42 27 10 1 11
Grant 38 81 14 14 3 13
Thomas 23 L2 12 11 2 - 19
Washington L6 79 21 8 3 33
Oklahoma 59 123 41 24 L 34
Kansas 69 121 33 19 5 52
Total 128 244 74 43 9 86
Co . Increase the price of bread.
SA A g R SD Best
Texas 1 6 21 62 il 0
Grant 2 7 25 81 35 0
Thomas 1 7 18 48 16 0
Washington 1 15 29 76 36 0
Oklahoma 3 13 L6 143 46 0
Kansas 2 22 47 124 52 0
Total 5 35 93 267 98 0
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D. Continue present govermment programs but ralse the level of
suppert prices and government pavments.

sS4 A U D I=)] Best

Texas 12 33 17 26 13 19
Grant 22 41 32 34 21 26
Thomas 8 18 23 30 11 6
Washington 19 4k 41 3 19 20
Qklahoma 34 7L 49 60 34 L5
Kansas 27 62 bl 3 30 26
Total 61 136 113 124 64 71

B, Use government contrel of supply of fayrm products zmoing to market.

84 A U D sD Best

Texas L 13 23 34 27 2
Grant 3 16 24 61 ) 2
Thomas 3 15 17 33 22 1
Washington 3 15 35 61 43 2
Oklahoma 7 29 L7 95 73 4
Kansas 6 30 52 oL 65 3
Total 13 59 99 189 138 7

F. Make it easier for farmers to move off the farm so that there is
more "™ineome” for those remainine,

SA & U D P Best

Texas 2 5 11 45 38 0
Grant 2 6 8 59 75 0
Thomas 2 3 10 33 L2 0
Washington 3 7 2l 59 64 0
Oklahoma. L 11 19 104 113 0
Kansas 5 10 34 92 106 0

Total 9 21 53 196 219 0




162
APPENDIX A, TABLE III (Continued})

G.  Increase exports with govermment subsidies or donations if necessary,

SA A g D SD Best
Texas 7 29 25 25 15 6
Grant 12 50 35 30 23 7
Thomas 9 24 27 20 10 6
Washington 13 s Uy 38 17 6
Oklahoma 19 79 60 55 38 13
Kansas 22 69 71 58 27 - 12

Total L1 148 131 113 65 25

H, Find more uses for farm products,

SA A U D SD Best

Texas Ll 54 2 0 1 Ly
Grant 70 72 4 o L 61
Thomas 39 49 1 1 0 29
Washington 78 67 10 1 1 54
Oklahoma 114 1267 6 0 5 105
Kansas 117 116 11 2 1 83
Total 231 242 17 2 6 188
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APPENDIX B, TABLE I

FREQUENCIES OF AFPROVAL-DISAPFROVAL ON ITEMS
USED IN PERCEPTION SCALE, BY AREAS

A. There is apt to be a shortage of food because so many people are
noving off the farm,

SA A U D SD

Texas 4 14 8 62 13
Grant 1 18 8 92 31
Thomas 5 11 . 10 46 18
Washington 10 30 14 88 16
Qklahoma 5 32 16 154 Ll
Kansas 15 41 24 134 34
Total 20 73 40 288 g

B. A depression in agriculture will usually lead the whole country
into_a depression.

SA 4 i D s

Texas 38 52 7 3 1
Grant 66 69 3 11 1
Thomas 31 41 7 7 4
Washington 57 87 9 2 3
Oklahoma 104 121 10 14 2
Kansas 88 128 16 9 7
Total 192 243 26 23 9

C. A growing population will eliminate the farm surplus problem
within about five years,

sa 4 U D
Texas 3 13 32 48 5
Grant 3 21 38 80 8
Thomas 10 22 24 30 4
Washington 6 31 53 61 7
Oklahoma 6 34 70 128 13
Kansas 16 53 77 91 11

Total 22 87 147 219 24
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D. If we went to a free market for farm products, farm income would
return to recent levels after a short period of adijustment.

SA 4 g D SD

Texas 5 36 26 29 5
Grant 8 Ly 33 43 19
Thomas 12 26 23 24 5
Washington 9 39 55 Ly 11
Oklahoma 13 83 59 72 24
Kansas 21 65 78 68 16
Total 3 148 137 140 40

E. Finding new uses for farm products doesn®t offer much hope for
solving the faym problem. .

24 & U D SD

Texas 0 19 6 63 13
Grant 3 40 16 75 16
Thomas 9 20 9 36 16
Washington 6 37 17 84 14
Oklahoma 3 59 22 138 29
Karisas' 15 " 57 26 120 30
Total 18 116 43 258 59

F. The government should support farm prices but it shouldn't try
to tell a favrmer what and how much to produce.

SA 4 U D N
Texas 5 23 15 48 7
Grant 6 32 18 75 19
Thomas 8 22 14 35 11
Washington 15 36 30 68 9
Oklahoma 11 55 36 123 26
Kansas 23 58 iy 103 20

Total 34 113 80 226 46




166
APPENDIX B, TABLE I (Continued)

Go  The family farm is rapidly going outf of existence,

sh i g D sD

Toxas 20 55 6 18 2
Grant 38 38 5 13 6
Thomas 21 ) 7 14 2
Washington L1 68 13 29 7
Oklahoma 58 143 11 3L 8
Kansas 62 114 20 43 9
Total 120 257 31 74 17

E. There's no reason for the United States teo have so muchv

surplus food while thers are hunegry people in the world.

S4 A U D SD

Texas 22 50 13 16 ¢
Grant 30 76 19 23 2
Thomas 13 52 10 9 1
Washington 35 64 35 22 2
Oklahoma 52 126 32 39 2
Kansas 53 116 45 31 3
Total 105 242 77 70 5

I. The wheat price would be higher than it is now if farmers
didn't use pew varieties and fertilizers,

e 84 A U D SD
Texas L 24 11 50 12
Grant 9 L6 20 51 24
Thomas 2 17 16 43 12
Washington 7 62 30 49 10
Oklahoma 13 70 31 101 36
Kansas 9 79 b6 92 22

Total 22 149 77 193 58
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J.  Farmers could easily organirze to control producticr and raise prices,

sA A i D SD

Texas 3 15 20 48 15
Grant 9 23 16 71 31
Thomas L 9 15 48 14
Washington 6 21 24 80 27
Oklahoma, 1z - 38 36 119 46
Kansas 10 30 39 128 L1
Total 22 68 75 247 87

K. When developing a wheat export policy, the United States

mist consider

its effects on other wheat exporting countries,

SA A U D

A g o} S0
Texas _ 3 61 13 17 7
Grant 9 77 30 25 9
Thomas 6 49 10 21 L
Washington 7 80 40 25 5
Oklahoma 2 138 43 L2 16
Kansas 13 129 50 LS 10

Total 25 267 93 88 26
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APPENDIX B, TABLE IT

FREQUENCIES OF APPROVAL~-DISAPPROVAL ON ITEMS USED IN
LIBERAL~CONSERVATIVE SCALE, BY AREAS

i e e e
o e s MEE— =

Ao The Federal govermment should not get involved in such projects as
electric power and housing.

s4 A g D o)

Texas 10 27 19 38 7
Grant 15 30 23 66 16
Thomas 10 24 19 30 7
Washington 15 32 40 56 14
Oklahoma 25 57 4z 104 23
Kansas 25 56 59 86 21
Total 50 113 101 190 Lly

B, Instead of reducing taxes recently, Congress should have tried to
reduce the mnational debt.

15

SA A U D

Texas 26 37 16 19 3

Grant 31 50 32 33 b

Thomas 20 30 22 17 1

Washington 28 61 39 26 3

 Oklahoma 57 87 43 52 7
Kansas 48 91 61 43 4

Total 105 178 109 95 11

Co The Federal govermment ought to see to it that anyone who wants:te

work can find a dob,

S4 A U D SD
Texas L 37 16 35 9
Grant 12 54 25 L9 10
Thomas ' b 36 17 26 7
Washington 17 52 32 51 5
Oklahoma 16 o1 41 84 19
Kansas 21 88 49 77 1z

Total 37 179 90 163, 31
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APPENDIX B, TABLE II (Continued)

Do Most big buginesses make entirely too much profit.

S4 A U i} sSD

Texas 20 34 23 21 3
Grant 32 53 38 24 3
Thomas 13 50 14 10 3
Washington 41 60 36 19 1
Oklahoma 52 87 61 45 )
Kansas 54 110 50 29 4
Total 106 197 111 7h 10

B, Govermment relief programs have gotten to be tog larpge,

Sh A u D SD

Texas 26 39 24 11 1
Grant 38 57 34 20 1
Thomas 24 38 21 7 0
Washington 30 71 37 17 2
Oklahoma 64 96 58 31 2
Kansas 54 109 58 24 2
Total 118 205 116 55 L

F, It°s time for Congress to pass a bill that will provide medical
care for the aged.

s4 A g D sD

Texas L 29 23 29 16
Grant ) 57 38 41 29
Thomas 5 27 16 27 15
Washington 11 37 L5 by 20
Oklahoma 9 66 61 70 45
Kansas 16 64 61 71 35

Total 25 136 122 141 80
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Go. The Federsl govermment should he deing more to help small towns and
cities build the schools they used,

Sk A i D SD

Texas 3 34 14 36 14
Grant 14 57 21 43 15
Thomas 7 33 18 21 11
Washington 19 51 38 36 13
Oklehoma 17 91 35 79 29
Kansas 26 84 56 57 24
Total 43 175 91 136 53

He  One job of govermment is 1o see that people are fres to run their
businesses as they please

SA 4 Y D SD

Texas 3 46 10 9 2
Grant 36 76 14 19 5
Thomas 25 42 15 8 0
Washington 43 58 33 22 1
Qklahoma 70 1zz 24 28 7
Kansas 68 100 48 30 1
8

Total 138 222 72 58

I. Present government fazym programs are contrary to the free enterprise

systenm,

=1 4 ¥ D SD

Texas 26 L1 13 19 2
Grant 30 73 21 19 7
Thomas 20 40 17 iz 1
Washington 28 59 58 27 5
Oklzhoma 56 114 34 38 9
Kansas 48 99 55 39 6
Total 104 213 89 77 15
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APPENDIX B, TABLE III

‘FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS RELATED TO
CONCERN ABOUT EFFICLENCY IN FARMING, BY AREA

A. What a farmer has grown in the past is a good way to figure allotments
for the future,

S4 A g 2 SD

Texas 2 40 15 27 17

Grant 4 49 12 60 25

Thomas 6 26 10 32 16

Washington 5 56 18 50 29

Olclahoma 6 89 27 87 42
Kansas 11 82 28 82 bs »
Total 17 171 55 169 87 h

B, One goal of farm programs should be to keep increasing efficiency--
that is, produce more food with less land and labor,

24 4 g D SD

Texas 11 46 18 21 5
Grant 13 79 24 27 7
Thomas 1z 35 19 20 4
Washington . 15 65 37 31 10
Oklahoma 24 125 42 43 12
Kansas 27 100 56 51 14
Total 51 225 98 99 26

Co Farmers that are making a good living shouldn’ be allowed to buy |
or rent any more land, ' .

