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FOREVJORD

In conducting the regional study on farm rental practices and
problems, questions arose concerning the efficacy of various alterna-
tive procedures • Answers to many of these questions were not avail-
able in previous research. Had the answers been knowo, the leasing
study could have been carried out more efficiently, Tliis situation
led to the preparation of this report, which is intended: (l) To

permit the sharing of experiences gained in the study xvith research
workers in other regions and in other fields of inquiry^ and (2) to
present a systematic accounting of the procedures of study and
evaluation of the survey data for technicians who use the results
of the regional leasing study.

This and two additional reports constitute the publications of
results of the regional leasing survey at the regional level, "Fami
Rental Problems and Practices in the Midwest" was published by the
Iowa station as Regional Publication 50, and "Supplementary Tables:
FaiTO Rental Problems and Practices in the Midwest," was processed by
the regional committee. In addition, each cooperating State is
releasing a report which focuses attention upon the application of
results of the study to conditions in that State,

The regional leasing study grew out of a request made In the
Spring of 1950 by the North Central Fanii Management Extension
Committee to the North Central Land Tenure Research Committee for
economic solutions to farm rental problems throughout the region.
This request was referred to the Landlord-Tenant Relations Sub-
committee for consideration and recommendations. The subcommittee
formulated the hypotheses of inquiry, determined the data needed to
test these lyrpotheses, and decided upon the means ^or obtaining and
analyzing the data. In April 1951, the subcommittee presented a
project statement to the North Central committee i^ith the recommenda-
tion that the committee sponsor the study as outlined.

Objectives of the study were as follows: (1) To ascertain
existing leasing practices by type of situation; (2) to indicate
problems and obstacles in present farm-leasing arrangements which
prevent achievement of maximum agricultural production; (3) to
provide information that would suggest adjustments in leasing
practices to facilitate removal of limitations on production; and
(U) to delimit geographic areas in which leasing practices are
relatively homogeneous as a basis for future State and regional
studies and programs.

The regional committee approved the project to be undertaken
by all States interested in participating. Participation by all 13
of the States in the North Central region was not considered necessary.
Needs and interests varied in different States, as did the financial



and personnel resources which determined participation in the study.
The State experiment- stations of Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota,
Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin decided to participate in the

study (embracing all or part of their respective States), in coopera-
tion with each other, and with the Production Economics Research
Branch, Agricultural Research Service (then a part of the Bureau of

Agricultural Economics) and the Farm Foundation.

Following the meeting of the Committee in April 195l> member-
ship of the Landlord-Tenant Relations Subccmraittee was changed to
include: (1) One member from each of the 7 participating State
experiment stations, (2) a regional coordinator (or project leader)
assigned to the study by the Production Economics Research Branch,
Agricultural Research Service; and (3) consulting members frcm the
Farm Foundation and the Production Econoanics Research Branch,
Agricultural Research Service. Direction of the activities of the
subcommittee was the responsibility of the chainnan, and individual
work assignments were made in joint decisions with subcommittee
members

•

The general fonn of the questionnaire, the design of the sample,
the source of names of tenants and part-owners, the method of collect-
ing the data by means of a mail questionnaire, and the general decision
to have the analysis completed on IBM equipment were completed by
June 1951. In general, the States agreed to follow uniform procedures.

The regional coordinator, Virgil L. Hurlburt, assumed his duties
on July 1, 19^1. One of his first tasks v/as to develop a workplan
under the Memorandum of Understanding between the cooperating agencies,
to be signed by each of them. (See appendix.) All major decisions
as to procedures of the study, data to be obtained, hypotheses to

be tested with the data, and type of report to be prepared were
discussed and agreed upon by the subccanmittee . The subcommittee met
on call of the chairman, as needed. Each meeting was carefully
planned, and materials were prepared and circulated in advance.
Details of the work, including the framework of analysis, analyses
of data, and editing and coding instructions were the responsibility
of the regional coordinator, subject to adoption by the subccsnraittee.

Burton L. French, the author of this report, served as Nebraska
representative on the subcommittee and also as statistical consultant.

In the final stages of the study. Dr. French transferred to the

Production Economics Research Branch, Agricultural Research Service*
However, he continued his work on the subcommittee, including the
preparation of this report.

John F, Timmons, Chairman,
Landlord Tenant Relations Subcommittee,
North Central Land Tenure Research
Committee.

ii



FAHM RENTAL PRACTICES AND PROBLEMS, NORTH CENTRAL STATES

METHODOLOGICAL REPORT OF STUDY

by

Burton L, French, Analytical Statistician 1/
Prcxiuction Economics Research Branch 2/

Agricultural Research Service

Conducting a research project according to scientific method
is a goal of most research personnel. This was particularly evident
in the course of the study of leasing problems in the North Central
States J and in retrospect, it is of value to investigate the success
of this goal. This report attempts to show how procedures v;ere

carried out and to present a limited evaluation of the data. The
supplemental infonnation given here will enable those interested to
make better use of the results.

USE OF ECONOMIC THEORY IN RESEARCH PLANNING

Basic to the development and use of a farm lease are the teiros

that are necessary in the lease to allow and encourage an efficient
combination of resources, and to distribute income to owners of
resources in accordance with the productivity of resources. This
problem is one that has been present in the form of doubt and
uncertainty of either, or both, landlord and renter.

What is the solution to this problem? How are agricultural
economists to advise the two parties to the agreement? Theoretical
solutions based upon the deductive theories of economics function
as models for the analysis and provide the hypotheses that guide the
empirical phases of the investigation.

The general theories from which the hypotheses to be tested in
the analysis of farm rental arrangements were drawn are those which
specify efficient use of resources, or maximization of profits.

1/ The author wishes to acknov^ledge the help received from
Virgil L, Hurlb\irt, Regional Coordinator, Agricultural Research
Service, U, S, Department of Agriculture; Marshall D. Harris,
Agricultural Research Service, U, S. Department of Agriculture,
and all the members of the subcommittee for their assistance in
preparing this report,

2/ Formerly a part of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U, S«

Department of Agriculture,
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Conditions required for efficient use of resources arer (l) One
factor is substituted for another until the cost of the added
increment of the one will just equal the cost of the replaced
increment of the other; and (2) one product is substituted for
another until the value of the added increment of the one is equal
to the value of the replaced increment of the other. 3/

Guided by deductive theories and resulting hypotheses, members
of the subcommittee outlined the evidence needed to test the hypotheses.
For example, the share division of corn produced and the shares of the
com seed; the share of fertilizer on com; shares of crops that
compete with corn, such as soybeans, wheat, and oats; shares of live-
stock owned; and share divisions of livestock sales and products shov7ed

efficient operation of farms, as set forth by the condition that the
share of the factor of variable input must be the same as the share
of the product obtained from it. Statistical techniques to be used,
the sampling method, and statistical tests of significance were also
suggested by the hypotheses* The data here involved discrete popula-
tions which implied: (l) The use of frequency distributions; (2) random
sampling; and (3) chi-square tests of significance.

Pressure of time prevented the complete conceptual analysis that
would have been desirable. Responsibility for formulating the question-
naire was assigned to several persons, none of whom could devote un-
interrupted time to developing the theory needed, completing the
organization of methods of analysis, or trial testing the hypotheses
from the pretested questionnaires. The project coordinator was
assigned to the work only after the information to be obtained was
fairly well completed. Therefore, some analytical tabulations had
to be omitted from the study. This omission was less significant
to the study than was the fault in the design of the questionnaire

—

the missing questions (or answers).

SURVEY PROCEDURES

The Sampling Plan U/

The main objectives of the sampling design follovxed in the
survey were:

1, To select, according to the laws of probability, a sample
of leasing arrangements within each area in participating
States that would be representative of all leasing arrange-

ments in each area under study;

3/ Hurlburt, Virgil, "Farm Rental Practices and Problems in the
Midwest," Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station, Research Bull,
No, Ul6, October, 195U. (North Central Regional Bull, 50) p, 86,

ij/ Credit is due to R, J, Jessen, anil Jebe, Norman Strand, and
Alan Ross, for their assistance in the preliminary work of the
sampling plan.



- 3 -

2. To choose the size of sample and the type of san^ling unit
in such a way that the sample would be both economically
and statistically efficient;

3, To be able to make estimates for each area from the sample
data of the total number of rental arrangements having a

particular characteristic; and

k* To obtain measures of the accuracy of estimates made from.

the sample data.

Definition of Population and of Universe

Early in the planning stage the decision was made to restrict,
as nearly as possible, the population of leases to be studied to
those connected with units of farm operation larger than 30 acres,
except for Wisconsin where units were larger than 10 acres. Units
smaller than these were not considered full-time economic farm
operations. The size of the rental tract was not restricted.
Leasing arrangements for full tenants and for part-owners were to
be studied, A systematic sample was drawn for each area in the
State

•

Even though a subpopulation as small as a county might have
been desirable, the Economic Area, as set forth by the Bureau of
the Census, 5/ was considered to be the smallest relatively
homogeneous area upon wliich the study could be conducted and still
be held within the resource limitations of participating States,
The economic areas had been constructed by combining counties into
homogeneous areas as to type of agriculture, housing, and population.
These areas permitted publication in the 1950 Census of Agriculture
of data that could not be presented by smaller geographic units, A
total of Ij.6 areas—Ul single and 5 combinations of 2 or more economic
areas—were included in the study by the 7 States (fig, 1),

Definition of Terms

For purposes of this report the terms used are defined as:

Leasing arrangement, - An agreement, either written or oral,
existing between two individuals, one the owner of the land, the
other its operator. Also known as a lease or a rental agreement .

Farm operator . -An individual who takes managerial responsibility
for directing the functions of a farm operating unit, and who con-
tributes the major part of his labor to the work of the farm.

Renter,- A farm operator, either tenant or part-owner , who rents
part or all of the land in his farm operating unit.

5/ Bogue, Donald J, State Economic Areas, Washington, D. C«, Bureau
of the Census, U. S, Department of Commerce, 1951.
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Tenant, - A farm operator who rents all of the land he fams •

Part-owner . - A farm operator who rents part aril owns part of
the faiTO operating unit. 6/

Landlord .- An individual or institution who owns or controls
a tract or tracts of land operated as a farm unit, or part of a

farm unit, by a farm operator.

Type of lease .- Classification of different leases according
to the means by which the rental payments are made, as:

Cash lease .- All of the payment for use of the land and
buildings is made in a specified amount of money

j

Crop-share lease .- Payment for use of the land and

buildings is in specified share or shares of the crop or crops;

Crop-share-cash lease .- Payment for use of the land and
buildings is in specified share or shares of the crop or crops
and in a specified amount of raoneyj

Livestcck-share lease .- Payment for use of the landlord's
assets', land, livestock, etc., is in specified share of live-
stock or income from livestock and in specified share or shares
of the crop or crops not primarily used, when livestock is the
major source of income and the landlord usually owns a share
of the livestock assets;

Labor-share .- The operator's contribution is primarily his
labor and management, for which he receives as wages a specified
share or shares of the crop or crops and livestock;

Special or other lease .- The payment cannot be classified
according to one of the types listed above.

Population .- Defined for this survey as all leasing arrangements
existing in each economic area \mder study in each State. Four
characteristics of this population were observed: (l) Individual
leasing arrangCTients ; (2) the farm unit of operation of which the
rented land defined in this leasing arrangement is the whole or
part; (3) the renter of this farm unit, the tenant or part-owner;
and (U) the owner of the land defined by the lease, the landlord.

6/ The 1950 Census of Agriculture included as part-owners farm
operators who rented a!lJL of the farm operating unit, but who owned
other land that was rented to others. United States Bureau of the
Census. 1950 Census of Agriculture, Vol. II, p. xxx. For purposes
of this study these persons were classified as tenants . Thus the
estimates in this survey differ from those published in the Census.
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Universe,- Defined as the total of all individuals who operate
land owned by another party, as recorded by the County offices of
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committees 7/ on
their Master Listing Sheets, The universe approximates the popula-
tion, as the listing sheets provided the best list of tenants and
part-owners available for this survey in the respective areas.

Sampling unit,- (S, U,) for this survey is the name of the
individual who rents part or all of the land he operates as a farm.

Sampling segment,- The term applied, for this survey, to a
sampling unit that was chosen for this sample in the first stage of
sampling. The second stage of the sampling plan dealt with segments
that consisted of 2 or more rental agreements. The agreement selected
in the sampling process was that lease for which the landlord's name
would come first in an alphabetical listing.

Source of the Sample

In a sense, the population to be studied was unknown, as no in-
formation had been obtained on individual leasing arrangements in the
respective States, The agricultural qaestionnaire of the 17th decennial
census of the United States included questions on ownership and rental
agreements, Frcm information in answer to these questions the tenure
and type of rental agreement were determined for each operator, A
sample could have been drawn from the files of the Bureau of the
Census, but the charge per name drawn would have been $0,l5 to pay
for the cost of preparing the lists. When there was a direct cost
to a station it varied from $0.01 to $0,0? per name.

Another possible source of names in several States were the
lists of all farmers and related information obtained by local tax
assessors for use by the State Agricultural Estimates offices. These
lists included no information as to tenure of operator, A sample
drawn from this list would have included owner-operators. Such a

sample would have had to be much larger to permit discarding owner
questionnaires, while providing the tenant and part-owner question-
naires necessary to fD.lfill the sample size requirements. In many
areas this would have doubled the original sample size. It would
have doubled also the cost of obtaining the data.

7/ Formerly County offices of the Production and Marketing
Administration. Acknowledgement is due the State and County
offices of areas in the survey for their cooperation in providing
lists of names of all tenants and part-owners or the sanple of
tenants and part-owners, as requested by the respective State
experiment stations.
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Coimty Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committees
maintain lists of all farms in their respective counties. These
lists had been broijght to date to include all farms in 1950 for all
counties in which corn and wheat allotments were to be put into
effect. All other counties—a small proportion in these 7 States

—

had maintained quite accurate records. The Master Listing Sheets
had the name of each operator of a tract of land and the name of
each owner, if owner and operator were not the same person. By
taking the names of all individuals who were listed as operators
but not as owners on the listing sheets, fairly complete lists of
all tenants and part-owners in the areas were available. Each farm
operator was listed as many times as he operated tracts of land
owned by different owners. Thus, a sample drawn from these operators
would be a sample of the leasing arrangements.