SA 4 U D SD

Texas 6 8 7 43 37
Grant 8 i7 13 78 34
Thomas 7 14 6 39 24
Washington 10 i9 22 70 37
Oklahoma 14 25 20 121 71
Kansas 17 33 28 109 61

Total 3% 58 43 230 132
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APPENDIX B, TABLE III (Continued)

D. One sensible way to cut farm production would be to put a limit on
the amount of fertilizer that can be used.

Texas 3 7 13 54 24
Grant 6 17 11 7h 42
Thoms.s- 1 13 10 38 28
Washington 8 25 18 68 39
Oklahoma 9 24 24 128 66
Konsas 9 38 28 106 67

Total 18 62 52 234 133

__The govermnment should see that every farmer makes a decent living,

sA A U D sD

Texas 6 12 13 48 22
Grant 12 22 14 77 25
Thomas 11 15 13 31 20
- Washington 17 27 28 65 21
Oklahoma 18 34 27 125 47
Kansas 28 42 41 96 iy
Total L6 76 68 221 88

Fo It's important tec provide an opportunity to farm for all boys who
want to faym,

8A A i D SD

Texas 18 43 16 20 4
Grant 36 69 16 21 8
Thomas 18 Ll 14 10 4

'~ Washington 39 77 17 20 5
Oklahoma 54 112 32 41 12
Kansas 57 121 31 30 9
Total 111 233 63 71 21
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G. Farmers should voie down any wheat program that would raise the cost
ef preducing s bushel of wheat,

SA A& Y 2 gD

Toxas 20 45 15 14 3
Grant 3 65 26 21 6
Thomas 22 37 16 12 3
Washington 2k 60 40 29 5
Oklahoma 56 110 Ly 35 9
Kansas 4é Q7 56 41 8
Total 10z 207 97 76 17
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APPENDIX B, TABLE IV

FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS RELATED TO
CONCERN ABOUT GOVERNMENT COST OF FARM PROGRAMS, BY AREAS®

programs really don't cost the povernment much.

SA A i D SD

Texas i 17 14 50 16
Grant L 38 25 60 23
Thomas 5 17 17 3y 17
Washington 6 33 20 71 28
Oklahoma 8 55 39 110 39
Kansas 11 50 37 105 L5
Total 19 105 76 215 8L

*Ares frequencies on the other item used in this scale can be found
in Appendix A, Table IL.
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APPENDIX B, TABLE V

FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS RELATED TO
GOVERNMENT *S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUPPCRT FARM PRICES
AND INCOMES, BY AREAS

A. It is the government's responsibility to support farm prices and

incomes,

SA A g D S0
Texas 2 21 27 35 16
Grant 7 48 28 48 19
Thomas 4 13 20 37 16
Washington 11 b6 39 47 15
Oklahoma 9 69 55 83 35
Kansas 15 59 59 8k 31

Total : 24 128 114 167 66
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APPENDIX B, TABLE VI

FREQUENCIES OF AGREEMENT-DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS RELATED TO
ADMINISTRATICN COF PAST GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS, BY AREAS

ccues i o e oy ese crve
e s cac e

A, Tt%s not possible to set up an alloiment system that is fair to all
farmers,

sA A i D s

Texas 12 39 11 27 12
Grant 20 &0 12 40 18
Thomas 19 39 8 17 7
Washington 17 51 21 52 17
Ok lahoma 32 Q9 23 67 30
Kansas 36 30 29 69 24
Total 68 189 52 136 5y

S4 A g D SD

Texas 17 37 18 24 5
Grant 32 5 24 33 5
Thomas 26 29 15 18 2
Washington 24 58 36 33 7
Oklahoma L3 93 42 57 10
Kansas 50 87 51 51 9
Total 92 180 93 108 19
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IMPORTANCE OF PROGRAM INFORMATION, BY AREAS

APPENDIX B, TABLE VII
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A. Farmers find it too hard to keep up on all the government programs

that come oubs

Texas
Grant
Thomas
Washington
Cklahona
Kansas
Total

Be An individual farmer can’t do much about the farm problem so
worry about it

SA

27
7
35
30
70
6

139

A

55
77
h2
77
132
119
251

Loed

1

W WO

17
20

D

17
19

8
33
36
4l
70

SD

A N i S AV ]

=
D ONON

why

Texas
Grant
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas
Total

4

19
37
28
51
56
79
135

g

10

8
11
25
18
36
54

D

7
77
27
50
124
77
201

)

20
19
12
13
39
25
64

Co Keeping up on farm programs is Jjust as important as knowing about

Texas
Grant
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas
Total

Lhe latest feeding and fer

30
Lz
26
Li
72

139

I

tilizing vractices,

A
93
54
99

156

153

309

U

ly
9
5
10
13
15

28

i

}...i
Ut oI AR W B

15
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D. Determining what farm programs whould be best is really the Jjob of
the policy experts,

sA A i D SD

Texas 0 11 17 37 36
Grant 3 22 16 63 )
Thomas L 12 12 32 30
Washington K4 23 26 61. Ly
Oklahoma 3 33 33 100 82
Kansas 8 35 38 93 74
Total 11 68 71 193 156
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APPENDIX C, TABLE I

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR
GROUPS SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH PERCEPTION

SCORES, BY AREAS

180

Education and Perception
Mean Score

0-10 N 1l-up N Difference 2
Grant 33.77 49 33.60 101 o L7 .052
Texas 35,60 33 34.22 67 1.38 1.626
Thomas 34,92 42 34,46 L7 46 .507
Washington 35.55 86 32,19 71 3.36 U4, 720%*
Oklahoma 34,51 82 33.85 168 66 1.049
Kansas 35.35 128 33.10 118 2.25 L, 000 %*
Total 35,02 210 33.54 286 1.48 3,690%*
Organizational Index and Perception
Mean Score
0-8 N 9~up X Difference Z
Grant 33.86 90 33,35 60 .51 .891
Texas 35.00 66 33.97 35 1.03 1.369
Thomas 34,69 52 34,76 38 -.07 . 0S4
Washington 34,80 109 32,36 49 2,44 2.908%*
Oklahoma 34,34 156 33.57 95 77 1.500
Kansas 34,77 161 33,41 87 1.36 2.031*
Total 34,56 317 33,50 182 1.06 2.495%
Most Preferred Program and Perception
' Mean Score
Free Market N QOther iy Difference YA
Grant 35.34 35 33.01 11 2.33 2,932%*
Texas 35.68 19 34,30 30 1.38 1.654
Thomas 35.29 24 34,14 57 1.15 1.368
Washington 36,00 23 33.57 116 2:.43 2,499%
Oklahoma 35.46 54 33,55 191 1.91 3.086%*
Kansas 35.63 Ly 33.75 174 1.88  2.689%x
Total 35.54 101 33.65 365 1.89 3.878%*
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APPENDIX C, TABLE I {Continusd)

Least Prefe;red Program and Perception
Mean Score

Free Market N Mendatory N Difference Z
Grant 32,50 38 33.91 2L -1. 41 1.306
Texas 33.8 27 35,60 23 -1.79  1.735
Thomas 33,45 11 35,65 L1 ~2,20 1.640
Washington 32,40 42 34,97 45 w2.57  2:555%
Oklahoma 33.04 65 34,82 52 ~1.78  2.363%:
Kansas 32.62 53 35,30 86 =2,68  3,271%*
Total 32.85 118 35.12 138 «2:27 L, 095%%
Wheat Refsrendum Vole and Perception
Mean Score
Yes N No N Difference YA
Grant 32,49 61 34.73 79 =2,20  3,078%*
Texas R2.55 36 35.52 L3 -2.97  3.196%x
Thomasg 33,22 31 35,43 53 -2.21  2,534%
Washington 32,24 54 35.30 69 ~3.06  3,52U%*
Oklahoma 32,51 97 35,03 127 “2.52 L, 307%*
Kansas 32,60 85 35.36 122 =2.76  4,300%x*
Total 32.55 182 35. 19 249 =2.,604  B.123%*
Fair Price for Wheat and Perception
Msan Score
0=1,99 N 2:00-up N Differsnce Z
Grant 34,21 33 33.50 117 71 - 97H
Texas 35,61 13 34,33 &7 1.28 1.095
Thomas 35.73 19 34,45 70 1.28 .B823
Washington 34,84 58 33,60 96 1.24 1.531
Oklahome 34,60 46 33.85 204 075 1.342
Kansas 35.06 77 33.96 166 1,10 1.525
Total 3k, 89 123 33,90 370 - 99 2.119%
Five~Year Free Market Price for Wheat and Perception
Mean Score
1.00-1.50 N Gther N Difference Z
Grant 33,07 68 34,01 70 -,94 1,187
Texas 34,01 54 35,67 34 ~1.66 1,617
Thomas 34.20 30 35,10 47 -,90 o B4k
Washington 33.53 67 34,57 66 ~=1.04 1. 444
Oklahoma 33.49 122 34,55 104 =1,06  1.691
Kansas 33.74 97 34,79 113 =1.05 1.770

Total 33.60 219 .68 217 <1.08  2.L83*
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Farm Size and Perception

Mean Score

Small iy large X Difference Z
Grant 35.26 23 - 33,63 73 1.63 1.562
Texas 36,09 21 34,10 o 1.9% 2.210%
Thomas 33, 88 17 35,02 ) -1, 14 «979
Washington 34,11 51 32,74 50 1.37 1.677
Oklahoma 35,65 Ly 33,81 122 1.84 2., 564%
Kansas 34,05 68 33,75 90 .30 363
Total 34,68 112 33,79 212 .89 1.816
Attendance at Policy Meetings and Perception

Mean Score
Did ' Did Net

Attend ) Attend N Differencs Z
Grant 33.53 130 35.31 16 -1,78  L.731
Texas 34,11 70 35,53 28 -1.42  1.891
Thomas 34,78 71 34.56 16 022 .00
Washington 33.34 105 3553 L7 =2,19  2,613%*
Oklahoma 33.73 200 35,45 Ll =1.72  2,792%%
Kansas 33,92 176 35,28 63 =1,36 2,019%
Total 33,82 376 35.35 107 «1.53 3. H07%*
Attendance at Bducational Meetines and Perception

Mean Scors
Did Did Net .

Attend N Attend N Difference YA
Grant 34,33 69 32.92 79 1.41 2, 143%
Texas 3k, 27 48 34.90 51 -063 481
Thomas 35,74 31 34627 58 1.47 1.248
Washington 32.72 62 34.83 95 -2,11 3. QL1 *%
Oklahoma 34,30 117 33,70 130 .60 1.452
Kansas 33.73 93 34,62 153 o 89 1.754
Total 34,05 210 3,19 283 14 o 254




APPENDIX C, TABLE II

183

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED 2 VALUES OF DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING
AN ASSOCIATION WITH LIBERAL~CONSERVATIVE ORIENTATION, BY AREAS

s s
P s

s
o

14

Ago and Liberal-Conservative Orientation

Mean Score

Q=lily N 48=up N Difference Z
Grant, 23,69 49 25,62 101 -1.93 2o 237 *
Texas 23,57 Lo 20, 0l 61 - 7 .808
Thomas 23.02 37 25.32 53 «2,30 2.118%*
Washington 25,49 69 26,11, B7 =, 62 <542
Oklahoma 23.64 89 25,03 162 =1,39  2.266%
Kansas 24,63 106 25,81 140 -1,18  1.669
Total 24,17 195 2539 302 «1.22  2,690%*
BEducation and Iiberal-Conservative Orientation

Mean Score

0-10 N Ll-up N Difference Z
Grant 26.77 49 2412 101 2.65 2.785%%
Texas 25.17 33 23,11 &7 2,06 2.250%
Thoma s 25.26 uz 23,61 L7 1.65 1.843
Washington 25.68 85 25,97 71 =029 207
Oklahoma 26,17 82 23.72 168 2045 3o 7%k
Kansas 25,50 127 25,03 118 .51 1.387
Total 25,78 209 24,26 286 1.52 3.638%%
Political Party and Iiberal-Conservative Orientation

Mean Seore

Dem, g Reps N Difference Z
Grant 25.83 &6 23,64 59 2,19 2,301%
Texas 24,65 55 22.27 37 2,38 2,392%
Thomas 26.33 39 22,76 34 3.57 3, 152%*
Washington 28,77 35 2k, 109 3.83 L, 153%%
Oklahoma, 25,37 141 23,11 96 2.26 3,289 %%
Kansas 27 .48 7 2l Ly 139 3.01L Ly, 733%%
Total 26,10 215 23,91 235 2019 4,793 %%
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APPENDIX C, TABLE II (Centinued)

Most Preferred Program and Libsral-Conservative Orientation
Mean Score

Free

Marleet N Other N Difference Z
Grant 20,77 35 26.31 111 =5.50  5.252%%
Toxas 21,94 19 2,36 &C =202 1,824
Thomas 21.62 24 25.15 57 =3,53 2. 761 %%
Washington 2343 23 26.31 116 2,08  1.972%
Oklahoma 21.18 5l 25.49 191 =431 5,501%%
Kansas 22,51 47 25.93 173 =3.42  3,803%*
Total 21,80 10L 25,70 364 «3,90 7. 081%%

Least Preferred Program and Iiberal-Conservative Orientation

Mean Score
Free Manda- .
Market 5 dory. N Difference  Z
Grant 28,78 38 23.79 24 4,99 4, 3U9%*
Texas 26.96 27 22,39 28 459 3.338%*
Thomas 27,18 i1 23,17 3l Nl 2, 405%
Washington 29,00 bz 23.11 45 5.89 6.057%*
Oklahoma 28,03 65 23,03 52 5,00 5.660%%
Kansas 28,62 53 23.13 86 5.49 6.,623%%
Total 28,29 118 23,10 138 5.19 80803 %%
Referendum Vote and Iibsral-Conservative Orientation
Mean Score
les, i1 Ne, i Difference 2
Grant 2791 61 22.54 79 5637 6. 216%*
Texas 26,13 36 22,16 LB 3,97 3, 688%%
Thomas 26,83 31 23.05 53 3,78 3, 236%*
Washington 28.68 Sl 23, W 69 5,24 6, Lblk%
Oklehoma 27.25 &7 22,40 127 4.85 723K,
Kansas 28,01 85 230,27 122 Lo 7l 7. 192%*

Total 27.60 182 22,83 249 Lo77  10.149%*
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eral-Conservative Orientation
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Fair Price for Wheat and Iib

Mean Score

0-1.92
Grant 2,02
Texas 22.53
Thomas 23.57
Washington 24,67
Oklahoma 22,45
Kansas 20,40
Total 23.67

Ratio of Off-Farm

i

33
13
19
58
46
(&
123

2.00-up J

25.71
2‘};1’:7 OLI“
24,68
26.54
25,00
25.75
25.34

Mean Score

117
87
70
95

204

165

369

0-25
Percent

Grant 24,13
Texas 23.93
Thomas 25.42
Washington 26,08
Oklahoma 24,05
Kansas 25.82
Total 25,01

)

76
b5
Sh
87
121
141
262

26-up

Percent

25 @ 8‘7
23,80
22,16
25,20
24,98
24,16
24,74

Difference

=3029
~1:51
-1.11
=1.87
~2.55
=135
~1.67

Dif ference

1,74
13
3 o 26
.88
=, 93
1.66
« 27

A

3Ll
683
1.385
2,672%%
3.136%
2.666%+
3.656%%

Z

20 220%
.065
2.233%
.298
1,688
1.494
LOlb
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APPENDIX C, TABLE III

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING
AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD EFFICIENCY IN FARM PRODUCTION,
BY AREAS

Age and Concern abouf Efficiency in Farming
Mean Szore

0=k N HE=up N Difference Z
Grant 1740 49 18,48 101 =108 1.333
Texas 17.05 40 18,18 61, =1,13 1.790
Thomas 18.05 37 18.83 53 =78 1.343
Washington 18.20 70 20.06 &7 -1,86 3, 0LA%*
Oklahoma 17.24 89 18,37 162 1,13 2.172%
Kansas 18.14 107 19.60 140 1,46 3.095%%
Total 17.73 196 18,94 302 =1,21 3 452%%

Education and Concern aboul Efficiency in Farming
Msan Score

AR a0

0=10 N 1l-up N Difference Z
Grant 19,61 49 1741 101 2.20 2,952%%
Texas 18,60 33 17.29 67 1.31 1.878
Thomas 19,02 42 18,10 L7 092 1.218
Washington 19.82 86 18,46 71 1.36 2.348%
Oklahoma 19.20 82 17.36 168 1.84 3l
Kansas 19.56 128 18,32 118 1.24 2,631 %%
Total 19,42 210 17.76 286 1.66 4,721 %

=

Qreganizational Index and Conceyn about Efficiency in Farming
Mean Score

0=8 N Pae] i} Difference 2
Grant 18,86 30 17,03 60 1.83 20.0818%*
Texas 18.22 66 16,80 35 1.42 1.969%
Thomas 18.65 b2 18.31 38 034 . LE1
Washington 19.31 109 19.00 49 031 .893
Oklahoma 18.59 156 16.9% 95 1.65 3,387 %*
Kansas 16,09 161 18.7C 87 »39 <943

Iotal 18.85 317 17.78 182 1.07 30340 %%
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APPENDIX C, TABLE IIT {Continued)

Political Party and Concern about Efficiency in Farming
Mean Score

Deme, N Bepe i Difference  Z
Grant 18,16 86 17.94 59 022 408
Texas 18,09 55 16,83 37 1.26 1.784
Thomas 19,64 39 17.83 30 1.81 1.666
Washington 20.74 35 18.83 110 1.91 2, BOUE*
Oklahoma 18.13 13 17.52 26 >61 1.42
Kansas 20.16 74 18.62 140 1.54 2. 8873%*
Total 18.83 215 18,17 236 .66 1.945

Least Preferred Programs and Concern about Bfficiesney iy Farmine
Mean Score

Free Manda~-

Market N tory N Differance Z
Grant 19,39 38 17.16 24 2.23 2.515%
Texas 17.85 27 7o 28 28 o 57 .925
Thomas 19.63 11 18,31 43 1.32 1.28
Washington 1G.5 42 18.40 b5 1.19 1.658
Oklahoma 18.75 65 17.23 52 1.52 2o 790%%
Kansas 19,60 53 18,36 86 1.24 2.201%

Total 19.13 118 17.93 138 1.20 3.209%%

Referendum Vote and Concern aboul Efficiency in Farming
Mean Score

Yes N No N Difference Z
Grant 18.75 61 17.35 79 1.40 2.125%
Texas 18.08 142 17.29 48 =79 1.372
Thomas 19.83 31 17.75 53 2,08 2.150%
Washington 19,74 Bl 18.60 69 1.14 1.922
Oklahoma 18,50 97 17.33 127 1.37 2,357%*
Kansas 19.77 85 18.23 iz2 1.54 2,920%%
Total 19.09 182 17,77 249 1.32 3 THQ**

Fair Price for Wheat and Concern about Efficiency in Farming
Mean Score

D=1, N 2:80-u7p X Difference 2z
Grant 16.48 33 18.59 117 =2.11  2,7hlwx
Texas 18.30 13 17,87 87 .63 .139
Thomas 17.36 19 18,88 70 «1,52 2,072%
Washington 19.31 58 19.15 96 .16 .180
Oklahome 17,00 L6 18,2 20k «1.20  2,137*
Kansas 18.83 77 19.04 166 =21 Rl

fotal 18,14 123 18,58 370 bl 1486
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Debt to Asset Ratic and Concern about Efficiency in Ferming
Mean Scors

0~25 26-up

Percent X Pargent iy Differences 2
Grant 18.30 115 17.55 34 075 o782
Texas 17.97 80 17.00 20 o G7 1.291
Thomas 19.03 63 16,83 18 2,20 2,318%
Washington 19,52 99 18,60 8 .92 1,340
Oklahoma 18,16 195 1735 54 <81 1.487
Kansas 19.33 162 18.03 56 1.30 2,351%
Total 18.69 357 17.70 110 299 2, 495%
Total Tncome and Concern about Efficiency in Farming