It was decided that the County Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Committee lists were the best lists of leaseholders
available within the range of the study. It was acknowledged that
these lists were subject to error, in that they listed some farm
operators as tenants who might have been owners or retired farmers;
that they vjere not up-to-date so far as certain changes were con-
cerned; and that there were small differences in definition between
ASC offices and the study.

Size of the Sample

Based upon information obtained from previous surveys on farms
and farm characteristics, a sample of 300 leasing arrangements in
each economic area was considered necessary to attain a 5-percent
sampling-confidence limit for the characteristics to be measured,
A mail questionnaire does not give a rate of response of 100 percent.
From previous experience, in the Farm Ownership 8/ study, it was
evident that a response of 33 percent could be expected. In order
to have a minimijun of 300 respondents for analysis, the size of the
sample was placed at 900 in each area studied.

Two procedures were used by the different States in drawing the
sample from the ASC Master Listing Sheets, In Kansas, Nebraska, and
Wisconsin, lists of the names and addresses of all tenants and
part-ovmers were prepared by county ASC offices, Fran these lists
of names samples were drawn by areas, A rate of sampling that would
yield 900 names was used. In part of Nebraska's counties and in
Wisconsin, the names were taken directly from the Master Listing
Sheets in order to list each time an operator for each tract of
land rented frcm a different landlord. In Kansas and in the rest
of Nebraska's counties, lists of names were alphabetical by operator
and it was the operator who was sampled; therefore, adjustments had

8/ Tiirmons, John F., and Raleigh Barlowe, Farm Ownership in the
Midwest, Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station, Research Bull, 361,
June 19k9» (North Central Regional Publication No, 13»)
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to be made to permit comparison of the data for this group with those
for other States. All of the multiple landlord returns were duplicated
as many times as there were landlords.

In Iowa, Indiana, Minnesota, and South Dakota, the sample was
drawn by clerks in the county ASC offices. The rate of sampling was
arrived at by estimating the number of rental arrangements in each
economic area. This was done by taking the total number of "Farms" 9/
on the ASC listing sheets and subtracting from this the number of
owners and part-owners as reported in the 1950 Census of Agriculture.
The difference was the estimated number of rental arrangenents in
the area. The actual sample was drawn by the county ASC offices on
instructions furnished by each State (form 1). These instructions
included the random-start number, the sampling interval necessary
to yield 900 names per area based on the estimated number of leases,
and the forms for listing the names (form 2), In some cases, both
the name of the tenant and the name of the landlord were copied, but
questionnaires were mailed only to tenants.

Drawing the Sample

The essential requirement for a truly representative sample is

that the laws of probability should operate in the selection so that
the chance each element in the universe has of coming into the sample
is known. Methods of sampling from the lists were developed accord-
ingly. Proper methods permit unbiased estimates of the population
and its characteristics from such samples. The survey was designed
to have the sample adequately reflect pictures of individual areas.

Stage 1 of the sampling plan dispersed the sample by selecting
segments throughout each area. This was done by calculating the rate
of sampling that would produce 900 names of tenants and part-owners.
A proportionate part of the total sample for the area was allocated
to each county in the area, A systematic method of sampling was
used further to disperse the names over each individual county, as
the ASC Master Listing Sheets listed all farms arbitrarily by town-
ship. If a strictly random method of selection had been used, a
disproportionate nurriber of fanns might have been located in one part
of a county. The rate of sampling varied from a high of 1 in 2 to
a low of 1 in 20 in the different areas, because the number of renters
in each area differed considerably.

The second stage in the sampling plan was performed by the tenant
or part-owner who replied to the questionnaire. If a farm operator
rented from only one landlord, he reported on that landlord and the

corresponding lease. If he rented from more than one landlord, he

reported on the landlord whose name appeared first in an alphabetical

9/ "Farm" is defined by ASC offices on the Master Listing Sheets

as a tract of farm or rangeland under a single ownership and operated

by one individual.
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Form 1

REGIONAL SURVET OF FARM LEASING PRACTICES
IN NORTH CENTRAL STATES

State

County

Start No._

Interval

Instructions for Selecting and Transcribing Names and Address from

Form A. C. P. -203-1 to Form S.F.-l .

Your county office has been supplied with form S.F»-1 designed
to facilitate the transcription of names and addresses of owners,
agents and operators of a small sample of fanas from the Listing
Sheet and Progress Record, A, C. P. -203-1. The following instructions
are to be followed in selecting the farms and in transcribing the
desired information for these farms. If you have further questions,
please consult your district field man who is familiar with the
survey for which this information is to be used.

1. Referring to Form A,C.P,-203-l, start with township 1 and put
a check mark {/ ) opposite all of the following farm numbers:

Repeat the process for all townships in the county,

2, Second, type or write on Form S,F.-1 the following information
for all sample farms checked (^ ) according to above procedure as

follows: (l) township code number in column 1, (2) farm number in
column 2, (3) owner 's, agentfe and operator's names in column U,

(U) their addresses in column 5, (5) fana land acres in column 6.

Be sure to include exact names and complete addresses ,

3. Third , if a sample farm has been crossed off the listing Sheet
and Progress Report, write the letters "CO," (crossed off) in the
space in column hr> S.F.-l,
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Form 2

State
Economic Area
County

REGIONAL SURVEY OF FARM LEASING PRACTICES
NORTH CENTRAL STATES

Listing Sheet of Names and Addresses
(Prepared from Form ACP-203-1)

Sampling Form 1
Starting Farm number
Sampling Interval

Township
Number

[
Farm

[
Ikmber

Name : Address :

Farm
land
(acres)

Col. 1 ' Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. h : Col. 5 :

rOvmer

[Agent
[Operator
[Owner
[Agent ;

[Operator '

Owner
[Agent
[Operator *

[Owner
[Agent
' Operator •

[Owner :

[Agent
[Operator
[Owner

[Agent :

rOperator
'Owner

Agent ;

Operator :

Owner :

Agent
Operator :

[Owner

^Agent [

Operator
Owner :

Agent
'Operator :

Owner
'Agent !

Operator *

Owner :

Agent
Operator :

'Owner
'Agent :

[Operator ;
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listing and on the corresponding lease. As nearly as possible, under
tliis procedvire, a random method was used in resolving which leasing

arrangement was to be reported upon when the material available to

the station was insufficient to determine a specific lease in the

first stage of sampling.

Obtaining the Data

Questionnaire

The questionnaire was formulated by tlie full subcommittee of
representatives from each State, the Agricultural Research Service,
and the Farm Foundation. General problems involved in constraction
of a questionnaire for the survey were as follows:

1, To define the subject-matter boundaries of the area of
inquiry—that is, the types of data desired—and, more
concretely, to determine the basic data wanted. Part of
this was achieved by the early formulation of the objectives
for the survey. Also, early study was given to the major
tabulations needed,

2, To phrase questions to obtain desired specific data as
objectively as possible. This meant that questions should
be stated in such a way that they could be uniformly in-
terpreted by the respondents.

3, To restrict both general and specific kinds of data sought
and the length of the questionnaire for ease and speed in
completing it on the part of the respondent so that
excessive length would not reduce the number of respondents.

Agreement of the subcommittee on the questionnaire was the most
difficiilt point on which to obtain uniformity. The general areas
of investigation—the renter's age, experience, size of farm, type
of farm, landlord's age, sex, and relation to renter—^were readily
decided. These items of information were believed to be directly
related to the form of the rental agreement to be used.

Agreement as to other items of information to be obtained while
keeping the length of the questionnaire within desirable limits was
more difficult. Within any one State type-of-farming areas vary
widely. To include questions that cover all possible leasing arrange-
ments for each situation would be impracticable for any 1 State,
To do so for 7 States would further magnify the work.

Thus certain questions dealing with special cases, for example,
leasing practices in irrigated regions, were omitted as they applied
to a relatively small area. In three sections—crop shares, expenses,
and machinery and equipment—these problems were solved by making a

master list for the region. Each State vras then limited to a maximum
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number of items from the master list—the most important ones for
that State • An item was included in the master list if 2 or more
States felt that it would be important to the analysis. Appendix C

shows the complete master questionnaire.

Pretesting

The questionnaire was pretested twice before it was actually
used. In the spring of 1951, Kansas and Iowa mailed copies of the
questionnaire to 50 renters in each State, Returns from this pre-
test shov;ed that the questionnaire was either too long or too poorly
organized to obtain an adequate response by mail. In Nebraska an
interpretative test was made with two on-the-farm training classes
of veterans and many of the questioris were clarified.

In the fall of 1951, a revised questionnaire was pretested in
soifte States, In Kansas. Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin, 100
names were taken from the lists in each State and copies of the
questionnaire were mailed. Ten days after the original mailing a
second copy of the questionnaire was mailed to all persons who had
not returned the original form. In Iowa and Minnesota, a field
interview was conducted with several tenants and part-owners. The
questionnaires were first handed to the inteirviewee for completion.
The completed form was checked by the interviewer and discussed with
the renter to detennine whether the questions were concisely worded
and whether they would provide the desired reply. The second pretest
revealed no major defects and the form of the questionnaire was left
appreciably unchanged, except for questions about improving rental
agreements. These were reworded to apply to the community rather
than the landlord and tenant of the rented tract. Had a fairly
complete analysis of the pretested questionnaires been made, other
defects might have been discovered.

Data—Units of Observation

Data were obtained entirely on a voluntary basis. Most of the
questions were fixed questions which required either yes or no, or
a specific measure such as acres of land in the rental tract. Five
opinion questions were included to obtain information on problems
existing in the community between landlords and renters, as seen by
the renter. No questions considered strictly personal, such as in-
come, expenditures, etc, were included, as experience had proved
that the respondent would be less willing to return the questionnaire.
Several items of information that might have pennitted classification
of the farm as to productivity were omitted. This information should
be obtained by specialists in soils and crops; it should not be
provided by renters.
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The unit for which data were obtained was called the Unit of
Observation . Information was obtained on four basic units of observa-
tion: (1) Characteristics of the lease for a specific tract of land;

(2) Characteristics of the farm of which the tract is a part or the

whole; (3) Characteristics of the operator of the farm or the

respondent; and; (U) Characteristics of the landlord from whom the

tract is rented. The major part of the questionnaire dealt with
information on the tract of rented land. Only a small basic amount
of information was obtained on the farm and operator, and approxi-
mately a fourth of the data dealt with the landlord.

The probability with which the \inits of observation entered
the sample differed. This caiised some difficulty in making sample
estimates of part of the characteristics measured, but the sampling
plan was designed to make known the probability with which the tract
of rented land entered the sample, as these were the characteristics
most important to the study.

Methods of Mailing Questionnaires

All State experiment stations except Indiana mailed the question-
naires to names drawn in the sample under the postal franking permit
of the Extension Service, 10/ United States Department of Agriculture,
This required using the signature of a member of the State extension
service on the covering letter. The person who signed the letters
was an individual well known throughout the State, In some States,
the Associate or Assistant Director of the State extension service
signed the letters j in others, an Extension Economist signed them,
Indiana used regular postage stamps; apparently the rate of return
was influenced very little because of this method of mailing.

To use the postal franking permit of the Extension Service, it
was necessary to comply with a ruling of the United States Bureau
of the Budget, This ruling requires that no department of the
United States Government may conduct a general survey without
permission of the Bureau of the Budget,

Questionnaires were mailed to the sampled names in January and
February 19^2; enclosed with each was a self-addressed return envelope
to facilitate return of the report. This period was purposely chosen
as one when farmers were not too busy with outdoor work and would be
more likely to take time to complete the qaestionnaire. The question-
naires were printed on colored paper. Previous tests have shown that
any color other than white has increased the number of replies in a
mail sui-vey. The questionnaire is not so likely to be lost or
confused with other papers on the farmer's desk.

10/ Credit is due the State extension services for their cooperation
in this stage of the study. Use of the postal franking privilege and
the signature of a member of the Extension staff facilitated collection
of the data.
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Approximately 10 days after the original mailing a second copy
of the questionnaire was mailed to those persons who had not returned
the first one. Enclosed with the secord mailing was a note to the
effect that if the fona had already been returned the letter might
be disregarded. The second mailing approximately doubled the total
number of returns in part of the States, In Wisconsin the first
mailing returned 11 percent, while the second mailing brought in 22
percent. VJhether a third mailing would have increased the total
number of returns sufficiently to pay the additional cost involved
is problematical, Indiana sent a postcard reminder to those who
had not responded within approximately 2 weeks after the secoril

mailing; this card had some effect, but how many responded directly
to the card could not be learned. One or two questionnaires were
returned 2 years after they were mailed.

Publicity

Before the questionnaires were mailed and as the respondents
were returning the forms, each State used the many avenues of
publicity open to it. Letters were sent to each county extension
agent in the counties covered to inform them of the purpose of the

survey. Releases were distributed to radio stations within the
States, including college stations. In addition, news releases
were sent out through the extension editors' offices. In Nebraska,

an additional means of publicity was enlisted. Letters and copies

of the questionnaires were sent to all members of the Nebraska
Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers, They were asked to

encourage all of their renters who received the questionnaire to

return it. The effect of this publicity cannot be evaluated
quantitatively but obviously it helped to increase the proportion
of the sample that responded.

Response to Survey

Response to the mail survey was not quite as high as had been
expected. The sample was drawn on the basis that there would be a

return of 33 percent. Returns varied from a low of 21,2 percent in
South Dakota to a high of 3U»3 percent in Nebraska (table l).
This was the total rate of return of all questionnaires except
those returned by pos toffices for wrong addresses. When the
questionnaires were checked for completeness and usability, a

number were discarded. Discarded questionnaires varied from a

high of 8.1 percent of the original sample in Wisconsin to a

low of 0.9 percent of the original sample in Indiana,
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Table 1,- Response to mail survey

State : Areas:
Sample

\

size
[

Respondents
: Net
: usable
: questionnaires

•Number Number

1,951

Number

U72

Percent

21;.