Msan Score
Grant 15.21 73 7610 77 2.1l 3671
Texas 18,13 36 17,50 65 .63 727
Thomas 21,04 24 17.35 48 3.69 3. 605%%*
Washington 19.35 60 19.00 62 235 - 589
Oklahoma 18,86 109 17.28 142 1.58 3.570%*
Kansas 19.83 8l 18,28 110 L.55 2. 711%*
Total 19.28 193 17.72 252 1.56 Lo 386%*
Ratio of Off-Farm to Total Income and Concery aboub Efficiency in Farmine
Mean Score
0-25 26=up

Percent, N Percent s Difference Z
Grant 17.86 76 18.5%0 1 o 5l 436
Texas 16,97 Ly 18.33 56 =136 1,758
Thomas 19.37 50 16.22 18 3,15  2,886%%
Washington 19,44 &y 18,486 35 .96 1,319
Oklshoma 17.53 121 18.37 130 =, 80 1,454
Kansas 19.41 RN 17,73 53 1.70  2.7h6%*%
Total 18,54 262 18,18 183 o36 L1744

Farm Size and Concern about Efficiency in Farming
Mean Scop:

Small N ) Difference Z
Grant ‘ 19.13 23 17.04 73 2,09 1.933
Texas 19.04 21 16.73 49 2,31 2.266%
Thomas 20.23 17 1757 40 2.66 1.569
Washington / 19.49 51 18,88 50 .91 1.084
Oklahoma 19,09 hly 16,91 12z 2,18 2.988%#
Kansas 19.67 68 1813 G0 1.54 1.961%

Total 19 44 11z L7 A3 21z 2.01 3:.526%*
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Mtendance at BEducational Mesetines awd Concern about Efficiency in Favming

Moan Scors
Did Did N(’ L

Attend i N Difference %
Grant 17.86 60 18.3% 79 =0 51 <583
Texas 16.85 o] 18,45 5L w160 2,016%
Thomas 18,09 31 18,68 58 -5 59 <316
Washinghon 18.75 Gg 19.54 5 -, %9  1.381
Oklahoma 17. 4 u 1317 18,41 130 =95  1.757
Kansas 18.53 93 19.2%2 153 -, 69 1.232

Total 17.93 210 18.85 . 283 =92 2.419%

Het Worth and Concern aboulf BEfficiency in Farming
Mean Score

Low N High N Difference A

Grant 18 25 A8 18,03 81 W22 191
Texas 18.26 75 16.32 25 1.94 2,085%
Themas 19,19 51 17,43 30 1.76 1.784
Washington 19,47 'LO’/ 18. 4 29 1,03 1,409
Oklahoma 18.25 143 17.67 106 62 .918
Kansas 19.38 158 17.93 59 lo“) 2, 368%
Total 18,85 304 1773 165 L. 12 2, GHGH%
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APFENDIX C, TABLE IV

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR
GROUPS SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD
GOVERNMENT COSTS5, BY AREAS

o
oo

Education and Concern about Govermment Coshs
Mean Sgore

R U

0-10 N Li-up Yy Difference Z
Grant , 4e53 49 L, 61, 101 =, 08 0235
Texas L, 2l 33 L35 67 - 2419
Thomas L, 26 g 4,36 Ly «, 10 210
Washington 4,17 86 5,00 71 -, 53 3, Ol kk
Oklahoma Lo 41 82 h.51 168 =5 10 51
Kansas L.20 128 L 74 118 o 5l 2.235%
Total 4.28 210 1, 60 286 e 32 2,011*

0=8 y 9-up N Difference PA
Grant b,77 90 5,30 60 A7 2,024
Texas 443 66 4,08 35 .35 1,308
Thomas 4,01 52 L,73 38 =,72 1.938
Washington bolyn 109 b, 83 ) o 2 1.202
Oklahoma 4,63 156 4,22 95 SNL 2.365%
Kansas L. 28 161 8,79 87 =551 2,058%
Total ) 317 U, 49 182 = Ol - 204
Political Party and Concern aboubt Goverament Costs

Year Bcore

Demg, X Repe N Difference %4
Grant 4,93 86 i, 11 59 82 3, Q37 e
Texas Lol 55 3.97 37 o 50 1.492
Thomas L, 82 39 3,63 30 1.19 3,003 %*
Washington 5.40 35 &, 27 110 1,13 3.116%*
Oklahoma 4,75 141 L OF 96 .69 3,331 %%
Kansas 5,09 7l b1 140 .96 3.739%%

Total L. 86 215 5,10 236 .76 b, 909k
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Most Preferred Program and Concern about Govermment

Grant,
Texas
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas
Total

Grant
Texas
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas
Total

Grant
Texas
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas

191

Costs
Mean Score
Eree Market N Qther. X Difference  Z
3.71 35 4,8l 111 «1.13  3,340%*
3.68 19 4o50 8 -.82 1,956
3.33 24 4o 54 57 <1.21 2.976%*
3.73 23 L, 66 117 «.93 2,039%
3.70 54 4,70 191 1,00 4, QUL*%
3.53 L7 4,62 174 «1,09  3,833%*
3.62 101 b, 66 365 =104  5,932%%
Least Preferred Program and Concern aboul Government Costs
Mean Score
Free Mayket N Mandatory Iy Difference Z
5.50 38 4,29 24 1.21 2, 624 %k
4,59 27 o225 28 o34 <923
5.00 11 4,17 41 .83 1.814
5.07 42 h,02 45 1,05 2, 9U5%%
5.12 65 b.26 52 .86 2. 705%*
5.05 53 4,09 86 .96 3.526%*
5.09 118 L.15 138 - Ol . 623%*
Referendum Vote and Concern about Govermment Costs
Mean Score
des il o ] Difference 2
5.27 61 L.06 79 1.21 4,001 %*
5,16 36 3.75 48 1.41 Lo 369%%
5.16 31 3.86 53 1.30 3,27 8%
5,18 54 b1l 69 1.04  3.2u46%*
5.23 7 3,94 127 1.29 5,839%:*
5.17 85 L. 02 122 1.15 b, 660%*
5.20 18z 3,98 2h9 1.22 7 O3 Hk

Total




APPENDIX C, TABLE IV (Continued)

Fair Price for Wheat and Concern abont Govermment Costs
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Msan Score

01,09 8 2000 & Difference %
Grant 3,78 33 .81 117 21,03 3.201%*
Texas 4.53 13 L3l 87 22 « 550
Thomas 4,05 19 4,37 70 332 1k
Washington 3.96 58 L, 87 96 «,91  3,053%%
Oklahoma 4,00 L6 4,59 204 s 59 2,319%
Kansas 3.98 77 L, 66 166 -, 68 2,610%*
Total 3,99 123 h.62 370 w63 3. 577 %%
Parm Size and Concern aboult Government Costs
Mean Score

Small N Large N Difforence Z
Grant L, 34 23 4,75 73 M1 1,120
Texas L Ly 21 4,28 g .19 A32
homas 4,35 17 4,52 40 o 17 - 643
Washington 4,31, 51 5,14 50 - 83 2,263%
Oklahoma Uy 40 Ly L, 56 122 o1 .618
Kansas o 32 68 4,8 20 - 5%  2,111%
Total 4,35 112 4,69 212 w34 1,891

Attendance at BEducational Meetings and Concern about Govermment Costs

Mean Score

Did Attend N Did Not . N

Attend

Grant L 46 69 4,68 79
lexas 4,39 A 4,273 51
Thoma.s 14,35 31, 4,31 58
Washington L, 96 62 Lo 29 95
Oklahoma AR 117 8,50 130
Kansas L.76 93 430 153
Total b,58 210 1,39 28

Difference

-y 28
.16
.0l
67

-, 07
L6
.19

Z

975
536
. 154
2.266%
LA65
1.999%*
1.169
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APPENDIX C, TABLE V

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING
AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD CONSUMER COSTS, BY AREAS

Ape and Concern ahout Consumeyr Cosl

Mean Score :

Q=tly X 45-up il Difference %
Grant 5.63 49 5.13 101 050 1.763
Texas 5,80 Lo 5.32 61 U8 1.762
Thomas 5.5 37 5,24 53 27 1.116
Washington 5.31 69 5.05 85 .26 . 868
Oklahoms 5,70 89 5.20 162 250 2. 5Ll
Kansas 5,38 106 5,13 138 .25 1,273
Total 5.53 195 5.17 300 36 2.558%

Education and Concern about Consumer Cost

Mean Score

0-10 N 1l-up N Difference Z
Grant 5.12 U9 5638 101 -, 26 1.143
Texas 5.36 33 5,62 67 -~ 26 788
Thomas 5.14 L2 5.53 Ly -439 1.673
Washington b,78 85 5.65 69 - 87 3.141**
Oklahoma 5.21 82 5.48 168 “o27 1.416
Kansas 4.90 127 5,60 116 «,70 3. 505%%
Total 5.02 209 5.53 28k =351 3.756%%*
Least Preferred Program and Concern about, Consumer Cost

Mean Score

Free Manda~

Market it ory N Difference Z
Grant 5,34 38 5,41 24 .07 166
Texas 6.00 27 5,17 28 .83 2,155 %
Thoma.s 5,09 11 5.21 41 =12 409
Washington 5,57 40 4,93 b5 - B4 1.690
Oklahoma 5.61 65 5.28 52 <33 1.317
Kansas 5.47 51 5.06 86 A1 1.235
Total 5.55 116 5,15