2

Number

U36

Percent 1/

Indiana : 2 22.3

Iowa !

'.

9 9,h07 2,i;97 26.5 2,352 25.0

Kansas : 10 10,833 2,775 25.6 2,296 21.2

Minnesota i 3 3,830 l,li;7 29.9 956 25.0

Nebraska 8 7,702 2,6U0 3U.3 2,177 28.3

South Dakota ! 7 7,026 1,60U 21.2 1,U88 19.7

Wisconsin : 7 6,810 2,31h 3U.0 1,76U 25.9

Total : U6 U7,559 13,hk9 28.3 11,U69 2U.1

1/ Percentage of original sample.

Among reasons for discarding questionnaires, the important
ones were that the person whose name was in the sample was an
owner, was not farmir^, or had been called into the Service
(table 2), Several questionnaires were returned incomplete.
The leasing arrangement could not be classified as to type of
lease. There were a few direct refusals to fill out the form.
Some of these persons returned the questionnaire after removing
any identification.

The number of owner respondents made it possible to correct

the population number of leasing arrangements in each area. For

example, in South Dakota 1.2 percent of the questionnaires mailed
were returned with the information that the operators rented none

of the land they farmed. Thus, the total number of leasing arrange-

ments could be reduced by 1.2 percent—from 56,155 to 55,U8l

—

following the assumption that the number of owners responded in

the same proportion in which they were drawn in the original

sample.
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Processing Returned Questionnaires

Incoming questionnaires were checked by clerks and then checked
by the State project leader for completeness, accuracy in answers,
and usability. The final decision as to completeness or usability
was deferred until the editing process had been COTipleted, All
questionnaires were assembled by counties and by economic areas to
facilitate future work.

Sample Check of Nonrespondents

Commonly, in mail surveys, a considerable proportion of those
persons to whom questionnaires are mailed do not respond. In this
study, for a3J. States as a whole, about 70 percent failed to respond.
Do these 70 percent differ in important characteristics from the
30 percent who responded?

This question was examined briefly in 5 of the 7 States, In
Nebraska a sample of 100 nonrespondents was selected in Economic
Area 7. These were to be surveyed by personal interview. The
number of persons available for complete interviews was 63. Others
had been called into the service, died, or moved from the farm. One
person refused to be interviewed. No attempt was made to obtain
alternates for these 37 individuals, as the above information was
used to show the inaccuracies in the original list from which the
samples were drawn. In South Dakota, samples were selected in 2

counties in 2 different economic areas, 3b and U, consisting of all
nonrespondents in the counties. In Kansas, a sample of 8 individuals
was interviewed in 1 county in area 1, Iowa sampled 27 nonrespondents
in economic area 2b, and Minnesota interviewed 21 nonrespondents in
Martin County in Economic Area 8.

In testing certain factors, there appeared to be no significant
difference between those who responded to the questionnaire and those
who did not respond (table 3)« In only two cases was there a differ-
ence between the two groups that could not be attributed to chance.
This was the difference in age of Iowa and Kansas operators. In
both cases nonrespondents were older, Hovrever, this difference was
based on a small sample of nonrespondents—27 and 6, respectively.
In other factors where the data were of the enumeration type, there
appeared to be no difference between respondents and nonrespondents
that could not be attributed to chance selection of the sample
(table k)* That is, it is probable that there is no appreciable
difference between persons in the sample who did not respond to
the questionnaire and those who did respond. These tests were made
for specially selected economic areas, and small numbers of non-
respondents were sampled in each area. Judging from this it is

possible that little, if any, bias arises frcm the differences
between respondents and nonrespondents. A more intensive non-
respondent survey would have made it possible to judge the accuracy
with more precision.
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Table 3.- Characteristics of respondents in comparison with interviewed
nonrespondents in farm leasing survey,

selected economic areas, 1952

Difference
Standard

Items Respondents
Non-

respondents
between
means

error of
: difference
: betvjeen means

IJumber Number Number Number

Acres farmed per operator
lovxa - Economic Area 2b ; 23U.6 208.3 26.3 21.9
Kansas - Economic Area 1 ; 1,523.3 908.3 615.0 559.U
Minnesota - Economic Area 8 268.5 211.8 56.7 71.7
Nebraska - Economic Area 7 257.1 2i4l.l 16.0 19.2
South Dakota - Economic Area 3b 729.2 762.2 33.0 81.

U

South Dakota - Economic Area k 600.1 U68.1 132.0 90.1

Acres owned by part ovmers
Iowa 122.7 102.0 20.7 98.2
Kansas U71.5 570.0 98.5 125.14

Minnesota 151.6 120.0 31.6 57.6
Nebraska m2.6 132.0 10.6 22.1
South Dakota 3b : UWi.8 5U3.3 98.5 89.8
South Dakota U 39h.S 251.7 U42.8 liiO.9

Acres rented by tenants ;

Iowa : 217.1 192.0 25.1 21.1
Kansas ; 906.U U97.5 U08.9 318.3
Minnesota 232.6 208.8 23.8 U3.8
Nebraska : 229.8 215.2 m.6 18.6
South Dakota 3b 57U.3 521.5 52.8 92.8
South Dakota k U6U.U 363.U 101.0 88.3

Acres rented by part owners :

Iowa : 186.1 llUi.9 ia.2 52.0
Kansas ! 1,370.9 1,160.0 216.9 950.3
I-linnesota : 231.2 120.0 111.2 376.U
Nebraska : 185.3 II46.2 39.1 28.8
South Dakota 3b ; U02.1 382.6 19.5 6U.U
South Dakota U ;^ 33k»9 3i;0.1 5.2 73.1

Acres rented from this landlord
Iowa ; 185.1 157.9 27.2 32.5
Kansas U27.2 251.7 i75o5 156.7
Minnesota 180.6 165.6 15.0 20.7
Nebraska ! 165.7 153.2 12.5 13 .U
South Dakota 3b ! 3U3.5 276oii 67.1 U6.2
South Dakota k ; 280.9 268.0 12.9 U9.1

Age of operator
Iowa 39.1 Ui.O h.9 2.1
Kansas Uo.U k9,0 8.6 U.3
Minnesota 38.2 U2.0 3.8 2.U
Nebraska UO.U la.o 0.6 1.6
South Dakota 3b 39.6 I41.0 X.U 2.0
South Dakota U ! 38.8 39.0 0.2 2.6
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Processing of Data

Editing and Coding

Questionnaires were edited by clerks at each State station,
according to a set of directions supplied by the regional coordinator.
There were advantages and disadvantages in this operation. For the
sake of uniformity, having all questionnaires edited at a single
place under the direction of one individual would have been more
desirable. However, certain questions arose that could best be
answered by the State project leader who was familiar with conditions
in his State, In addition, the processes of transferring funds
between stations compared with hiring clerks in the different States
from general department funds made this impracticable. Any questions
on editing were answered by the State project leader, or, if doubt
still remained, they were referred to the regional coordinator for
answering, (See appendix p, k3ffor a copy of the editing instructions.)

PrevioTis experience with similar surveys demonstrated that it
would be well to prepare the data for adaptation to pimched-card
methods of processing. This necessitated reducing all data to
numeric codes or coding the data. Part of this work was done at
the time of editing, which helped in assigning the code numbers,
(See appendix p, 1^8>for example of a code sheet used.) Numeric
codes were identical for all States, Editing instructions were
drawn up with this step in mind, thus simplifying the coding process.
Reduction of the data to numeric codes was performed at each State
headquarters, under the direction of the State project leader.

The code consisted of three sets or decks of cards, designated
as CARD I, CARD II, and CARD III. Each CARD contained 11, i|69 IBM
cards, one for each respondent questionnaire. In general, all
columns were used on each CARD. The arrangement on the CARDS
permitted the maximum number of cross-tabulations without transferring
the data to other cards. In general, quantitative data were not
reduced to class intervals; they were preserved in raw foim. For
a portion of the cross-runs of items that were originally placed on
different CARDS, a fourth CARD was prepared from the original three,

A fifth CARD was used to determine the class intervals for those items
that were punched in the original fonn; for example, size of tract
rented in acres, and size of farm in acres. Each CARD contained
8 columns of basic information for identification.

Punching

The cards were punched from code sheets for 5 of the 7 States,
Two States were coded directly on the questionnaire and the punching
was done directly from these codes. Cards for S States were punched
at South Dakota College in conjunction with the business office of
the college at a special price to the regional study. Those for the
other 2 States were punched at the local experiment stations, to
avoid transferring additional funds.
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Checking punched cards

Detailed procedures were worked out with the Iowa State College
Statistical Laboratory for checking the cards before the tabulations
were begun. All cards were visually checked to determine whether
they were punched on the last column of each card; for example,
column 78 for CARD I, and column 80 for CARD II. Then all cards
were arranged for each farm in order of CARDS I, II, and III* All
cards were then sent through the tabulating machine and all columns
were printed on tabulation paper. Ftcm the printed sheets checks
were made: (l) To see that three cards were present for each schedule;

(2) to prove that all cards for one schedule were identical so far
as identification, type of lease, and type of renter were concerned;

(3) to compare sets of columns from the three cards. For example,
number of landlords were compared with type of renter; the logic of
this check was that if the type of renter (col. 10, CARD I) was
specified as tenant-single or ovmer-single there should be only one
landlord (col, I48, CARD I). If col. 10, CARD I, was coded as 2 or
I4., tenantHnultiple or owner-multiple, more than 1 landlord would be
punched in colimin i|8, CARD I. Or, if in col. 69, CARD I, the code
punched was 1 for Yes, cash rent is paid, the type of lease coded
in column 9> CARD I, could not be coded 2, crop-share, or $, labor-
share. VJhen an answer had to be a specific one based on previous
information, these checks were made.

During the tabulation process the machine operator continually
checked for impossible categories, numbers of cards by card count,
and so on. When an error was detected, correction was made by check-
ing against the original schedule.

Tabulation procedures

All IBM tabulation of data was performed at the Iowa State
College Statistical Laboratory with the cooperation of the regional
coordinator. The subcommittee met three times to decide which items
were essential for cross-tabulation consistent with the purposes of
the regional study. Some possible cross-runs v;ere found to involve
numbers of schedules small enough to introduce doubt as to the
acoiracy of the results and they were deleted. Selection of cross-
tabulations was made on the basis of their relative importance in
describing current leasing practices or their utility in identifying
leasing problems. These cross-tabulations were suggested directly
by the theory of production economics; for example, comparisons of
shares of expenses and returns.

For all tabulations considered feasible from both a statistical
and an economic viewpoint, work tables were prepared by clerks iinder

the direction of the coordinator. VJorktables were prepared in

duplicate, and the distribution percentages were computed by the
clerks. Duplicate copies of IBM tabulations and worktables were
forwarded to each State headquarters. A full-time clerk checked
the runs as they came from the statistical laboratory, corrected errors
detected by the laboratory, prepared worktable forms, and directed the
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work of other clerks who transcribed data to the worktables and
computed percentages. Tabulation procedures disclosed that addi-
tional checking of the coding step would have saved money and in-
creased the accuracy of the work.

Measures of Reliability

Estimations for this study were made for each economic area as

though the sample had been a random sample. The bias between a
systematic sample and a random sample in this case is negligible.
For a few characteristics. State totals were computed with the
assumption that the sample was a stratified random sample. State
estimates of the mean were obtained by

5=r
k N

—
""i

i=l N

where x is the State mean, N the total number of leasing arrange-
ments in the State, Ni the total number of leasing arrangements in
the i"^^ area, ic^^ the sample mean for the i^^ area, and p the number
of areas in the State, State estimates of the proportion having a

given characteristic were obtained by

k N^

p = 2_ p

.

i=l N i

where p is the proportion having a given characteristic in the State
and Pi is the proportion having a given characteristic in the i^"
area.

Estimated relative root mean square errors were computed for
a few characteristics for the economic areas that were chosen for
the nonrespondent survey. The estimated relative root mean square
errors in table 5 provide information for estimating confidence
limits to include the true means. These confidence limits permit
statements to be made concerning the interval which covers true
means or totals of the item measured with some degree of certainty,
A confidence interval statement for any of the means, with 95
percent confidence, is determined in general by

Sample mean - 2 (estimated relative root mean square error )

(sample meanJI The'Value of 2 (estimated relative root mean square
error ) (sample mean ) is shov/n in table 5, The confidence interval
for the average size of farm in Iowa Economic Area 2b is:

23U.6 1 2 (0.025U)(23a.6)= 23U.6 :!: 11,92,

Then the probability or confidence is approximately 0,95 that, in
repeated sampling, the true mean average size of farms in this
econcanic area will be included in the interval 222,68 acres to

2U6,52 acres.
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Table 5«- Estimates of means and relative root mean square errors
for selected items and economic areas

Relative !

root : 1/2 the
Characteristic and State i Mean : mean . confidence

square : interval
error :

Average size of farms
Iowa (Economic Area 2b) i

', 23U.6 2.5U 11.92
Kansas (Economic Area 1) : 1,523.3 5.05 153.98
Minnesota (Economic Area 7) : 268.5 6.51 3U.96
Nebraska (Economic Area 7) :r 257.1 3.51 18.06
South Dakota (Economic Area

2a) 729.2 k.6k 67. 7U
South Dakota (Economic Area :

2b) 600.1 5.12 61.U0

Average acres rented full :

tenants :

Iowa : 217.1 2.U5 10.6U
Kansas ; 906.1; 6.U6 117.

m

Minnesota : 232.6 1+.97 23.12
Nebraska !: 229.8 3.67 16.86
South Dakota 2a : 57U.3 6.1i5 7U.lli

South Dakota 2b : U6i;.U 6.68 62.02

Average acres rented part avmers:
Iowa !r 186.1 9.60 35.72
Kansas : 1,370.9 6.93 190.OU
Minnesota : 231.2 2U.97 Il5.ii8

Nebraska : 185.3 7.73 28.6U
South Dakota 2a : U02.1 6.82 51;.88

South Dakota 2b : 33ii.9 7.01 U6.96

Average acres owned by part :

owners :

Iowa : 122.7 8.83 21.68
Kansas : U71.5 8.U0 79.22
I>4innesota : 151.6 5.82 17.6ii

Nebraska : lii2.6 7.73 22.06
South Dakota 2a : hhh.e 2.6U 23.52
South Dakota 2b : 39U.5 11.6ii 91.88
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Check Data; Reasonability of Results

In April 19^0, the Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce,
conducted a complete count of many characteristics of agriculture
and made a sample count of others. The North Central Regional Farm
Leasing study was conducted in the "winter of 1951-^2 and between the
dates of the two surveys some changes took place. Even so, a check
of certain characteristics measured in the survey against published
data from the Census of Agriculture could be used to determine
whether the sample differs a great deal from the population repre-
sented by the census.

Two statistical methods of checking the survey data against
census data were followed: (1) Using the sample mean of such
characteristics as size of farm operated, acres rented by full
tenants, acres rented by part-owners, and acres owned by part-owners;
and (2) comparing the proportions of individuals classified by
relation of landlord, class intervals of acres farmed, class intervals
of ages of operators, and proportions of full tenants and part-oxi^ners.

The economic areas tested were those used for the nonrespondents

'

tests. Additional areas tested would have required additional
machine tabulations and computations.

In the first method of comparison there appeared to be several
areas in which a difference existed that might not be attributed to
chance. In one economic area. South Dakota 2a, the differences
between the respondents of the survey and the population were
consistently nonsignificant except for the average number of acres
OTimed by part-owners. In practically all other areas the respondents
of the survey differed in average sizes from the population of 19^0
as reported in the Agricultural Census (table 6),

The second method of comparison was more gratifying. In
practically all cases the proportions from the survey did not
differ significantly from the proportions as reported by the census.
There is a possibility that the deviation is due to chance rather
than to any true difference (table 7),

COSTS AND FINANCING

Costs of the North Central Regional Fami Leasing study were

borne by participating State experiment stations, the Agricultural

Research Service, and the Farm Foundation, Each experiment station
paid all costs of materials and of labor performed at the station

in collecting the data, editing the questionnaires, and preparing

the numeric codes of the data (table 8), The expense of preparing
the original sets of IM cards was the responsibility of the

individual station whether the work was performed at a central

location or at the local experiment station. Costs reported by the

States varied considerably because of the size of the original sample,

the piirchasing arranganents available to the different stations, and

the availability of regular station personnel for which time worked
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Table 6,- Characteristics of respondents in conparison with
population, as represented by corresponding

areas in 19^0 Agricultural Census, for
selected economic areas, 1952

1950 [Difference
:Standard

Items
[Respondents! Agricultural

Census
[

between

;
means

terror of
t sample

: X _ tmean s^u [
X - u

•
•

: Number NiMber

Acres farmed per operator
Iowa - Economic Area 2b ! 23U.6 196.1 - 38.5 5.96
Kansas - Economic Area 1 : 1,523.3 1,152.7 - 370.6 76.99
Minnesota - Economic Area 8: 268.5 21U.3 - 5U.2 17.ue
Nebraska - Economic Area 7 : 257.1 232.3 - 21;.8 9.03
South Dakota - Economic
Area 2a : 729.2 911.7 + 182.5 33.87

South Dakota - Economic :

Area 2b : 600.1 5Ui;.7 - 55.U 30.70

Acres rented by tenants
Iowa ! 217.1 187.1; . 29.7 5.32
Kansas ;: 906. ii 787.5 - 118.9 58.57
Minnesota ; 232.6 200.5 - 32.1 11.56
Nebraska j 229.8 211.9 . 17.9 8.1;3

South Dakota 2a j 571.3 618.9 + l4li.6 37.07
South Dakota 2b U6ii.U U28.7 - 35.7 31.01

Acres rented by part owners :

Iowa : 186.1 122.2 > 63.9 17.86
Kansas : 1,370.9 757.0 - 613.9 95.02
Minnesota : 231.2 107.8 - 123.U 57.7U
Nebraska : 185.3 139.8 - 1;5.5 ll;.32

South Dakota 2a j! i;02.1 li39.5 + 37.1; 27.U1;

South Dakota 2b j 33h.9 277.8 - 57.1 23.1;8

Acres owned by part owners :

Iowa !: 122.7 123.5 + .08 10.81;

Kansas : U71.5 7614.8 + 293.3 39.61
Minnesota : 151.6 151.1; - .2 8.82
Nebraska : m2.6 152.5 + 9.9 U.03
South Dakota 2a : khh.Q 658.1 + 213.3 11.76
South Dakota 2b : 39h.^ 372.7 — 21.8 k^.9h
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could not be estimated. Some States hired additional clerics to do
the editing and coding. In one instance, the State project leader
performed a major share of the workload.

Costs of operations at central headquarters—card corrections,
machine tabulation, preparation of worktables, and so on—^were paid
by all cooperating parties. The initial estimated cost of the
tabulations was prorated to individual experiment stations according
to the number of areas included in the study. Clerical and super-
visory salaries and the additional costs of machine tabulations were
financed from funds of the Agricultural Research Service and the Farm
Foimdation, (See tabulations below,) This part of the project was
divided as follows: State experiment stations, 31«6 percent;
Agricultural Research Service, 22.9 percent; and Farm Foundation,

U5.5 percent. IBM machine work paid for consisted of l80 tabulations,
from which clerical workers prepared 175 separate worktables for
each area in the study, Worktables were not prepared for all
tabulations because of the small number of cases in many cells.

Expenditures at Regional Project Headquarters are shown below:

Item Dollars

IH-I

Card corrections 500
Tabulation of data 3,090

Supervisory 1, 200
Clerical 3,121
Bulletin manuscript 29U
Supplementary tables 780
Misce]J.aneous 329

Sources of funds for work at Regional Headquarters follow:

Source Dollars

From individual States 2,939
Agricultural Research Service 2,135
Farm Foundation Ui 214.0

9,31U

The original estimates of total costs for the study as set forth
in the Memorandum of Agreement and the renewals were fairly accurate.
Actual costs were generally less than the estimates, except for lEM
tabulations and project coordinators' time. The difference between
the estimates and the amounts actually spent was due to an under-
estimate of the time spent by the regional coordinator. The Memorandim
of Agreement allowed for three-fourths time each year for 2 years.
The work actually accounted for nearly all of his time each year for
a 3-year period. The IBM tabulation costs were underestimated
because of errors detected in the coding stage.
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The total costs of the project are divided as follows: Experi-
ment stations, k^^S percent] Fajia Foundation^, 11.9 percentj and
Agricultural Research Service, 0196 percent (table 9)» This division
includes the professional time of the State project leaders and the
regional coordinator^ but no attempt was made to estimate the amount
of time or the value of contributions of other professional personnsl
of the Agricultural Research Service and the Farm Foundation, These
persons worked with the subcoanmittee continually during the planning
and execution stages of the project and spent considerable tijne in
liaison work in obtaining approval of both the project and the
questionnaire from the Bureau of the &idget.

Table 9*- Estiaates of inccap.e and expenditures by sources of funds
and contributions

Estdjnates other
MeraoraiKiiM

Addi- :

tional

*

1953-51i:
•

than
State s of

Agreement
1 1951-52

:Rer«wal:
S1952-53:

Total
;

Spent : profes-
sional
time

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars

Ir^ana s 2,000 550 2,550 2,639 639
Iowa Ji 3,000 3,200 6,200 ii,021 2,021
Kansas ! 2,U00 2,300 U,700 3,9U2 1,8U2
Minnesota ; ii.ooo 3,000 7,000 U,098 2,028
Nebraska : 3,050 3,300 6,350 5,79ii 2,iilU

South Dakota : 2,7ii0 2,117 14,857 3,053 1,3U6
Wisconsin ! 3,000 2,700 5,700 U,000 2,000
FaitQ Foundation! U,5oo 2,500 1,U00 8,uoo 7,oia 7,Qia
ARS : 5j000 5,635 5,000 15,635 2U,635 2,635

Total ! 29,690 25,302 6,1400 61,392 59,223 21,966

Costs of the different phases of the total project are shown
in the tabulation on page 30, Of the approximately $59,000 spent
for the study, about $37,000 was paid for salaries of professional
personnel already employed by their respective agencies. Sub-
committee meetings and other travel amounted to about |3,000«
The cost of obtaining the data and preparing it for the analysis
was about $9,000, while approximately the same amount was spent
in preparing the analysis.
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Total expenditures are itemized in the tabulation below:

Item Dollars

At State level 9,351
Professional time (States) 15,257
Regional coordinator (salary) 22,000
Regional coordinator (travel) 500
Subcommittee meetings 2,607
Telephone (Ames) 119
Workshop 75
To regional headquarters 9,311|.

Total 59,223

For future work, information on costs is not as valuable to
research personnel as is the physical output of the persons who do
the work* The Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station alone
maintained accurate records of the workload and the personnel
there performed as follows:

Typing labels 76,6 labels per hour
Labeling and stuffing

envelopes 62,3 envelopes per hour
Editing questionnaires 12,9 questionnaires per hoia:

Coding questionnaires 2.5 questionnaires per hour

These average workloads indicate the cost for future studies in
which comparable work is to be perfoimed.

CRITICAL REVIEW OF PROCEDURES

The North Central Land Tenure Research Conmittee has used
several different procedures in carrying on regional research.
The first project was a complete regional committee undertaking
as a consensus report of semiannual conference meetings. 11/
The background for the report was supplied from past research
programs of the different institirtions and the experience of
committee members. Another procedure was to have a small committee
use existing farm-record data at the various stations to prepare a

report on capital requirements. 12/ Other work has been accomplished
by one or two agencies assigning persons to conduct an analysis of

11/ Improving Farm Tenure in the Midwest, NC-2, Illinois Agric\iltural

Experiment Station, Bulletin 502, June 19UU«

12/ Capital Needed to Farm in the Midwest, NC-5, Minnesota Agricul-

tural Experiment Station, Bulletin 389, August 19U7, reprint.
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a problem, such as was done by Hill and Harris for family-farai

transfers and arrangements, 13/ This st\3dy was made hj the authors

visiting each of the 13 States and obtaining information frcm the

experiment stations, extension services, farmers, and collecting
data from case studies. One agency conducted a survey and analysis
of the entire region. State experiment stations participated only
as an advisory conmittee and sponsors of the publication, IJ4/ The
entire cost of and work on the project was provided by the agency
that conducted the survey.

In the North Central Farm Leasing Practices study, the planning,
conduct of the survey, and financing were closely coordinat-ed efforts
of all cooperating agencies. Knowledge gained by the cooperating
agencies from this project is valuable for the conduct of future work,
Caranents on the work should not be construed to mean that regional
research cannot be \mdertaken by a group. They are merely suggestions
for changes in methods of regional research.

Individuals in the region had previously been interested in a
broad regional leasing study. Need for the study was apparent to
all States, In obtaining tenure information in the 17th decennial
census, the Bureau of the Census had the ideal population from which
a sample of renters could be selected for such a sirrvey. As this
population was too costly for most of the experiment stations
interested in the study, a substitute was found in the master lists
of county agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committees,
Eoth of these lists of names of renters were accurate as of 1950,
The master lists had been brought up-to-date to include all farms
in the counties as of that year if they were in the ccmraercial
corn- and wheat-producing areas as marketing quotas were conten^lated
for that period.

Thus an element of time was introduced into the process of
developing and conducting the study. Lists of names and addresses
are accurate only at the time they are obtained j their accuracy
diminishes with each day after that. At the time the survey was in
the planning stage, the lists were already a year old. Unless the
survey could be conducted in the winter of 1951-52,- the lists wovild
be 3 years old before another period could be found wten farmers would
again be relatively fi*ee of field woric. This was considered necessary
for success in increasing the replies to the mailed questionnaire.

13/ Hill, ELton B,, and Marshal D, Harris, "Family Farm-Operating
Agreements," NC-17, Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station Special
Bui, No, 368, Jamary 195lj and Hai^is, Marshal D., and Elton B. Hill.
"Family Farm-Transfer Arrangements." NC-I8, Illinois College of
Agriculture Extension Service Circular 68O, April 1951.

lil/ Timmons, John F., and Barlowe, Raleigh, Op, cit.
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Had an up-to-date list been available at a tisie when the subcoramittee
was prepared to distribute the questionnaires, considerable improve-
ment would have been possible.

The basic theory of analyisis was sketchy in the minds of the
planners, and it was not set forth in rigid fonos The project might
have been greatly improved had the subcommittee assigned the develop-
nient of the framework of analysis to one or two individuals, permittij^g
them to devote the major part of their time to the work, A thorough
analysis for the planning phase of the work would have been prepared
for the subcommittee, and the many differences of thought would have
been rationalized before the questionnaire and the details of analysis
were developed.

The subcommittee then could have decided upon the data necessary
for testing the hypotheses outlined in a well-organized framework,
rather than setting forth data which each thought would be desirable
in testing the hypotheses he had in mind. Because of the need to
expedite the study, proper checking of the more important items to
be included in the questionnaire could not be undertaken. The two
brief pretests made of the questionnaire did not permit proper
evaluation of the data obtained.

The first pretest conducted by mail consisted of sending out
only 100 schedules to farmers and evaliiating the number of respondents

«

The response of only 6 percent was immediately interpreted as rejection
of a questionnaire too long for mail purposes. The interpretative
test of this preliminary questionnaire was inconclusive in evaluating
questions for the data to be obtained. It did permit some rephrasing
of questions to make them more easily understood. The limited pretest
made in November 1951 provided little information concerning the
accuracy of the wording of questions, whether the questions asked
would provide the data needed, or whether the response would be that
desired in all areas of the States under study <, The desirable pro-
cedure would have been for each State to pretest different forms of
the questionnaire in sufficient number to draw concl\Jsions that would
have been helpful to the study. Information obtained on the pretests
would have pezrcitted fairly comprehensive analysis of each form to
determine whether the facts were useful in testing the hypotheses
set forth or whether they were of no importance.