138 L0 2,007 *
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Full or Part Tiwme Overation and Concern about Consumer Cost
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Mean Score
Full Time N Part Time N Difference Z
Grant 5.25 130 5.60 20 ~o35 1.265
Texas 5.52 &2 5.47 19 .05 H06
Thomas 5.22 74 5,93 16 -, 71 1.513
Washington 5,09 133 5.66 21 - 57 1.410
Oklahoma 5.35 212 5.53 39 -,18 1.260
Kansas 514 207 5.78 37 ~ o 6l 2.103%
Total 5.25 419 5.65 76 -, 540 2o 3Ll
Debt o Asset Ratio and Concern about Consumer Cost
Mean Score
0-25 26~up
Percent N Percent N Differencs Z
Grant 5.21 115 5.55 34 L 1.265
Texas 5,51 &0 5.50 20 - 01 :232
Thomas 5,20 63 5,88 18 - .68 1.494
Washington 5,04 97 5.70 37 -, 66 2,184%
Oklahoma 5.33 195 5.53 54 =, 20 1.155
Kansas 5,10 160 5.76 55 -, 66 2,610%*
Total 5.23 355 5.65 109 - .42 2,670kx
Ratio of Off-Farm to Total Incoms and Concern about Consumer Cost
Mean Score
Q=25 N 26=up N Difference Z
Grant 5.27 76 5.32 74 =, 05 « 751
Texas 542 Ly 5.58 56 - 16 1,018
Thomas 5.09 £l 5.88 18 =479 1.875
Washington 5.23 86 5,37 35 - 14 .789
Oklahoma 5.33 121 5.43 130 -,10 1.277
Kansas 5.17 140 5054 53 - o34 1.729
Total 5.24 261 5.46 183 - 22 2.265%
Farm Bureau Membership and Concern about Consumer Cost
Mean Score
_ Hozie
Members N Memhers . N Difference Z
Grant 5.61 62 5.07 88 o5l 2.525%
Texas 5.47 34 5.53 &7 -, 06 . 560
Thomas 54 50 5.25 40 .19 W I22
Washington 5.48 ls) 5.02 106 L6 2.,100%
Oklahoma 5,56 96 5,27 155 .36 1.600
Kansas 5.46 99 5,08 1486 .38 2., 040*
Total 551 195 PR 301 233 2.0 BlE*
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APPENDIX C, TABLE VI

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR
GROUPS SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD
GOVERNMENT 'S RESPONSIBILITY TO SUPPORT FARM

PRICES AND INCOMES, BY AREAS

Political Party and Attitude Toward Government's Respon31b111tj to
Support Farm Prices and Incomes

Mean Scors

Dem, 'ﬁ " Repe X Difference Z
Grant 3,01 86 2.61 59 240 2,102%
Texas 2,76 55 2.27 37 49 2.232%
Thomas 2.92 39 2.20 30 W72 2.472%
Washington 3.25 35 2,84 110 A1 1.708
Oklahoma 2,91 141 2.47 96 A 3. 042%*
Kansas 3,08 74 2.70 140 .38 2,066%
Total 2.97 215 2.61 236 .36 30336%*

Most Preferred Farm Program and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility
to Support Farm Prices and Incomes

Mean Score
Free Market N Other N Difference Z
Grant 1.77 35 3,18 111 -l U1 6,373%*
Texas 1.89 19 2.76 80 -o87  3,308%x%
Thomas 1.95 24 2.54 57 ~o59  2.594%x*
Washington 2.26 23 3.06 117 -.80  3,013%*
Oklahoma 1.81 54 3.01 191 -1.20 7.,033%*
Kansas 2,10 L7 2.89 174 “,79 L, 358%*
Total 1.95 101 2.95 365 -1,00 8,125%%

Least Preferred Farm Program and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility

to Support Farm Prices and Incomes
Mean Score

Free Markst N  Mandatory N Difference Z
Grant 3.60 38 2,50 24 1.10  3.672%*
Texas 3.29 27 2,10 28 1.19 L, 2477 %%
Thomas 2.90 11 2.34 41 <56 1.928
Washington 3.54 42 2.33 L5 1.21 5.080%*

Oklahoma 3.47 65 2.28 52 1.19 5, 6L3%%
Kansas 3.41 53 2,33 86 1.08 5,672%%
Total 344 118 2.31 138 1.13 8., 00k *k
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Referendum Vote and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility to
Support Farm Prices and Incomes

Mean Score
Yes N No X Difference Z
Grant 3.40 61 2.37 79 1.03 5.238%%
Texas 2,97 36 2.16 Lg .81 3. 4b5%*
Thomas 2.77 31 2.33 53 s 2,046%
Washington 3.42 54 2,52 69 +90 L, Lol **
Oklahoma 324 97 2.29 127 .95 6. 2L2%*
Kansas 3.18 85 2.4 122 2 b, 715%*
Total 3.21 182 2.36 249 .85 7. 768%*

Fair Price for Wheat and Attitude Toward Government's Responsibility to
Support Farm Prices and Incomes '

Mean Score
0=1.99 N 22 00-up N Difference Z
Grant 2,42 33 2,95 117 ~-.53 2,308%
. Texas 2,30 13 2.64 87 -.34 1.050
Thomas 2.15 19 2.58 70 =43 1.664
Washington 2.56 58 3,15 96 =59 3.143%*
Oklahoma 2,39 L6 2.82 204 -.43 2.363%
Kansas 2,46 77 2,91 166 - .45 2,917 %*
Total 2,43 123 2,86 370 -.43 3.682%*

Total Income and Attitude Toward Govermment'’s Responsibility to Support
Farm Prices and Incomes ‘
: Mean Score

Low N High N Difference Z

Grant 2,93 73 275 77 .18 .963
Texas 2.77 36 2,47 65 +30 1,193
Thomas 3,00 24 2.35 48 .65 2.460%
Washington 2.65 60 3.32 62 -.67 3. U485%*
Oklahoma 2.88 109 2,62 142 .26 1.721
Kansas 2.75 84 2,90 110 -, 15 1.037

Total 2,82 193 2,74 252 .08 613




MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS
SHOWING AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION, BY AREAS

APPENDIX C, TABLE VII
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Education and Attitudse Tgﬁagd Program Administration

Mean Score

Grant
Texas
Thomas

. Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas
Total

Organizational

Grant
Texas
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
KXansas
Total

Grant
Texas
Thomas
Washington
Oklahoma
Kansas

0=190 N 1l=up ¥ Difference 2
5.16 49 5,40 101 -.2h +775
4,84 33 5.85 67 -1,01 2.739%*
496“’ }442 5u02 47 ".38 089?
5.38 86 5,98 71 -.60 1.830
5.03 82 5.58 168 ~.55  2,364%
5.14 128 5.60 118 T 46 1,792
5.10 210 5.59 286 -.49  2,910%x*
dex and Attitude Toward Program Administration
Mean Score
0-8 X 9-up X Difference Z
5.42 90 5.18 60 o 24 <752
5n25 66 6o OO 35 -.75 1. 886
4,50 52 5.28 38 -.78 2.087%*
5.48 109 5.97 49 -9 1.559
5.35 156 5.48 95 ~,13 .562
5.16 161 5,67 a7 -.51 2.176%
5.25 317 5.57 182 =-.32 1.941
Political Party and Attitude Toward Program Administration
Moan Score

Dem, i) Repe N Difference . Z
5.37 86 5.27 59 .10 .006
5.69 55 5.02 37 67 1.417
541 39 4,60 30 .81 1.686
6. 54 35 5.39 110 1.15 3.277%*
5.49 141 5.17 96 032 <956
5.94 7k 5.22 140 W72 2. 729%%
5.65 215 5.20 236 45 2.328%

Total
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APPENDIX C, TABLE VII (Continued)

Most Preferred Program and Attitude Toward Program Administration
el 12810, _SCOTE

Fres
Market N Qther N Difference YA
Grant 4,54 35 5.58 111 ~1.04  3,003%*
Texas 4,63 19 5.71 80 -1.08 2.,216%
Thomas 4,50 24 4,96 57 -6 1,109
Washington 4.82 23 5.77 117 -,95 2.237%
Oklahoma 4,57 54 5.63 191 <1.06  3.745%*
Kansas 4,65 47 5.51 174 -.86 2.881%*
Total 4,61 101 5.57 365 -.96  4,702%*
Ieast Preferred Program and Attitude Toward Program Adminigtration
Mean Score
Free Manda- _
Market X ~Lory.. N Difference 4
Grant 5.81 38 4,95 24 .86 2.126*
Texas 5.88 27 5.46 28 2 1,004
Thomas 5.54 11 4,75 41 .79 1.284
Washington 6.35 42 4,75 45 1.60 4, 309%*
Oklahoma 5.84 65 5.23 52 61 2,004 *
Kansas 6.18 53 4,75 86 1.43 4,710%*
Total 6.00 118 4,93 138 1.Q07 4,967 %%
Referendum Vote and Attitude Toward Program Administration
Mean Score
Yes N No N Difference Z
Grant 5.75 61 5,03 79 072 2.475%
Texas 6.25 36 5.14 48 1.11 2.458%
Thomas 5.64 31 4.35 53 1.29 2.906%*
Washington 6.4l 54 5.08 69 1.36 4,358%*
Oklahoma 5.93 97 5.07 127 .86 3o 43h %%
Kansas 6.15 85 4,77 122 1.38 5.429%x*
Total 6.03 182 4,92 249 1.11 6,272%%
Fair Price for Wheat and Attitude Toward Program Administration
' Mean Score
0-1.99 ) 2:00-up N Differsnce Z
Grant 4,96 33 5.42 117 ~.U6 1.055
Texas 5.38 13 5.57 a7 -,19 417
Thomas 4,10 19 5.02 70 -.92 1.973%
Washington 5.36 58 5.85 96 -.49 1.931
Oklahoma 5.08 46 5.49 204 - 41 1.245
Kansas 5.05 77 5.50 166 =45 2.069%
otal 5,06 123 5,49 370 -, 43 2.410*




APPENDIX C, TABLE VIII

199

MEAN SCORES AND NORMALIZED Z VALUES ON DIFFERENCES FOR GROUPS SHOWING

AN ASSOCIATION WITH ATTITUDE TOWARD PROGRAM INFORMATION,

BY- AREAS

Bducation and Informatio

rientation

Mean Score

0-10
Grant 10.97
Texas 10.90
Thomas 12.04
Washington 11.41
Oklahoma 10,95
Kansas 11.62
Total 11.36

Organizational Tndex agd Inf 3 Orien

X

L9
33
42
86
82

128
210

1l-up

10.40

9.76
10.57
10.18
10.14

10.33
10.22

ormation Orie tation

Mean Score.