In order to decrease the cost of the survey for each State, the
method of collecting the data by means of a mail questionnaire
considerably restricted the quantities of data that could be obtained.
Had funds been available for fieM interviews, the size of the original
sample could have been reduced considerably. However, the cost per
schedule obtained by mail was approximately $0,iiO, while a field
interview would have cost approximately $2.50 for personnel alone.



- 33 -

Because of differences in type of fanning in the several States,

the attempt to maintain rigid uniformity in the detailed questions
on the questionnaire and hold the length within bounds narrowed the

value for each area. For example, items of information dealing with
cash-grain farming and beef production that were of value for Iowa
were practically all blank for Wisconsin. Analytical tabulations
dealing with crop-share and crop-share-cash types of leases were
unimportant for Wisconsin because of the small numbers of such leases.
Greater detail concerning livestock-share leases would have been of
more value for this State* It is granted that more variations in
the questionnaire would have increased the cost when numeric codes
of the replies were prepared and the data were tabulated, but these
small differences would have been offset by the increased value of
the analyses for each particular State. There still would have been
enough uniformity between States to permit delineation of similar
subregions of leasing practices.

The different experiment stations invested considerably in the
survey in terms of professional personnel. Results of the survey in
terms of regional research were good, but additional outlay for
materials and semiskilled labor would have permitted an improved
project in terras of the professional investment. Regional research
is excellent in overcoming many of the disadvantages which individual
State experiment stations experience when they work on each problem
separately,

A tentative questionnaire could be organized for preliminary
investigation, With this preliminary questiomiaire data may be
assembled by different procedures, for example, mail and direct
interviews. This permits tests of various questions, value of the
questionnaire in obtaining voluntary responses^ accuracy of the
response to questions, differential interpretations to questions,
and so on. From these pretest responses a pilot anaXysis m«Qr be
made~possibly as graduate student research—to detsncLne the degree
to which the data acquired tested the hypotheses set foTtli*

A pilot analysis of this kind would permit reexamijsation of the
economic framwork of analysis, correction of the content and fona
of the questionnaire, determination of the most efficient procedure
for collecting the data, and estimation of the costs of all survey
procedures involved. The last step was one that tended to deter
decisions durii^ the conduct of the study because the experiment
stations did not know whether funds available would be sufficient
for each stage of operation, A well-planned study, with concrete
estimates of costs, would have permitted the project leaders to
request funds in advance instead of constructing the study at each
stage to fit existing funds.
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It was estimated that money could be saved in checking the
coding step. Additional costs of cheddjig errors and making
corrections during the machine analysis was far in excess of the
cost for diecking the coding process.

In organizing future studies, emphasis should be on proceeding
slowly and in an orderly fashion. The universe from which the
sample is to be drawn should not be determined before all preliminary
work is completed as consideration of the out-dating of the universe
tends to push the steps faster than rational procedure allows.
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APPENDIX

Project Stat-araent

Regional Study of
Leasing Practices in the North Central Region

The North Central Regional Land tenure Research Coramitteej tis Fara Foundation, and the former
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 15/ cooperating.

I Concept of Study

a. General need for study.

The Regional Farm Management Extension Ccmmittee has asked our research committea to provide them
with information on leasing practices throughout the regional and subareas thereof. Closely allied to
this is the need for providing information on leasing practices and problems as the basis for further
research on a regional basis. Fraa a research viewpoint, we need to define the leasing universe and
the various subpopiilations of leasing conditions that make up the leasing universe as bases for sam-
pling and integrating leasing studies throughout the region. These leasing populations of similar
characteristics may be defined (1) in terms of geographic areas of relatively homogeneous leasing
practices, (2) in terns of leasing-type situations occurring as strata throxighout geographic areas,
or (3) in teims of a combination of both (1) and (2).

For these purposes, the proposed survey of leasing practices should provide: (1) Information on
leasing practices throughout the region; (2) a better basis for sampling leasing situations for further
research; (3) a basis for working out a division of labor among States luadertaklng studies of various
phases of leasing problems, and (U) a better knowledge of areas and of type of situations to which
research results would be applicable. For example, if we knew the natvire of the leasing conditions
that make up a relatively hoEogeneoxis area covering parts of U States, for example, southeastern
Minnesota, southwestern V3jBConsin, norliiwestem Illinois, and northeastern Iowa, results from a stvsiy

conducted by, say, Illinois in the Illinois sector of the interstate area would be applicable to
leasing conditions in the U State area. Thus, the other 3 States might use Illinois findings for
that particular area; they could save their research resources for other areas or situations that
would complement research done in otter States. However, before such Integrated regional research
may be imdertaken, we need to know more about leasing practices throughout the region, as propxjsed in
this sitrvey.

Typ)es and characteristics of leasing arrangements have a direct bearing upon the scale of opera-
tions and efficiency of resource use in agriculture. Theoretical considerations indicate that the

supply curve of agricultural products from share-rented farms could be e^q^ected to be more inelastic
than the supply from cash-rented farms, A given rise in prices would have less effect on production
on share-rented farms than on cash-rented (or owner-operated) farms. If an eniergenqr should nacessi-
tate the reorganisation of the agricultural ecoiKmy in order to achieve maximum efficiency, the
administering agency must take into account the difference in elasticities of supply from cash- and
share-rented farms and the proportion of share renting. This study will provide information on the
prevalence of share renting, and through information obtained on division of returns and costs, it
will provide a basis for studying tiie elasticities of supply for each lease.

b. Objectives of study.

The primary purposes of this proposed study are threefoldr (1) To provide extension workers with
needed information on current and changing leasing practices throughout the region; (2) to delimit
geographic areas and types of situations occurring witnin areas as the basis for sampling for further
research; and (3) to help indicate rental problems to be studied Arrther.

c. Development to date .

First consideration to this proposed study was given by the Landlord-Tenant Relations subcommittee
on October 8, 19$0; it was contained in a report of that organization to the North Central Land Tenire
Research Committee on October 9, 1950, At that time the subconinittee was directed to explore the
possibilities of the use of census information and to take steps toward initiating a leasing practice
survey. 16/

15/ Now the Production Economics Research Branch, Agricultural Research Service.

16/ Minutes, Meeting of the North Central Land Tenure Research Camnlttee, October 9-11, 1950, p. 5.



- 36-

A meeting of the Landlord-Tenant Relations subcommittee was held Novanber 29, 1950. At this time
consideration was given to the use of census infonnation as the population to be sampled, and to fur-
ther delimitation of the areas of inqtdry. Also, provision was made for the formulation and distribu-
tion of a project outline, 17/ The Bureau of the Census was asked to make available names drawn for
the BAE Farm Mortgage Survey and to provide an estimate of the cost on per name basis of drawing
enough additional names to complete the sample.

Following this meeting another meeting was held, in lAilch a questionnaire was developed and dis-

tributed to the North Central Region Land Tenure Committee for comment and criticism, 18/ Reference

to the pretest of this questionnaire is made in the latter part of this report,

II Procedures and Methods

a. Past action with respect to study .

A questionnaire was prepared in light of the aforementioned general objectives of the survey and

an attempt was made to maintain the overall content of q\»stlonnaires which had previously been xised

in the individual States, Fifty copies each of this questionnaire were sent to Kansas, Illinois, Iowa,

Missouri, and Nebraska to be pretested, Kansas used a random sample of tenants taton from a list of
Farm Management Association members, Illinois and Iowa used a random sample of PMA 19/ lists of
tenants covering 2 covinties and 1 co\jnty, respectively. Missouri made up a list from veteran-on-the-
job-training classes. All of the above questionnaires were sent out by mail with the following
returns r Kansas 30 percentj Iowa 6 percent; Missouri and Illinois, incomplete, Nebraska made an
interpretation test by having U3 questionnaires filled out at 2 on-the-job~training-class meetings.

The mailed response presented fairly conclusive evidence that the questionnaire was too long and
that a biased response would undoubtedly result. Answers to many of the questions were incomplete or
incorrectly filled out,

b. Sampling procedure ,

1. The universe defined . - The universe to be studied in this smrvey will include all rented land
and all persons renting land in the 13 North Central States. The mindmiim farm size in this universe
described is to be 30 acres,

2, Alternative means of delineating the universe . - There are several alternative methods in which
this universe may be definec[7 such as:

(a) 19$0 Census gives complete coverage of all tenants and part owners in this area. It is

divided by cash and share tenants. These records are centrally located in Washington and this would
facilitate the drawing of a saii5)le. An earlier request has been made that work be initiated in drawing

a 9-percent sample for Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, aiid Nebraska at the convenience of the Bixreau of the

Census. In a letter from Roy V. Peel, Director, Bureau of the Census, to Mr. Tiramons, dated February

27, 1951, infornstion was given that a number of names in all States have been prepared for use in the

Mortgage Debt Survey. These names are to form part of the sample for the Fanii Leasing Practice survey.

No charge will be made for the names already prepared, but because of lack of funds and the large num-

ber of resignations in the Biireau of the Census, they will be unable to complete these lists without
additional charge to the study of $0»l5 per name. In addition, it would require at least US more days
to complete the lists for the h above-named States, not mentioning the additional States to be repre-
sented,

(b) PMA lists are located in county PMA offices} they give complete coverage, as of 1950, in
Iowa, Kansas, Illinois, and Nebraska, Any county that had either tobacco, coin, or wheat allotments
in 1950 should have caaplete coverage, as interpreted by the Iowa State PMA office. Since these lists
are dispersed, drawing a sample would be a little more difficult but shovild be less costly. An arrange-
ment might be developed with the State offices to have them collect these lists in a central location
such as the various State Departments of Agricultural Economics,

(c

)

Assessors lists sho^ild give complete coverage but they would necessitate a 2-stage method
of sampling by sampling coxinties and then sampling within the counties sampled. This would require a
much larger sample than one drawn from the two previous methods and it would be left to the individual
departments to get the required lists from the county offices.

17/ Minutes, Meeting of the Landlord-Tenant Relations Subcommittee of the North Central Land Tenure
Committee, November 29, 1950, p. 3,

18/ Minutes, Meeting of Landlord-Tenant Relations Subcommittee of the North Central Land Tenure
Committee, January 20, 1951, p, 3-U,

19/ Now County Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Committees.
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Because of the heterogeneous quality of any one particular list among all States, it is suggested
that the particular list to be xised be left to the discretion of the iiiiividual States. Hw^ever, this

choice should be limited to a list that will give complete coverage or nearly cor.plete coveraige of all
tenants in the State. Final approval of each list should be made hj a technical advisor so that sam-
pling precision might be maintained.

3. SajnpLing rate . In order to attain previously determined sampling confidence limits for each
economic area within each State a sample rate of 9 percent, or a minimum of 900, of the tenants and
part-owners is to be used.

c. Information needed to fxilfill objectives .

To properly orient this study in line with the objectives as set forth in section I (b), logically
precise details should be developed to obtain the desired data. This wotild be best accomplished by
setting forth, as nearly as possible, all the tables needed to summarize the infoimation required under
the U areas: (l) Allocation of the factors of production and the returns between the tenant and land-
lord; (2) security of expectations as to tenurej (3) obstacles or iiKientives for making improvonentsj
and (U) adoption of new practices.

d. Preparation of the questionnaire.

In line with the infoimation needed \mder the U areas above, rigidly defined, a new questionnaire
will be formulated covering only those points.

e. Pretesting questiormajre .

This questionnaire will be pretested by a small sample drawn as nearly as possible like the final
sample. This pretest will be made late this svmaer and should aid in reducing bias resulting from
questionnaire construction.

f. Mailing of questionnaire .

In the late fall, the printed questionnaire will be mailed to the sample selected, as outlinsd in
b. 3. above. One follow-up questionnaire is to be sent to those not responding within 10 days after
the first mailing. Additional publicity efforts by radio, newsp^ers, etc., might also increase the
returns. In order that maximum response be obtained from the recipients of the questionnaires, it
might be advisable to have the questionnaires mailed out from the State colleges. Cooperation with
the BA£ might aid in reduction of the cost by using their franking service. This might mean mailing
from a central location as Washington, 0. C.

g. Bias tests .

Following receipt of returned questionnaires, each participating State is to field interview a
ssiall sample of respondents and nonrespondents . This will determine the biases between respondents and
nonrespondents and whether interpretation difficulties of respondents exist. Also, It will indicate
the degree of correction or qualification required in the survey results.

h. Analysis of questionnaire data»

Analysis of questionnaires might be conducted (1) by the BAE, as was the case with ths farm
ownership survey, (2) at a regional point such as the Farm Foundation or Iowa Statistical Laboratory,
or (3) within each of the participating States. The place of analysis might be determined by whether
the questionnaires were mailed from and returned to Washington, some regional place, or from each
participating station. Carrying out the machine analyBls at one point, either in Washington or within
the region, would effect a considerable saving in overhead costs. Regardless of which procedure is

followed, standard editing, coding, punching, verifying, sorting, and tabulating methods would need to
be followed In texms of the core of comparable information for regional analysis.

Assuming that amalysls of data were carried out with I.BJt. methods and procedures, the following
phases of analysis would be involved: (1) Editing and coding data; (2) pxmching and verifying data;

(3) sorting and tabulating data; and Qi) correcting and qualifying data for biases determined by step
H-g above,

1. Preparation and publication of results .

Summaries of questionnaire data and interpretations thereof might be used as follows: (l) State
and regional reports of leasing practices for extension use; (2) delimitation of State and regional
areas and type-situations of relative hanogeneity as the basis for fUrther problems j and (3) indication
of rental problems for research as a regional undertaking.
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Work Plan
(under Memorandim of Understanding

between the
Agricultural Experiment Stations of
Indiana, WiscoxBin, Minnesota, Iowa,
South Dakota, Kansas, and Nebraska

and the former Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
United States Department of Agriculture,
and with the Fam Foundation, Chicago,

HI . , cooperating

)

Pertaining to Cooperative Mork in Agricultural Economics

Name of project .Farm Leasing Practices in North Central States

Project personnel

Project leaders 0. G. Lloyd, Indiana Agricult\iral Esqieriment Station
P. M, Raup, Wisconsin Agricultural Experiment Station

Dowell, Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station
Timnons, Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station
Berry, South Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station
Pine, Kansas Agricultural Experiment Station
French, Nebraska Agricultural Experlinent Station

Regional project coordinator Virgil L. Hurlburt, foimer Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, Ames, Iowa

Technical Advisers* Joseph Ackerman, Fam Foundation, Chicago, HI.
Marshall Harris, former Bureau of Agricviltural Economics,

Washington, D. C.

Location States of Indiana, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa,
South Dakota, Kansas, and Nebraska

Headquarters Ames , Iowa

Effective date July 1, 1951

Probable duration Two years, with the objective of completing the assembly
and statistical tabulations of the data during the first
year and completing the analysis and preparing ]:*eports

the second year.

A. A.
J. F.

R. L.

W. H.

B. L.

Need for the study.

Each year the Extension Services and the Agricultural Experiment Stations in the North Central
States receive thousands of inqulriee from farmers, other landowners, tenants, bankers, fam
managers, and others, for information and advice on hew to handle leasing arrangements. The

repetition of these InqTilries In recent years indicates that there are basic and unsolved problems

present in making and maintaining sound landlord-tenant agreements. The signficance of leasing
eirrangements in the several States is indicated by the fact that leases affect the production
from 20 to more than 50 percent of the land in farms in the North Central States,

Prevailing leasing practices change more slowly than do types of farming or production tech-
niques; they also tend to respond slowly to changes in price-cost relationships. Satisfactory
arrangements for sharing of costs and retunis on new practices are slow in adaptation and adoption.
Lack of information about the kinds of leasing practices, their extent and distribution in various
parts of the States, and the natiire and scope of the lags interfere with the development and
application of agric\ilt\n'al programs of production adjustznent and, in an emergency, in the defense
mobilization effort. Furthermore, imperfections in the division of costs and returns cause need-
less shifting of tenants from farm to farm, which is unnecessarily costly and retards production
changes. The consequences of delays, lack of adj\istments, needless moves and decreased production
are particularly impoirtant when the need for maximum production of all kinds is great.

The study developed from requests by the Extension Service for assistance in solving leasing
problems. An inventory and analysis of the existing situations with respect to leasing practices
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and leasing problems is a necessary step in the solution of leasing problems j from these will be
developed recommendations and suggestions for adjustments and improvements. If agricultural pro-
duction is to be maximized in the present and continuing defense mobilization progran, tenure
obstacles to production adjustment must be overcome, A definitive inventory and analysis of
leasing practices is also essential to the development of an integrated program of research to
serve as an important basis in avoiding duplication of efforts among the several States.

Objectives

(1) To determine existing leasing practices by type of situation.

(2) To indicate problems and obstacles in present farm leasing arrangements that prevent achieve-

ment of maxinaim agricultural production.

(3) To provide information and suggested adjustments in leasing practices that will facilitate
removal of limitations on production.

Ox) To delimit geographic areas in which leasing practices are relatively homogeneous eis a basis
for future State and regional studies and programs.

Pzx>cedure.

(1) In each participating State, for one or more economic areas as defined by the Census, or for
combinations of economic areas, the responsible project leader will prepare a mailing list of
the names of farm renters. This will Include pai*t-owner8 . The list of names and addresses
will be taken from the FMA records or from the 1950 Cens\is of Agriculture, using a sampling
techniqvie as agreed upon by the project leaders, upon the advice of the Ames Statistical
Laboratory. A total of 900 names of renters will be obtained for each economic area or
combination of areas, to assure an estimated return of 300 schedules per economic area.

(2) Each of the 900 renters per area on the mailing list will be sent a questionnaire by mail by
the responsible project leader in the participating State. The form and content of -Uie

questionnaire will be mutually agreed upon to assure comparability among States. There will
be a standard set of questions for all States, but allowance will be made to delete questions
not pertinent in a given State.

(3) All preliminary work on sampling and on the questionnaire, including a pretest of the question-
naire, will be completed in time to mail the questionnaire between November 17 and November 21^.

A follow-up questionnaire wlH be sent by the State project leaders to renters who have not
replied in 10 days.

(U) Participating States will field-interview a sample of respondents and nonresponients to deter-
mine presence and amount of bias in replies. An additional bias check will be made in Iowa,
by use of a list of renters compiled from the 1950 Census of Agriculture*

(5) Completed questionnaire will be edited, coded, punched on lEM cards, and will be IBM-machine-
tabulated. Project personnel will agree upon the number of runs and cross-runs for regional
analysis.

(6) Editing and coding wlU be the responsibility of the project leader in the State, upon the
basis of standardized instructior^. Punching, verifying, arri machine tabulation will be per-
formed at State expense, at State headquarters or at project headquarters, as best suitable.

(7) In addition to State reports prepared by the project leaders in the participating States, a

regional import will be prepared, presenting an analysis of the practices and problems which
are of regional significance.

Cooperation.

The participating Agricultural Experiment Stations will make available the time and services
of personnel and bear the costs thereof to prepare the mailing lists, send oxit the qaestionnaires,
perform bias tests as mutually agreed up>on by project leaders, edit and code questionnaires for
State and regional analysis, and be responsible for costs of tabulating and analyzing returned
questionnaires

.

The Farm Foundation will be responsible for all travel and subsistence costs of Experiment
Station personnel engaged on the project while in interstate and conference travel, will provide
necessary rapid communication among project personnel, will provide the time of the Foundation's
Executive Secretary for such conference and participation as his other duties will allow.
Financial assistance in preparing the regional report will be given Insofar as need and available
funds pennlt.
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The Bm^eau of Agricultural Econonics will provide the time and travel of one techrdcal assist-
ant, as Regional Project Coordiiator, for the duration of the project up to the equivalent of 9
man-raonths per year: smd will provide consultative sei^rices of other personnel as their other
duties allow.

It is clearly imderstood by the cooperating parties that the project is initiated on a

regional basis by the participating States; that the function of the Farm Foundation and the
Bureau of Agricult\a:al Econoraics is coordinative, technical, and facilitory; and that tha coopera-
tion is in the interests of efficacy of pooled effort in research acd research reporting.

Questionnaire

(Cooperative Extension Work
in

Agricu-lture and Home Econonics
Agricultural Experiment Station

and
U. S. Department of Agriculture, Oooperating

Fam Rental Practices Study)

Dear Sir:

Those who rent farms ask many questions about rental arrangements. Who pays new expenses? How
can agreements be made to cover changes in farming methods? How can improvements be added? How can
livestock be handled?

You can help answer these questions. By filling out the following questionnaire you will be help-
ing yourself and other renters. Please take time to complete and send your reply in the enclosed
envelope. It does not take a stamp, A copy of the report will be sent to you. Your reply will be
appreciated and will be kept confidential.

Sincerely yours.

A, ABOUT YOUR FARM OPERATICWS IN 1951

1, How many acres did you farm in 1951? Acres
2, Of this, (a) how many did you own? Acres (b) How many did you rent?

Acres

3, What is your age? Years

U. What were the three main products sold from this farm in 1951? (name the specific crop, livestock
or livestock product) (a) (b) (c)

5. IJunber of livestock on hand on December 15, 1951* were: Beef cows

Other beef cattle Dairy cov/s and heifers^ Sows

Other hogs and pigs Sheep and lajnbs Hens

Broilers __^ Other poultry

6, Frcm how many larsllords did you rent in 1951? Number

NOTE: Please answer the remainirig questions for only one landlord and for the rental agreement with
that landlord, if you rent from more than one. i\nswer for the one whose name is first in the alphabet,

Elxample : If names are Smith and Jones, answer for Jones,

B. ABOUT THE LAIDLORD

1. Check whether land is owned by: Individuals^ _Estat«
Partnership Corporation Government __Other

2, How many acres did you rent from this landlord in 1951? Acres

3- Check whether landlord is: Active farmer Retired farmer

Business or professional man Widow of farmer Nonfarm widow_

Other
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li.

5.
6.

7.

1.
2.

3.

U.
5.
6.

7.

9.

What relation is landlord to you?

What is landlord's age?
To your wife'

Years
In making the rental agreement for this land, did you deal: (check)

(a) Directly with the landlord? (b) With his agent or manager?^

In discussing the operation of this land, do you deal: (check)

(a) Directly with the landlord? (b) With his agent or manager?_

C. ABOUT THE RENTAL AGREOIENT VOiTH THIS LANDLORD

les No

years Other

Do you live on this rented land? Yes No

Was the rental agreeauent with this landlord in writing in 1951?

How many years ha\^ you rented this land? ^Years

What month of the year does the agreement begin? Month
What period does agreement cover? 1 year 3 years

How much notice is required to end the agreanent? Months
Did you pay cash for the use of all or any part of this land in 1951? Yes No

If any cash was paid, how much was paid per acre for: Hay land Pasture

Building lots How much for: Bxiildings Other ^Total farm_
Crop shares r Indicate below the use of this larA in 1951 and the landlord's share of the crcps

such as: None, 1/3, 2/5, 1/2, or all

Cro£ Acres Landlord share Crop Acres Landlord share

a. Com :p. All pasture
b, Oats :q. Permanent pasture
c. Soybeans :r. Rotation pasture
d. Wheat :s. All hay
e. Barley :t. Alfalfa hay
f. Rye :u. Other legume hay
g. Flax :v. Other tame hay
h. Potatoes :w. Wild hay
i. Dry beans :x. Sorghum grain

J. Tobacco :y. Sorghum silage
k. Sugar beets :z. Sorghum forage
1. Alfalfa seed :aa. Canning com
m. Clover seed :bb. Canning peas
n. Grass seed :cc. Tomatoes
o. Hybrid seed com :dd. Dehydrated alfalfa

10, Does the landlord own or receive income from any livestock covered by this rental agreement?
Yes No . If yes, indicate below the landlord's share of owtership and of sales
such as 0, 1/3, 2/5, 1/2, or all

Kind of Landlord share Landlord share Livestock Landlord share of
livestock of ownership of sales products product sales

a. Dairy cattle
h. Dairy products

b. Dairy calves 1. liggs
c. Beef cattle J. wool
d. Beef calves
e. Hogs
f. Sheep
g. Poultry

11. Expenses, Indicate the shares of each cash expense on this land, for both you and the landlord,
such as: None, 1/3, 2/5, 1/2, or all

It«m of expense
Share paid hj

renter landlord Item of expense
Share paid by-

renter landlord

a. Fertilizer
b. Lime
c. Seed, small graiji

d. Seed com
e. Seed, grass
f. Seed, legume
g. Seed, soybeans
h. Seed, potatoes

i. Hired labor

j. Combine grain
k. Combine soybeans
1. Hail insurance
m. Government crop

insurance
n. Livestock insurance
o. Building insurance
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Item of expense
Share paid by-

renter landlord Item of expense
Share paid by

renter landlord

p. Tractor fuel
q. Weed spray material
r. Weed spraying
s. Livestock feed
t. Breeding fees
u. Veterinary expense
V, DHIA dues
w. Milk hanUng
X. Haying

y. Hay haling
z. Field cutting

silage
aa. Silo filling
bb. CorrpickLng
cc. Potato digging

dd. Machinery repair
ee. Building repair
ff. Building repair

labor

gg. Building repair
materials

hh. New buildings
ii. Fence repairs

JJ, Fence repair labor
kk. Fence repair

material
11, New fences
na. Telephone
nn. Electricity
DO. Irrigation water

12. Machinery and equipment. Indicate the shares of ovmership of farm machiiBry and equipinent used
on this land, such asr None, 1/3* 2/5, 1/2, or all

Kind of equipinent

Share owned by
renter landlord Kind of equipment

Share owned by
renter landlord

a. Tractor
b. Truck
c. Combine
d. Compicker
e. Field chopper
f. Hay baler

g. Weed sprayer
h. Manure spreader
1. Milk cooler

J. Milking machines
k. Milk house
1. Thresher
m. Hay drier
n. Grain drier
o. Brooder houses

p.

q.
r.

s.

t.

w.

X,

Movable poultry houses
Movable hog houses
Electric fence
Feed grinder
Fruit &. vegetable sprayer
Irrigation equipment
Terracing

equipinent

Fertilizer
equipment

Tillage and small
tools

D. ABOUT IMPROVING RENTAL AGREEMENTS

1, Are any changes in rental agreements needed to increase the income received by both renters and
laixilords in your community? Yes No

Describe

:

2, Are any changes in rental agreements needed to increase soil-conserving praictices on rented farms
in your ccnmunLty? Yes No

Describe

:

3, Are any changes in rental agreements needed to encourage keeping more livestock on rented farms in
your community? Yes No

Describe:
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U, Are any changes in rental agreements needed to encourage making iraFrovemeots la buildings and land
on rented farms in your corammity? Yes No

Describe:

5. Are you satisfied with your rental agreement?
Why. or why not? Describe:

Tes No

Editing Instructions

Edit with colored pencil, so marks are distinguishable.

Edit consistently, with one symbol which is used for a given item. For example, use X consistently
to mean no response. Use Y to mean not applicable ; Y is letter preferred by State Lab (R means reject).
Retain to mean Zero or none.

Scan the idiole questionnaire, especially the final page, before starting to write the editing
symbols. Very often there are answers given on the back which will apply to some of the missing or
unfilled spaces—as sex of landlord.

In editing process, make sure each question is answered. Fill In an answer vdien blank but ascer-
tainable from other questions. Use I and Y as needed.

If more than one person works on the editing job, at the beginning have one do a county and the
second to check him, and vice versa—to insure that the two or more persons use the same techniques
and judge the same way.