0=8
Grant 10.93
Texas 10.68
Thomas 11.38
Washington 10.98
Oklahoma 10.82
Kansas 11.11
Total 10.97

N
90
66
52

109

156

161

317

Q-up

10.08

9.14
11.05
10.63

9.73
10.81
10.25

Most Preferred Farm Program and Information Orientation

Mean Score

Free

Market
Grant 10,80
Texas 11.36
Thomas 10.87
Washington 11.95
Oklahoma 11,00
Kansas 11.40

Total 11.18

N

35
19
24

23

54
7
101

Other

10.42

9.88
11.24
10,568
10.19
10.80
10,48

N Difference Z
101 «57 1.533
67 1.14 1.786
L7 1.47 2,998%*
71 1.23 3.026%*
168 .81 2.352%
118 1.29 L, 136%*
286 1.14 °  5,107%*
X Difference Z
60 .81 2,116%*
35 L.54 3.055%*
38 +33 .607.
49 «35 636
95 1.09 3.422%*
87 .30 J7HL
182 W72 2.935%*
N Difference YA
111 ¢ 32 .780
80 1.48 2.696%*
57 =37 .576
117 1.37 2.592%*
191 .81 2.161%
174 .60 1.645
365 J70  2.498%




APPENDIX C, TABLE VIII (Continued)

least Preferred Farm Program and Information Orientation
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Mean Score

Free Manda-
Market ﬂ tory i) Difference yA
Grant 10.05 38 10.66 24 -.61 . 868
Texas 9,66 27 10.53 28 -, 87 1.253
Thomas 10.81 11 11.14 41 =43 . 057
Washington 10:16 Lz 11.02 45 -.86 1.695
Oklahoma 2,89 65 10.59 52 -.70 1.457
Kansas 10,30 53 11.08 86 -.78 1.804
Total 10,07 118 10.89 138 ~-.82 2, 603%*
Referendum Vote and Information Orientation
Mean Score
Yes N No, N Difference Z
Grant . 10.14 61 10.89 79 ~.75 1.743
Texas .47 36 10.33 48 -, 86 1.098
Thomas 11.16 31 11.30 53 - 14 . 0l2
Washington 9,44 54 11.47 69 «2.03 L, 567 %%
Oklahoma 9.89 97 10,68 127 -,79 2.108%*
Kansas 10.07 85 11.40 122 ~1.33 3, 806%*
Total 9.97 182 11,03 249 -1,06 L,302%*
Attendance at Policy Meetines and Tnformation Orientation
’ Mean Score
Did Did Not
Attend X Attend X Difference Z
Grant 10.52 130 11.25 16 «.,73 1.012
Texas 9.65 70 11.42 28 -1.77  3.286%*
Thomas 11.23 71 11.18 16 .05 +160
Washington 10,46 105 11.72 47 -1.26  2.937%%
Oklahoma 10.22 200 11.36 Ly -1, 14  2,762%*
Kansas 10.77 176 11.58 63 -8l 2.,398%
Total 10,48 376 11.49 107 -1,01  3,848%x
Attendance at Educational Meetinegs and Information Orientation
Mean Score
Did Did Not
Attend N Attend X Difference 2
Grant 10.57 69 10.65 79 -, 08 =301
Texas Q.54 48 10,70 51 -1.16 2.088%*
Thomas 11.06 31 11.36 58 -.30 470
Washington 10,43 62 11.16 95 -.73  1.679
Oklahoma 10.15 117 10,67 130 -.52 1.599
Kansas 10.64 93 11.24 153 -.60 1,703
Total 10,37 210 10,98 283 -, 61  2.506%x%
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July 8, 1964

You have been selected to be one of a group of Qklahoma wheat
growers te Lake part in a survey. Ibs purposs is to find out more abont
how Tarmers feel ftoward wheat programs and what kind they prefer.

The survey is part of a regicmal study which inecludss both Oklahoma
and Kansas, Oklshoms State University is conducting the survey in this
state.

Jour opinions ag an individual farmer are hichly mmortent to the
study. This is vour chance to sav hOw vou feel about different tvrpes of
2

wheat vrosrans. Alse. vou stand 1o bhenefit from the published survey
resulls wihich will show in detail what farymers reslly prefer

The results can be analyzed and published socner if you will f£ill
out the enclosed questionnaire within the next two or three days, It will
probably take you about an hour. On mest gquestlons you simply circle a
mamber or pult a chesck mark in the appropriate space,

One of ug will call
pick up the completed que:
then, dealing with spesci

on you within the next three to seven days to
egtlonnaire. We will have a few more questions
fic wheat prices under different types of programs.

All replies you give us will be confidential, The survey is not
"rying to sell% any type mf wrogram. Its only purpose is to get accurate
information about what fax prefer.

We apprecis A eh,

erely yours,

Delmar Hateschl
Researeh Assisthtant

DH/k1k
Enclosure
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CONFIDENTIAL

Interview Numbsr _
PART I

REGIONAL STUDY OF WHEAT FARMERS® PREFERENCES

Notes Please read the enclosed letter before you fill out this form.

1. Farm operator®s name, address, and telephone,

Name Address Phone No. & Exchange
2. Farm operator®s age Year started farming
3. Last year of school finished (circle number) Elementarys 1=4 5-8 High School: 1 2 3 4 Collegel 2 3 4
b Merrisd: Yes ___ No ___ Number of children at home
5. Would you class yourself ss a full-time or part-time farmer? (Please check one.)
6. Would you class your farming operation as small —— average ____, or large ___ 7 (Pleass check one)

. Do you plan to continze farming for another 2 or 3 years?

Yes No Don't know

#7072



8.

We would like your opinion on what causes the current farm problem. The following items are sometimes

given as causss.
number.

1. STRONGLY AGREE

1

1

2

2

FaV]

3

wWoWw W ww W

a2

I

S S - R = S

‘{::.

(O AV A Y S Y Y AN A1

R

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement by circling one
The numbers mean:

2. AGREE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAGREE 5. STRONGLY DISAGREE

=

b.

Co

Which is the most important cause?

Increased use of fertilizer, hybrid seed, irrigation, and big machinery.
High costs of processing and marketing after products leave the farm.
Past government farm programs.

Farmers can get credit too easily.

Farmers try to increase their income by increasing production.

High wages in industry cause high prices for what the farmer buys.
Farmers lack bargaining power.

Poor management is the main reason why farmers have income problems.

Other causes (specify)

coz



9. We would like your opinion as to what a wheat program should accomplish. Suppose someone sald the
objectives listed below were important. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each
statement by circling one number. The numbers mean:

1. STRONGLY AGREE 2. AGREE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAGREE 5. STRONGLY DISAGRER

1

L T = N =

2

2
2
2
2
2
2

3

W W W W W W

4

IS T R - =

i ot i it

aO
b.
Ca

d.

Which is the most important objective?

Keep down farmers' costs to grow wheat.

Keep wheat prices on a par with other prices in the economy.
Keep bread prices low.

Increase farmers' income from wheat.

Give farmers freedom to produce and market as they wish.
Keep dowm governmenf expense.

Keep govermment regulation to a minimum.

Others (specify)

902



10,

11.

The following are some of the general programs that have been discussed for wheat. FPlease indicate
whether you approve or disapprove of each by circling the number which best indicates your feeling
toward the program. The numbers mean:

1. STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE

1 2 3 4 5 Ao

Voluntary acreage diversion program (each individual farmer is free to
decide each year if he wants to receive payments to divert land from

wheat production and be eligible for price supports).

Mandatory controls (all farmers would be reguired to comply with allot-
ments if approved in a national referendum).

Direct payments (no production controls,; no marketing controls; a direct
govermment payment would be made te farmers to raise farm income).

Long~term land retirement (similar to Conservation Reserve,; nc acreage
controls on specific crops).

Free market (no acreage allotments, no price or income supports ).
Two-price plan (wheat used in U. S. supported at a parity lewvel; all

wheat beyond that needed in U, S. sold on the world market at the
world price).

Which one of the six programs described above do you prefer most?

Which one ig your last choice?

2402



1z2.

Efforts to raise net farm income from wheat could focus on any one of the following means. Please
indicate whether you would approve or disapprove of each as the principal means of raising farm
income by circling one number, The numbers means:

L STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 =z
i z
i 2

3

3
3
3

W

4

L
L
I

=

5
5
5
5

Ut

n

Reduce farmers® costs to grow wheat.
Reduce the marketing and processing margins of middlemen.
Increase the price of bread.

Continue present govermment programs but raise the level of support
prices amd government payments,

Use govermmeni contrcl of supply of farm products going to market.

Make it easier for farmers to move off the farm so that there 15 more
“income® for those remeining.

Increase expourts with government subsidies or donations if necessary.
Find mere uses for farm products.

Gther (please list)

Which one is best?

802



13. We'd like to know which organizations you have been a member of any time during the last five years.
In Column 1, put a check by organizatiocns you have belonged to. In Colum 2, check organizations
in which you have been or are an officer. In Columns 3, 4, and 5, put a check in the ecolumn which
best indicates how often you attended the meetings.

Mesting Attendance

Organization . Member Officer Often QOccasionally Never
() (2) (3) () {5}
Grange

Farmers Union

Farm Bureau

NFO

Wheat Growers® Association

Co~op Grain Ilsvator Board

REA Board

FHA Conmittee

Extension Council (4=H leader, ete.)

ASCS Committes

SCS Director

Qthers




14,

15 o

16.

i7.

18.

If you planted the number of acres to wheat you felt best fit your farm, what wheat price per
bushel would you nsed to break even with your cash operating costs (seed, fuel, fertilizer, hired
labor, insecticides, etec.)?

Suppose there were no controls or support prices on wheat for the next five years. What would
you expact the price to be at the end of the period? At that price, would you
plant more, the same; or less than the number of acres you planted in 19637 More
Less Same How many acres more or less?

a. Now compare your situation with that of other wheat farmers in your neighborhcod if there werse
no controls or price supports on wheat., Would you be better off, worse off, or same shape as
other wheat farmers?

Better off Worse off .. Same shape

b. How would you rate your possibilities for income in a nonfarm job as compared to the income
you have been making from farming?

Good Fajir Poor

With your present equipment and labor, assuming no controls, how many acres of wheat could you
easily bhandle?

What do you think is a reasonable cost per bushel for the govermment to spend to support the
price of wheat? ’

01e
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The following statements are sometimes made about farm programs and farming in general. Please
indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement by cireling one number. The numbers
means :

1. STRONGLY AGREE

1

et fourt

bt

bt

‘__l

2

o

o

eV

3

A9y

LW LS ]

(SN}

ASY]

4

W

U L6, \a

Ln

2. AGREE 3. UNDECIDED 4, DISAGREE 5. STRONGLY DISAGREE

=Y

k.

1.

Farmers find it toe hard te keep up on all the govermment programs
that come out.

An individual farmer can't do much about the farm problem so why worry
abeout it,

Keeping up on farm programs is just as important as knowing aboul the
latest leeding and fertilizing practices.

D@ﬁgwmining what farm programs would be best is really the job of the
It%s not possible to set up an allctment system that is fair to all
farmers.

Wheat programs have been poorly run {administersd) in the past.

It 1s the govermment’s responsibility to support farm prices and income.
Farm price support programs really don®t cost the govermment much.

Many farmers are content with a lower cash income than c¢ily people
because of the advantages of farm life.

What a farmer has grown in the past is a good way to figure allotmsnts
for the future.