Some of the questionnaires will have to be discarded. If the kind of rental can be determined,
then, as a general rule it will be wise to retain the schedule for coding.

In some cases the missing items can be ascertained. If the answer is clearly evident, write it
in—as in case of a dollar rent figure being shown for question C-8 but C-7 being left blank, then
check yes. Otherwise, edit X or Y as the case may be. In scrae of the replies there will be inconsist-
encies. Use your judgement as to what to do with these. If there are 2 or 3 things to check against
each other, it may be possible to iron out the inconsistency. Otherwise, both answers (in conflict)
may have to b e edited as X.

Experience with a coT^le of counties will probably develop guides, and then the editor can go back
over the first counties after ccanpletlng several more, to see that the same methods and judgements have
been \ised.

Number the questionnaires . -When the cut-off day on return of s chedules has arrived, and the editing
is ccmpleted, then go through and number the questionnaires, by counties. Arrange them alphabetically,
by counties and number consecutively. This will help to cut out duplications.

Type of farming .-Experience with editing daaonstrates that we cannot be certain about type of
faming frcm the infoznatioc available. Therefore, we wlU use question A-U to Indicate major pro-
ducts sold.

Type of renter . -At the left margin, juat above the questlcm A-1, write either part-owner, or full
tenant, as the case may be. Abbreviate for part-owner. T for tenant. Determine the by whether or
not any land is owned. Then look at nuaber of landlords. If more than one, mark it M. If only one S.
Multiple and single landlord, part-owner and full renter, will be used for cross runs.

Type of lease . -Determine frcBi the answers to C-7, C-8, C-9 and C-10 the type of lease. Sometimes
information also sqDpears on the back page.

Cash.-When only cash rental is paid.

Crop share .-When only a share of one or more crops is paid. It is nothing more than a crop share^
even though the landlord contributes to the cash expenses.

Cash-crop-share . -If share of crop is paid, and there is a cash payment for hay or pasture or use
of buildings. Inmost instances the figures will be large enough to indicate clearly that cash rent is
part of the regular rental agreement. In sobiq cases, tiie respondent may indicate that he has paid a
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cash rent whsn in fact he has only paid some of the cash expense on building repair. Try to ferret these
out and call them crop share. Retain as cash-crop-share only those with more than a nominal payment of
cash—but South Dakota and Nebraska are not to be excluded if a payment of just a few cents per acre is
reported for cash rent of range.

Livestock share . -Part of the rent is paid as a share of the receipts from major livestock enter-
prises. It is not a livestock share if tlie paternal latxllord has only a cow, a sow, or a flock of hens.
Livestock share usually involves a set share of iiputs and outputs—and is not a case of sharing only
the eggs. But, if it is a poultry farm, only the egg sales might be shared, and it is in fact live-
stock share.

Labor share . -Pays no cash rent, and owns none of the livestock and machinery. He gets a share of
the income fron crops and from livestock in payment for his labor. There will likely be borderline
cases in which the laborer or renter gets a low share of the whole things or maybe furnishes equipment
too, but these are more likely to fall into the other category of livestock share, or of crop share.

Special or other ; Put into this group the ones in which the operator faraishes only his labor and
management, gets a set annual salary, and receives a percentage of the net profits.

SBCTIOH A. (DSE X FOR NO RESPONSE. USE T TO MARK NOT APPLICABLE.)

A-1 Circle the acres. Check against answer to A2 rented, and 32, from this landlord. For one-
landlord, full-tenant deals the acreages should be the same on A2 and B2.

A-2 Cir«ls acres owned. If that item is blank and Al and A2b are the same, then edit acres owned
as Zero.

Circle acres rented. If blank and there is only one landlord, the answer is obtainable from B2,
if answered there. Hark X if not ascertainable—for example, if blank and there is more than one land-
lord,

A-3 Circle age, Mark X for nonresponse. If it is blank and scmewhere on the form there is indica-
tion that the tenancy is a partnership, or a company, mark as X,

A-U Circle the answer for the items given. Mark X for the blank spaces if it is evident that more
than one crop or product is sold. But, for the >dieat farm, in which wheat is the only item sold, the
answer to parts b and c beccme Zero,

A-5 Circle the numbers given for beef cows, other beef cattle, dairy cows and heifers, sows, other
hogs, and pigs. VJrite in a yes or no to answer. Are there any sheep, hens, broilers, or other poultry
on hand; these will be tabulated only as to yes or not present on the farm. If sane livestock are
reported, and there are some blank spaces, the blank probably means that there are none of that kind,
so mark such blank spaces Zero. If all spaces on livestock are left blank, mark each one X. If there
is a note saying there are no livestock, mark each blank as 0. Seme of the fonns will take careful
study to determine whether to mark the missing items on livestock nimbers as None or as no response X;

particularly in livestock share lease.

A-6 Circle number of landlords. If blank X it. If blank and acreage given for A-1, A-2, and B-2
are the same, then the answer probably is One landlord, not X. Some of the answers of 2 or more will
probably have to be changed by editing. If 2 sisters own the land together, in one ownership undivided,
then the answer is really 1 instead of 2. Scsne of these can be changed—if it is clear the respondent
erred.

SECTION B.

At head of section, on left, edit in the sex of the landlord. Let M equal male and F equal woman.
Circle the letter. If owner of land is a corporation or govemnent, edit this as T, If B-1 is blank
or B-3 is blank, mark it X, If sex cannot be determined, mark it as 9, which can mean indeterminable
(by code).

B~l Circle the answer given, if it agrees with some of the other answers. Check the father-son
agreements, 1>o see that it is MOT answered as partnership in ownership of land—look back on page one
to see that the son has answered that he owns no land. Some may answer "other," if they know the
title is in joint tenancy: If so, and they give an age for the landlord, and say they deal with the
landlord, edit it INDIVIDUAL.

B-2 Check acreage back against acre figures. Circle. In a few cases it might help to look back
on the acreage on the mailing list from PMA, especially if only one landlord.
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B-3 Clrcla the answer given. Edit X for so response. Note that if the answer to the question B-1
is something besides individual, the answer should be other here.

Between B-3 and B-U enter in the left margin, edit a yes and i» to question. Is the landlord related
to th9 tenant? If there can be no relation, as in the case of the governnent agency as owner and deal-
ing with an agent, then the edited answer becomes T. Circle it.

B-U Circle the answer given to the £Lrst half of the question. Edit only the first half, because

it will be necessary to code and punch only one relationship, Vfrite in the appropriate answer if
irespondent gives only relation to wife. Tbe answer to many, vho answer individual as an cwner, will
be NCNE—for no relation. It will be Y if landlord is a corporation and operator deals with an agent.
Cases of no response, mark as X.

B-5 Circle the age of ths landlord. If blank, and the landlord is supposedly an individual, maiic

it X. Mark as T if landlord is a governnent or partnership or corporation and thua has no age.

B-6 Circle one of the itans. But notice that answer may have to be dianged or it may be boUx.

Suppose an estate is the owner; renter is one of the heirs and deals with one of the other heirs as

administrator J technically then, be deals with agent . If owner is a corporation, operator must deal
with agent.

B-7 Sarae idea as B-6. But notice that the answer to B-6 and B-7 can be different. Operator c£ui

deal with agent in leasing, and then with the owner or landlord in operating the fazm. Edit X for no
response* Sone may answer both and be correct.

SECTION C.

C-1 Circle one of the answers, les. No, or X it.

C-2 Circle one of the answers, or mark as X.

G-3 Circle the number of years reported. Translate if given as a "since 19**."

C-4i Circle month names. X no response. Ones marked as None Named, edit as Zero.

C-5 Circle the numerical answer as given. For those answers which say that none is specified, none
named, mark as Zero. The real answer in such case is that nothing has been said in the lease, wt^tfaer

oral or written, as to length—and we are dealing wLth content of lease. For those cases in which the
reply is "continuous" or "as long as we agree," or "indefinite," Edit as for other . Edit X for no
answer.

C-6 Circle ouaber of months given. If aiswer is none mentioned or not specified, the answer must
be edited as 9 to indicate not included . If the answer apace ia blank, it must be edited as X—no
response. If he says no notice, or instant, edit as Zero to indicate that agreement can be ended
instantly.

C-7 Circle either yas or no. Host cases of blank answer here can be edited by looking at the
answers to other questions. Check against C-8, for the Crop share leases. If it is a livestock share»
probably answer is No, but there may be exception. Some may need to be edited as X»

C-8 If answer to C-7 la yes, there most be one or more dollar answers* Circls Uiose given for rates
per acre* If several are given and the rest are blank, edit the missing ones as ZERO in most cases—be-
cause the general practice seems to be that respondents merely leave blank many of the spaces that do
not have specific answer—that is, they do not say there la zero rent for the use of buildings*

If answer to C-7 ia 2IS£ ^nd none of the blanks are £LIlBd, then look to see if cash rent has appar-
ently been paid—check pasttire and hay item in C-9, among other points—and then mark all the itaaa as
X* If answer to C-7 is No, then tbe answer to each item in C-8 is I.

Hark out, or delete in some way any answer to Iteia for rent to total farm vhere respondent has
summed hay and pasture rates to make a total*

An answer to rent for total farm ia applicable only when it is a cash rent lease. An answer to total
farm item fits only when cash for the vhole farm is only rent paid. If cash r«nt ia paid for vdiole farm,
there ia no crop share, no livestock share, and the renter probably pays all of the cash ejcpense and owns
all equlFment* If cash rent for iriiole farm Is the only rent paid, then tbe answers to the other iteras

in C-8 must be edited as T. It is not applicable because we have not asked for a rate on cropland.

Note that a per acre amount is called for in case of cash rent for pasture and hay. If ha answers
total, edit to per acre*
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If a per acre rental is given for the total farm, and none of the other items are marked, then
multiply this cash rent per acre by the acreage given in B-2 to get a total figure for farro as whole.

C-9 To left of question, edit in a yes or no answers Does tenant pay a share rent? Answer is
only yes or no. An aill cash rent, answer is NO. Livestock share is lES.

C-9 Share of crop . Circle the chare of the crops listed for \rtiich an acreage is reported, Mark
X of ix> response for ones in ^rtiich share is missing but acreage is given, if it is a crop share. Some
give acreage even if it is straight cash—edit Y. If a cash rent is p«!d for hay and pastirre, then the
answer is a zero share rent for hay and pasture. If no cash rent is paid, then landlord probably gets
a share of the hay, and that may be a Zero share. If no acres and no shares and it is not an all cash
rent, mark blank spaces as NOT applicable—Y. If it is a livestock share lease and respondent has not
indicated the shares of the crop, then this gets edited to read the same share as of livestock income

—

if acreages of crops are given to show which ones are grown; otherwise, it becomes necessary to mark
the blaric individual crop shares as X because we do not know idiich ones are on the farm.

If both acreage and crop share are blank, mark the item as Y—especially if respondent has written
none or as acres.

If it is a straight cash rent the answer to shares of crop is Y,

DelAte the extra answers on write ins. They will not be tabulated*

In some cases the acres of crops listed may be larger than tfas total given for acres rented from
this individual. The explanation may be in the double cropping. In that case, probably a lower rental
is paid for cash on hay land, and the landlord received seme share of the hay seed. We are counting
only the shares, so this slight duplication on acres is okay. There may also be an error, in which
total acreage of crops listed is far greater than the above figure—which probably means that he is
giving acres for his whole farm i^en he rents from more than one landlord. The guess is that the
shares would still apply.

Notice, that under this arrangement, we are assuming that the respondent answers on acre and shares
that apply to his faim. If there are no soybeans, he merely leaves the spaces blank—which says in fact
that Y is answer.

Examine each schedule to see that the respondent has reported the share going to the landlord. In
one of the replies the tenant reports his own share. Sane also answer in acres. This can easily be
translated to a fraction share.

If answer to share is given in acres, edit to fractions.

If he pays a cash rent for pasture and hay (C-7 and C-8) but gives no acre or share figure in C-9,
edit pasture and hay items as X,

C-10 Circle one answer, yes or no. If not answered, the blank can usually be filled in—maybe by
noting the answers written to the individual items. If whole question is blank, and he has said else-
where tliat it is a straight cash lease, then the edited ansvrer becomes No. If all blank and you can't
tell, edit X, If answer to general question is No, then answer to individual items becomes Y, That Is,

landlord share is Not applicable when he owns none and gets no income. If some of the blanks are filled
for ownership, when landlord owning a share and the share of income is not given, then the edited answer
to income share becones an X, If both ovmership share and income share are blank for a few items and
the others are given, then assxme that there is none of those kinds and again the answer is Y, If it

is a crop share lease, and from a parent as landlord, and the landlord gets a few eggs, then again edit
it as a case of landlord owning none of the livestock.

For C-10 Be sore and edit the share of both ownership and of sales , . If landlord owns none of the

livestock, merely edit Y if not applicable. If he owns seme of the livestock, then make conparlsons
with the numbers reported on page 2, If write-in answers in "half of everything" for a stock share
lease, then landlord supposedly owns half and gets half of income from all the types of livestock th&t
are reported on page 1,

Notice that landlord may not own nor share in the sales of the poultry. In that case, share is 0,

The answers to question C-10 will need to be studied, in seme cases, to edit.

C-11 Study- the answer to this question before attempting to edit it. See if the general pattern
of the answer can be discerned—that is—has the respondent given the answer for all of the items that
apply? If so, then merely mark Y for the spaces that are left blank. If only a couple are answered,

edit all rest as X, But some of the spaces that are left blank on some of the forms can be determined

by answers to other questions. For example, some interpret the grass seed item to include leg\nne and

then leave the legume seed space blank. Actually, the landlord pays a share of this and it can be
edited in from the other answer.
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Maybe the anall grain seed itan is left blank and everythii^ else is filled in. And from the crops

side you can see that he grows oats and >jheat. In Hiat case, mark the small grain seed as an X if not
answered. Likewise for other missing expense items which are obvious—mark as X if no response. Maybe
the respondent forgets to fill in the right half of the itans on expenses. In that case he has apparent-

ly overlooked the list. Edit as X, for not answered.