One goal of farm programs should be to keep increasing efficilency --
that is; produce more food with less land and labor,

Farmers that are making a good living shouldn’®%t be allowed to buy or
rent any more land.

T1C



19, (Continued)

1 2 3 4 5 m. One sensible way to cut farm production would he to put 2 1limit on the
amount of fertilizer that can be used.

1 2 3 4% 5 n. The governmment should see that every farmer makes a decent 1living.

1 2 3 4 5 o, It’s important to provide an opportunity to farm for all boys who want
to farm.

1 2 3 4 5 p. Farmers should vote down any wheat programs that would raise the cost of

=
(=]
s By
B4
e

producing 2 bushel of wheat,

20: The following statements
whether you agres or disagy

stimes made about the current farm situation. FPlease indicale
with each statement by ¢ircling one number. The numbers msans

1. STRONGLY AGREE 2. AGREE 3, UNDECIDED 4.DISAGREE 5. STRONGLY DISAGREE

12 3 4 5 2. There is apt to be a shortage of food because so many people are moving
off the farm.

1 2 3 4 5 b. A depression in agriculture will usually lead the whole country into a
depression. '

1 2z 3 4 5 ¢, A growing population will eliminate the farm surplus problem within
about five years.

1 2z 3 h 5 d. If we wenbt to a free market for farm products, farm income would return
to recent levels after a short pericd of adjustment.

i 2 3 4 5 e, Finding new uses for farm products doesn®t offer much hope for solving

the farm problem.

1 2 3 4 5 f. The govermment should suppcrt farm prices, but it shouldn®t try to tell
a farmer what and how much to produce.

1 2 3 & 5 g. The family farm is rapidly going out of existence.

(AXA
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(Continued)

1 2
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The following statem
agree or disagres i

1. STRONGLY AG

I

i 2 3 &

12 3 &
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 &
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There®s no reason for the United States to have so much surplus food
while thers are hungry people in the world.

The wheat prics would be higher than it is now if farmers didn’t use
new varisties and feriilizers.

Iy

Farmers could easily orgarize fo control production and raise prices.

When dave lvpinﬁ a wheat export policy, the United States must consider

itz effects on other whsai exporting countries.

t opinions about current issues. Please indicate whether you

ach statement by clreling cne number., The numbers meant

AGREEL 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAGREE 5. STRONGLY DISAGREE
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Instead of reducing taxes recently, Congress should have tried te reduce
the national debt.

The federal government cught to ses to it that anyons who wents te work
can find a Jjob.

Most big businesses meke entirely too much profit.
Government relief programs have gotten to be too large.

It's time for Congress to pass a bill that will provide medical care
for the aged.

The federal govermment should be deoing more te help small towns and
cities bulild the schools they need.

€12
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i 2 3 & 5 ho One job of govermment is fto see that people are free to run their
businesses as they please.

i 2 3 &4 5 i. Prssent govermment farm programs are conirary Lo the frese snlerprise
system.

SOURCES OF INFCRMATION

There are many dstails involved in price support and loan ‘%ogréwsc Examples are size of allot-
ments, suppert prices, sign-up dates, and rules shout cross-complisznce. What sources of
information do you use to find out about these details? Check appropriate space.
USE USE USE
MUCH SQHE LITTIE

85 atiers from ASCS office.

be Farm magazines.

c. MNewspapers.

d. Visits to ASCS office.

e. Radic.

f. Telsvision.

2. ASCS special meetings.

h. County agent.

i. MNeighbors.

. BElevator manager.

k. landlord.

12
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23.

(Continued)

L.

Which of these Would'you consider'most uséful?

Others (please list)

Occasionally, a price support program comes up on which you have to decide whether to vote "yes"
or Mo." A good example is the wheat referendum held last year. What sources of information
do you use in making up your mind on how to vote in such cases? Check appropriate spaces. -

USE  USE  USE
MUCH ~ SOME  LITTLE

2%

be

Ce

i.

Je

ke

Neighbors.

Farm organization (Farm Bureau, Farmers Union,_Grange, NFO, etc. ).
Collegerof Agriculture or_county agent.

County ASCS office.

Départment of Agriculture in Washington.

Political party officials.

Televisions

‘Radio.

Newspapers.
General farm magazines.

Landlord.

12
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25,

(Continued)

1. Elevator manager.

m. Others (please list)

Which one of these do you find most useful?

Do any of these sources present only one side of the picture?

Xés No Don't know

If yeos, which ones?

Do you feel that you usually get enough information so that you can make the right choice on
farm programs?

Yes Sometimes No Don't know

If not, who should be putting out more information?

Whaﬁ should be the role of the College of Agriculture and Extension Service in regard to infor-
mation about farm policies and programs?

a. They should put out as much unbiased, factual information as possible without expressing
opinions. : '

b. They should take a definite stand on which types of programs would be best.

¢. They should not put out information on farm programs.

9%
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27

28.

29e

A person often likes to find out what someone else in the community thinks about a new practice
or idea. If you could get the opinion of only one other person in your community about a farm
program, wiio would it be?

Name QOccupation

Have you attended any meetings within the past two or three years which were held for the special
purpose of explaining & particular farm program or policy?

Yes No Don’t remember

Do you attend other adult classes or meetings on other topics held by the Extension Service
or Vocational Agriculture?

Often Occasionally Very seldom

Do you think farmers would take time to attend special half-day or evening meetings in your
local area to discuss farm policy and programs?

Yes No Don't know

412
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Questionnaire Taken by Interviewers
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CONFIDENTIAL

Interview Number

Name

Interviewer

PART II

REGIONAL STUDY OF WHEAT FARMERS' PREFERENCES

30. Please use 1964 figures to fill in the following table.

N R R R TR
Acres Acres

Ouned Rented Rented Out

a i 2171

Gropland acres (including temporary pasturs)

Acres Rented and Ouwned

Irpigated acres

Acres fallowed

Wheat planted (Fall, 1963)

Wheat harvested for grain

Wheat pastured out

Wheat allotment (1964)

Feed grain planted (specify milo, corn, barley. oats)

Feed ¢rain allotment

6TC
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32.

33.

34,

35.
36.

37a.

38.

How many acres (non-irrigated) that you farm are suitable for growing wheat?

If you planted 21l these acres to wheat, what would be your average wheat yield over a period

of years?

If you planted only your wheat allotment, what would be your average yield over a period of

years?

What would be the average yield of grain sorghum (or best alternative to wheat) if you grew it

only on land used for wheat?

What was your average grain sorghum (or other feed grain) yield in 1963?

What would you consider to be a fair or equitable price for wheat if your production costs

stay at their present level?

Would you favor a free market if under such conditions the price of wheat would always be

below $ per bushel? (Fill in answer given in Question 36.)

Yes No Don®t know

How low would the price of wheat have to go before you would favor govermmenit price supports of

one form or another?

What percent of the votes in a national wheat referendum should be in favor of an allotment
program for it to become binding on all growers? Just over two-thirds (past rate)

Just over one-half Other

oze



Check which you prefer:
Each allotment holder be given a single vote
Each farmer be given as many votes as he has allotment acres

(Optional) Given your 1964 cropland acreage, how many acres of wheat would you plant for
harvest if we had no allotments or price supports, and wheat prices as follows: (Prices of
livestock and feed grains would remain at present levels.)

Acres T Would Plant
Price of Wheat for Harvest with
(Dol. Per Bu.) No Controls

<75
1.00
1.25
1.50
2.00
2,50

Say you have a choice of participating in a wheat program at different allotment levels. What
support price would you need to participate if the acres below the base would have to be idle

without diversion payments? If you didn't participate you would have to take the unsupported

price of $1.20 per bushel.

If your allotment was set 50% below your 1961 base* - what price would you need to participate?$

it " 4 " " 25% " 1] 1] " t t L " " 1] i

t " LK " " Base t " it n £ i i

" " " " " 15;7J sbove your 1961 base - ® " B & " i 1

" it t 11 W 25% it e 1 i i H @ L1 b n 1

*MYour 1961 base®™ is associated with a 55 million-acre national allotment and was last fully
planted in 1960-61. Since then, acreage diversion and other programs have reduced acreages

below this old base. In 1964, for example, the effective allotment is 10% helow the old base
allotment,

Tee
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43,

The govermment spends about $3.5 billion each year to support farm prices. About three-quarters
of a billion dollars was required to support wheat prices with the 1962 wheat program. This
takes into account all costs. What do you believe the govermment should spend on farm programs

in general and on wheat?
General Farm Support Programs: Spend same

Wheat Program:

(Check one on each line.)

% More % Less None

Spend same % More % less None

Below are (briefly described to refresh your memory) the wheat programs we have had since 1961.
Please indicate whether you approve or disapprove of each by circling one number. The numbers
meant

1. STRONGLY APPROVE

1

e d

2

S

™

3

ASV]

AS]

I

L

5

L

20

Qo

b

]
Cle

APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE

1961 program
Allotment coo..55 million acres natlonally (your old wheat base allotment}
Wheat price s....$1.80 per bushel

1962 program
Allotment cc...55 million acres (your old wheat base allotment but
acreage diversions idled an additional
10% of the old base)
Wheat price oc...$2.00 per bushel

1963 program
Allotment co.c..55 million acres (your old wheat base allotment but
voluntary acreage diversions idled
10-20% of the old base)
Wheat pricecece.$Le82 plus $.18 payment-in-kind (PIK for those who
divert below base
allotment )

196k progranm
Voluntary allotment.....50 million acres (you must leave idle 10%
of your old bass alloitment

Y

to be eligible for certificates) &

Wheat pricscce..$2.00 in domestic market
cosssPle55 in export market
esc:eBL.30 on above wheal not coverad by certificates
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L,

(Continued)

Which one of the above programs do you most prefer? a kol ¢ d Undecided
Which one of the above programs do you least prefef? a b c d Undecided

If you had a choice between the above programs and a free market, which would you choose?
One of 1961-£3 programs ____

1964 program
Free markets

(To be answered only by those who favor free markets. )

If without price supports the wheat price were $1.20 per bushel and your net income from wheat
under such conditions was down 50 percent, would you favor:

One of the 1961-64 programs __ _

Market with no allotments or price supports ____

The following are some specific programs proposed for wheat. Please indicate whether you approve
or disapprove of sach by cireling one number, The numbers mean:

1. STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPFROVE

L 2 3 4 3 a, No price support, no allotment
' Allotment ceccoscoesccccvasoosaceccoacacoscsocasossolONS
Wheat Price scoocoasccosoccssscsesscesocaccesncsssnple 20 per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income*.ccecocacsooes30%
et income per wheat acre™**.cocecoccaccsccsocccossosPll

1 2 3 4 5 b. Iwo=-price certificate plan without allotments
Allotment cceccoscosssnsscocascssonocscoscoocoscacslONS
Wheat PriCe cooccecocsoccsssavocsascsscccocacesscsesipl.00 per bushel on
35% of production
sassocosccosoosscsceccseasscconscaanscss Lol Por bushel on
65% of production
Percent of 1962 and 1943 wheat income*® ..cccosccosoo30%
Net income per wheat 2CTe™* covcecooscceoncocososncsBld

€eze
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b5,

(Continued)
1 2 3 L 5 c. Two-price certificate plan with allotments
Allotment (VOLUNLATY Jeoseescosocesocossnosssscosss0ld 1961 wheat base
allotment, but farmers
would have to idle 10%
of the old wheat base
without diversion payment.
Wheat DPrice ceccccssscsocascnsscecooccosssocceoaas 200 per bushel on 45% of
production
coecencscesoconsccessoncoscooassoneccedledl per bushel on 55%
' of production
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income*...ccosveoco«02%
Het incoms per wheat acre®™, . ceeccccccccoccooscsc Pl
Which one of the above programs do you most prefer? a, b c Undecided
Which one of the above programs do you least prefer? a b c Undecided

*Percent of pabicunal average net wheat income (farm wheat receipts plus goverrment payments

less nonland COSto)

P

**Not wheal receipts plus govermment payments divided by acres harvested pius diverited. This same

orocedure is used throu hou the followlng questions.

P

The following programs have been prcposed for wheat. Please indicate whether you approve or
disapprove of each by circling one number. The numbers meant

1. STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE

i 2 3 4 5 a. Dirvect lump-sun payment program
Allotrents ccocsoosaccssscossascaciocacoscoocosss NONS
Wheat pPriceccssecccascosccsocccoccoocccosccavscacs ¢lc20 per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat 1auomeoc60ecoooo=o7~”
Net income per wheal 2CTe csosceccococcscoscocsse $20

“HEE



(Continued)

1 2 3

Which of the
Which of the

Now consider
Which of the

Which of the

211 6 programs in
6 programs do you m

6 programs do you leash prefer? 44 a

Voluntery acreage diversion progzram
Allotments cosvocsecoccocsocscoennaconceccascesosone, but diversion pay-
ments to idle land.
Wheat Price ccecceccococcooscossocconnscscosassdle30 per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income cecceosco.08%
Net income per wheat acre (payments of $20 per
acre to idle land included in income) seoceoo-o$24

Mandatory 1962~-type allotment program

Allotments ccoevoccococcoccccsoocnosoososassocesa0ld 1961 base wheat allot-
ment, but must idle 10% of
this allotment without
diversion payment.

r\‘ﬂ’lea'{- price eooaeceoccccoaaooacaosocoeoca;aceea$]—c80 pe}.—‘ bL‘LShel

¢ p
Parcent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income co.:ooeceo.100%
t ilnco

Net income per wheat acre cooescsecscasssesnnssPOT
programs do you most prefer? a__ b C Undeecided
rograms do you least prefer? a b e Undscided
questicns 44 and 457
most prefer? 44 a c Undecided

b
45 g b c

Undecided

(¢}

(agiton

[¢]

45 g

Gez



46, The alternatives differ under each of the following situations because tighter mandatory allot-
ments bring higher wheat prices and incomes. Note that higher wheat prices and incomes come at
the "expense" of reduced allotments with no payment for idling acres. Also note the diffsrences
in government costs. (Check the preferred alternative. )

SITUATION I (Bach alternative costs the U. S. Treasury $250 million. )

Alternative a. Allotment cecsceccocccvscooonsnoscnsc0ld wheat base allotment but must
idle 10% without diversion payment.
Wheat Price cocccscccscococsscccacsad.I5 per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.70%
Net income per wheat acreccecscecoccoosPld

Altern.ative 100 I&llc‘tf(leiﬁ; GODEO00POLBEONOCAEREGCOCAOHO0 DO oold whe:lt baoe allotrueu bu‘t M\J.SL
idle 27% without diversion payment.

Wheat Price secccsesccscssascasascocss$p2a00 per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat incoms.100%
Net income per wheal aCre cecnoseccsoooP2?

Prefers = b Undecided

crmmas

SITUATION II (Bach alternative costs the U. S. Treasury $500 million.*)

Alternative 2, Allotment cccccccoccccossssnscoscsacosoll0 peraent of old wheat base allot-
ment
Wheat oric coon;aceccccegabocoogocaca$loﬁ5 ver bushel
Psrcent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.75%
et income per wheat acre ooaoc3950003$19

Alternative b. Allotment cccccscocaccscnsasscocsesoss0ld wheal base allotment but must

idle 10% without diversion paywent.
Wheat price coacao;ngg:eaacgeoao;ceccaqlaSO per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.l00%
Net income per wheat aCre.cscoscssosoc P27

gz



46, (Continued)

Alternative C. Allotment ccoosccecocesccasconcosccooosnasocsocold wheat base allotment but
must idle 27% without diver=
sion payment.

Wheat Drice soccoececsesssoonssscoccsasaaccacons P50 per bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income..cc...-135%
Net income per wheat aCre cocccecoccoccooaces IO

Prefer: a b c Undecided

*Approximats cost of 1962 and 1963-type programs, not including storage and administration.
SITUATION IIT (Bach alternative costs the U, S. Treasury $750 million.)

Alternative a. Allotinent secovoccescosocososconcesoeollO pPerecent of old wheat base
allctment
Wheat PIrice cocsceocccossccossocnsosoePle?y per bushel
Parcent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.l105%
Net income per wheat aCre.s.cocosecsooc$2d

Alternative b. Allotment cceccscocccoscoscsoscooscosacolld wheat base allotment but must
idle 10% without diversion payment.
Wheat Price occeccsoscocsocscacsoososss 3220 DEr bushel
Percent of 1962 and 1963 wheat income.l35%
Net income per wheat &CTre ccccosccoscs$3b
prefer; a _b ___ Undecided ___

]

a
le preference from all the alternatives listed in the above three situations.

prefer: (Check only one place below.)

SITUATION I a b ___
SITUATION IT a b e Undecided ____
SITUATION IIT a ___ b

You have been asked te stats your preference under each situation. Now would you state the overall
1 a

Lee
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hy.

(Continued)

Now let's compare an unsupported market with the situations we have Just discussed. Say that
under a situation of no supports and no allotments, wheat price would be $1.20 per bushel, wheat
income 50% below 1962 and 1963 income, and net income $12 per acre. Which would you choose?
(Check one in each row below. )

Unsuppo rted markets A program in Situation I Undecided
Unsupported markets A program in Situation IT Undecided
Unsupported markets A program in Situation IIT Undecided

The following programs have been proposed as additional ways to deal with the farm problem. If
the programs could be made to work, would you approve or disapprove. Circle one number.
The numbers means

1. STRONGLY APPROVE 2. APPROVE 3. UNDECIDED 4. DISAPPROVE 5. STRONGLY DISAPPROVE

L 2z 3 4 5 a. An organization of farmers themselves (independent of the government )
would control production and raise farm prices and income.

I 2z 3 4 5 b. The government would pay a $5000 grant to train and move tc some pop-
farm job those farmers who have income problems.

1 2 3 L 5 c. The govermment would buy whole farms and combine ssveral farms to be
used for public recreation or leased for grazing.

1 2 3 4 5 d. The government would buy %the rights to ralse whsat on a farm. Then
this farm could net grow wheat, thus reducing *total production. Othsr
crops could be raised as desired.

1 2 3 4 5 e. Wheat aliotments would be bought and scld amng farmers so that allote

: ments would eventually end up in the hands of fthose who could make the
best use of them.

1 2 2 L 5 £. Allotments would be based on bushels rather than acres.

gee



48,

2. (Optional) Higher price supports msan a greater cost to the government. Estimated costs
for various support levels are listed below. The total wheat allotment would be the same
for a1l support lsvels, 90 psrcent of the old wheat base allotment or about your compliance
1 e A ° < - 3 .
base of 1962. Please indicats your first and last choice.

1. With the price supported at $l.45, the government cost would be about $5 per acre har-
vested and the net farm income from wheat would be about 30 percent less than 1962 and 1963.

2. VWith the price supported at $1.85, the govermment cost would be zbout $10 per acre har=-
vested and the net income from wheat about the same as 1962 and 1963.

3¢ With the price supported at $2.25, the govermment cost would be about $15 per acre har-
vested and the net income from wheat would be about 35 percent more than 1962 and 1963,

First choice: 1 2 3

b. Now consider the additional choies of an unsupporied market. This would represent no cost
to the govermment, wheat price of $1.20 and a net income from wheat 50 percent below 1962
and 1963.

W

First choice: 1 2 3 Unsupported market

How many months of hired farm labor did you employ in 19637

How much did you and your wife earn from off-farm work in 19637

Other nonfarw income in 1963 (investments, rents, dividends, royalties, custom work, etc.)?

T

Net income in 1963 from crops, livestock, and government payments (farming operaticns)?

During the last five years (1959-1963), what was your average net income from your farm
operations?

what was your highest . net income from farm cperations?

What was your lowest net income from farm operations?

622
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52¢

56,

What was your 1963 gross income from feed grains?

What were your total purchases of livestock in 1963 (feeder and breeding stock )7

What was your 1963 gross income from wheat?

What was your 1963 gress income from livestock?

Please fill in your total inventory value of the following property:

Jan. 1, 1964 Jan. 1, 1964
Total Current Value Mortgage

Farm Real Estate (owned land)

Nonfarm Real Estate (houses, lots}

Owed to bank, PCA or others

Other Farm Property (machinery, livestock, feed,
household equipment)

Valhe of Financial Investment (bonds, savings
accounts,; investments in co-0ps )

Did you comply with the 1964 wheat program? Yes No

Did you have to destroy any wheat acreage to comply? Yes No

Some people consider themsslves teo be conservative in their political views. Others consider
themselves to be liberal. What would you considsr your viewpoint to bet? '

Liberal Conservative Neutral Don't know

What is your political party? Democrat Republican Independent

0£2
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58c

How did you vote in the last wheat referendum? Yes No Did net vote

Why?

If answer is "wanted different type of program,?® what type of program would you like to have?

What are your main criticisms of government farm programs?

[R5
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