In a couple of cases respondents have written in a none at the head of a list of items—apparently

to mean that there was none of this—these get edited as Y.

Notice that in the case of hail insurance the answer often is written in that each pays his own
share, and the share of the crops are not the same. We will take care of this by providing a code for
the share of hail iiKurance. Circle such answers. In short—the AKSWERS to 11 will have to be studied.

C-12 Edit in Xes or No answer—Does landlord own any of the equipnent? Circle. Again—If whole
thing is unanswered, edit as X. If landlord owns one item, and it is a building, edit it as No, for

in fact it amounts to tenant owning all the machinery and equipment.

If seme are answered and seme are blank, call the blank ones I, tdiere both blanks of any particular
item are omitted.

If tenant pays all of certain items, landlord share of course is zero*

If tenant replies none as answer to both, then edit as X—not applicable.

C-12 Likewise with items in 12, ecmetdjiies boob editing will have to be done to get the right
answers.

The main question involved is when to edit as T and when as the X of no response. Clearly, if none
is written for both shares, the answer is 7.

If both spaces are blank, it may be X or T, depending upon the general plan which the respondent
has followed in answering. If there are no nones written in any of the questions, it probably means
that blank means none or not applicable.

C-11 Edit in a Xes or No answer to questions—Does landlord pay any cash expense. Use X if >iiole

thing is left unanswered. Circle this overall answer. But IF the landlord pays only one very minor
expense, and that is in connection with the maintenance of tKe physical plant, then edit that case as
a No answer, and each item then gets edited with the answer X, because in fact, tenant pays all.

Do not circle all answered items in this question.

Edit to show the landlord's share if be does share. We will not tabulate tenant share*

If both the tenant and the landlord share are blank, edit as X when list is fairly complete and
If it is s^parent the ttesa is not j^pllcable.

If both landlord and tenant share are answered as none, edit as X*

If tenant pays all, edit landlord share as ZEHO.

If it is a straight cash rent, with tK> expenses shared, all items are X*

SECTION D.

D-1 Circle the Xes or the No answer. If blank, edit as X.

D-2 Through D-U same as D-1 edit Xes or No or No response, I.

For D-5 edit Xes or No or undecided.

Notice that some answers to D-1 and 0-5 are both yes and no or uncertain or undecided. Edit these
as (3).

The rest of the Job of editing on this section as a whole is to be handled as part of the Job of
coding. We will need to set up categories of answers. The X for no response will probably be the most
cammon single answer to the explanation parts.

While editing, if answer is obscure or hard to read, figure out the answer and write it in plainly,
so that the same labor does not have to be done again in the coding process.
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CARD
NO.

COLUMN
NUMBER

1

2

3

U-6

7-8

9

10

U8

U9

1 IzxHana
2 lova

1 Caah
2 Crop share
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Coding Sheets

Question and Code Gid.de

Card Ncoaiber

State

3 Kansas

h Minnesota

Economic Area

Co\mt7

Fans Nunber

Type of Lease

3 Crop-share-cash

U Livestock share

5 Nebraska
6 South Dakota

7 vasconstn

5 Labor share
6 Special or other

Tenure of Operator and Number of Landlords

1 Tenant, 1 Landlord
2 Tenant, Multiple landlords

3 Part-ounBr, 1 landlord

k Part-ouner> Multiple landlorda

n-m A-1, Acres farmed

15-18 A-2. Acres owned: 0000 None XXXX No response

19-22 A-2. Acres rented: 0000 Nozb XX XX No response

23-2ii A-3.

A-U.

Age of operator XX No response

Source of income

X No response 2 Hay
None 3 Special crop

1 Cash grain U Fruit or vegetable

5 Dairy
6 Beef
7 Hog

8 Sheep
9 Poultry

25 First product sold
26 Second product sold

27 Third product sold

28-30 A-5* Number beef cows

31-3U Number other beef cattle
35-37 Nonber dairy cows and heifers

38-UO Ntnber sows
la-U3 Number other hogs and pigs

Do they have these animals?
1 les 2 No X No response

hh Sheep and lambs

U5 Hens

U6 Broilers
U7 Other poultry

T Not applicable

Number of landlords

9 iK>re than 8

X no response

B-1* Description of landlord
I No response 2 Estate
1 Individual 3 Partnership

k Corporation
5 Government

6 Other



k9 -

50-53

5U

56

57

58-59

60

61

62

63

6ii-65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

7li

75
76

77
78

B-2, Acres rented from this landlord.

3-3. Business of landlord
X No response 3 Business or professional man
1 Active farmer h Farm widow
2 Retired farmer 5 Nonfarm widow

6 Other

Sex of landlord
1 Male 2

J Not ^plicable
Female 9 Indeterminate X No response

Is landlord related to tenant?
X No response I Not applicable 1 Yes 2 No

B-U, Relation to landlord
Z No response 1 Father
X Not applicable 2 Mother

No relation 3 Father-in-law

U Mother-in-law
5 Grandparent
6 Brother or sister

7 Child
8 Uncle or Aunt
9 Other

B-5. Age of landlord: XX No response II Not applicable

B-6.
X No response

B-7.
X No response

1 Landlord 2 Agent 3 Both

1 Landlord 2 Agent

C-1, Lives on rented land* X No response

C-2. Agreement in writing. X No response

C-3« lears rented this land. XX No response

3 Both

1 les 2 No

1 les 2 No

C-U. Month rental agreement begins.
X No response 1 Jan. or Feb»

No month named 2 Mar. or Apr.

C-5. Length of lease
X No response 2 2-3 lears

None specified 3 U-5 lears
1 1 Year

May or June
July or Aug,

k Indefinite
5 Other

Sept. or Oct.
Nov. or Dec.

C-6, Length of Termination Notice,
X No response 2 3-k months 5 9-10 months

Instant 3 5-6 months 6 11-12 months
1 1-2 Bonths k 7-8 months 7 Over 1 year

C-7. Cash rent paid. X No response 1 Yes

C-9, Was any share of crop paid? X No response

C-10, Did Landlord own livestock or share income?
X No response 1 les 2 No

C-11, Did landlord pay any cash expense?
X No response 1 les 2 No

C-12. Did landlord own any machinery?
X No response 1 Iss 2 No

8 By agreenent
9 Not in lease

2 No

1 les 2 No

D. Rental Problems
X No response 1 les 2 No
D-1. Changes to increase income?
D-2. Changes to conserve resources?
D-3. Changes to encourage livestock?
D-U. Changes to encourage improvements^
D-5. Are you satisfied with lease?

3 Undecided



-50-

Coded by
Checked by

CARD COLDMM
NUMBER

1
2

3

h-6
7-8
9-10
11-12
13-li+

15

16

17-20

Question and Code Guide

Card teaber
State
Economic ai*ea

County
Farm number
Cash for hayland?
Cash for pasture?
Cash for building

C-8. Cash for hayland? X No response T
I No response Y
lots? X No response

Was cash paid for use of buildings?
X No response T Not applicable 1 lies

Was cash paid for other?
X No response T Not applicable 1 Xes
Cash rental for whole farm.
XXXX No response IHI Not applicable

G-10. Shares livestock owned by landlord:
X No response 1 l/U U 1/2 7 3/U
I Not applicable 2 1/3 5 3/5 8 h/S

None 3 2/5 6 2/3 9 all

Not applicable
Not applicable
I Not applicable

2 No

2 No

21
22

23

2U
25
26
27

a. Dairy cattle
b. Dairy calves
c« Beef cattle
d. Beef calves
e. Hogs
f. Sheep

g* Poultry

28

29
30
31
32
33
3U
35
36
37

38

39
UO
Ul
U2
U3
Ui

US

C-IO. Share income frcn livestock
X No response 1 VU U 1/2 7 3A
T Not applicable 2 1/3 5 3/5 8 U/5

None 3 2/5 6 2/3 9 all

a. Dairy cattle
b. Dairy calves
c. Beef cattle
d« Beef calves

f. Sheep

g. Poultry
h. Dairy products
i. Eggs

J. Wool

D-1. Changes to incxeaae Ineone.
X Blank} no response 3 None needed
1 A good answer U Can't be done
2 Don't know 5 Answer given has no neanlng
6 Answer given is entirely erroneous

D-1* Suggested changes to increasing inooae.
Z No response, change not listed 1 Change listed

Provide for sharing expenses*
Increase length of lease
Increase amount of termlnatian notice
Improve rotation; moi>e leguna; improve soil
Landlord provide more production facilltlea
Miscellaneous reasons

D-2* Changes to conserve resources
X No response 3 None needed
1 A good answer U Can't be done
2 Don't know 5 Answer given has no meaning
6 Answer given entirely erroneous
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h$ D-1* Suggested chaiiges to conserve resources.
I No response, change not listed 1 Change listed

1|6 Increase length of lease.

l^^ Share costs of conservation practices

1;8 Improve rotation; improve soil

1^9 Educate the landlord

50 Increase govenment payments for conservation

51 Miscellaneous

52 D-3. Changes to encorffage more livestock.
X No response 3 None needed
1 A good Jinswar k Can't be done
2 Don't know 5 Answer given has no meaning
6 Answer given is entirely erroneous

D-3. Suggested changes to encourage more livestock.
X No response, change not listed 1 Change listed

53 Increase stock share leases; share stock income

5U Increase leaigth of lease

55 Eliminate the 100-percent cash-crop-systera of fanning
56 Landlord provide more livestock facilities

57 Decrease cash rent for hay and pasture

58 Miscellaneous

59 D-U. Changes to encourage building and land improveroents

.

X No response 3 None needed
1 A good answer h Can't be done
2 Don't know 5 Answer given has no meaning
6 Answer given is entirely erroneous

D-U. Suggested changes to encourage improveiaents

.

X No response, change not listed 1 Change listed
60 Increase length of lease
61 More livestock share leases
62 Landlord provide, maintain, retain improvements
63 Landlord furnish materials; tenant do work
6U Miscellaneous

65 D-5. Satisfied with lease.
X No response 3 Clearly erroneous
1 A good answer Y Dissatisfied
2 Answer given has no meaning

D-5. Reasons for satisfaction with lease.
X Reason not listed I Dissatisfied 1 Reason listed

66 No prok^lems involved; landlord cooperative; etc.
67 I can operate it Just as if I owned it
68 Reservations or faults not large and can be handled
69 Have to be satisfied, farms are scarce
70 Miscellaneous reasons

71 D-5. Dissatisfied with lease.
X No response 1 A good answer 3 Erroneous answer
T Satisfied 2 Answer as given has no meaning

D-5. Reasons for dissatisfaction with lease.
X Reason not given I Satisfied 1 Reason listed

72 Lease too short
73 No improvements; poor Improvementa
7U Landlord not interested in conserving or Improving farm
75 Expenses are not shared properly or fairly
76 Cash rent on hay and pasture is too high
77 No opportunity for Joint planning
76 Miscellaneous reasons

79 Type of lease.
1 Cash 3 Crop-Share-Cash 5 Labor Share
2 Crop share U Livestock Share 6 Special or other

80 Tenure of Operator and Number of Landlords
1 Tenant, 1 Landlord 3 Partowner, 1 Landlord
2 Tenant, Multiple Landlords h Partowner, Multiple Landlords
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Coded by
Checked by "

CARD
NO.

COLUMN
NUMBER

Question and Code Quids

1
2

3
U-6
7-8

9
10
U
12

13
lii

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
2U
25
26

27
28

29
30
31
32

33
3U
35
36
37
38
39
ko
la
U2
U3
Uh
16
U6
U7
U8
k9
50

51
52
53

Card nrmbar
Stat©
Econonlc area
Coijnty

Fam number

C-9. Crop shares.
I Ho responsa None 2 V3 U V2 6 2/3 8 V5
I Not applicable 1 1/k 3 2/5 5 3/5 7 3/U 9 All

a. Com
b. Oate
c« Soybeans
d» Vfbeat

e. Barley
f. Rye
h, Botatoee
!• Dry beans
k. Sugar beets
1. AlfalTa seed

p. All pasture
t. Alfalfa hay
V. Other tane hay
w* Vnid hay

C-U. Share expenses.
X No response None 2 V3 U 1/2 6 2/3 8 V5
I Not applicable 1 1/U 3 2/5 5 3/5 7 3/U 9 All
a. Fertilizer
b. LiiBfl

c. Seed, small grain
d. Seed com
e. Seed, grass
f. Seed, legtDie

h. Seed, potatoes
i. Hired labor
j. Combine grain
1. Hajl insttrance

p. Tractor fuel

q. Weed spray material
r. Weed spraying
8. Livestock feed
t. Breading fees
u. Veterinary esqpense

y. Hay baling
bb. Com picking
cc. Potato digging
dd. Machinery repair
ee. Bnildlng repair
ii. Fence repairs
nn. Electricity
oo. Irrigation water, :regular

pp. Terracing

qq. Iirrigation water, <extra
rr. KTftctricity, irrigation prop
SB. Conblnlng dry beans

C-12. Machinery and equipment.
X No response None 2 1/3 U V2 6 2/3 8 U/5
I Not applicable 1 VU 3 2/5 5 3/5 7 3A 9 All
a. Tractor
b. Truck
c. Combine
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$k d, Coroplcker

55 e» Field chopper

56 f

.

Hay baler

57 E» Weed sprayer

58 h. Manure spreader

$9 k. Milk cooler
60 j. Milking machines
61 i. Milk house
62 m. Hay drier
63 n« Grain drier
6li o. Brooder houses

65 s. Feed grinder
66 ti. Irrigation equipment
67 w. Fertilizer equipment
6S X, Tillage and small tools

69 Type of lease.
1 Cash 3 Crop-Share-Cash 5 Labor Share
2 Crop share U Livestock Share 6 Special or Other

70 Tenure of Operator and N\aaber of Landlords
1 Tenant, 1 landlord 3 Paiixjwner, 1 Landlord
2 Tenant, Multiple Laixllords U Partowner, Multiple Lamdlords

I




