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P~F~E 

This paper presents the results of a survey of farmers designed to 

assess the worth of a 'viewdata' information system for farmers. 

The information revolution is now with us. While the reality of an 

information system as perceived in this paper may be some years away, it is 

highly desirable to discover now what the needs of the client (the farmer) 

are, in order to develop such systems in the appropriate direction. 

The paper has been co-authored by Mr R.T. Lively (Research Fellow in 

the Department of Farm Management and Rural Valuation at the College) and 

Dr P.L. Nuthall (Reader in the same Department and Head of the Kellogg Farm 

Management Unit). 

(iii) 

P.D. Chudleigh 
DIRECTOR 





SUMMARY 

The revolution in computer and electronic technology has given rise 
to equipment which can potentially provide primary producers with 
continuous access to a wide range of information stored on central 
computers. Modern communication systems mean these data are obtainable on 
the farm or property through standard telephone lines connected to the 
central computer. A number of these so-called viewdata systems are already 
operating in several countries (Canada, England, France and the United 
States). Because adequate information is essential for efficient resource 
allocation it is important to assess the potential value of viewdata before 
a commitment is made to develop a system in New Zealand. The success of 
any system developed will depend to a large extent on the type of 
information maintained on the central computer and on the availability of 
information from other sources such as radio, television and printed 
material. Accordingly, the first step in developing a viewdata system must 
be to assess producers' existing sources of information and to determine 
whether existing sources of information are meeting the needs perceived by 
producers. This study was designed to address this question. 

One thousand producers were selected from geographical and 
production type strata and sent a postal questionnaire in November 1982. 
The questionnaire was designed to obtain data on a series of information 
related questions as well as to assess producers' views on the value of a 
viewdata system. Sixty three percent responded with valid replies. 

Data about the respondents' farms and personal attributes, sources 
of agricultural and horticultural information (radio, television, 
newspapers, journals, advisers, field days and other farms), uses of 
information (making decisions, providing agricultural news, providing 
agriculturally related entertainment), beliefs about the information 
(accuracy, detail, timeliness, ease of extraction) were obtained. General 
comments were also elicited. Finally, respondents were asked to estimate 
the value to them of various types of information (weather, market, 
financial, general farming, agricultural news and agricultural regulations) 
if it were made available through a viewdata system. 

The data obtained are'presented in a series of tables and the 
important features discussed. Implications of the results to further 
viewdata related research are also stressed. 

The responses indicate that while a considerable amount of useful 
information is provided by existing sources, particularly farming journals, 
there are an appreciable number of areas where viewdata might augment 
existing information. While thirty six percent of the farmers answering 
the viewdata questions said they would not pay for the information 
provided, forty five percent were prepared to pay $151/annum or more. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This paper presents the results of a nationwide postal survey 
conducted during the summer of 1982-83. This project was the first phase 
of a larger study designed 10 consider the economic feasibility of 
introducing a viewdata-type information system into the New zealand 
agricultural sector. 

Viewdata-type systems have been tested in several other countries 
including the United Kingdom and Australia. Agricultural information has 
been available to users of the Prestel Viewdata System in the U.K. since 
1979. Users' early reactions to this database have been mixed (Houseman, 
1982), but this does not alter the fact that the potential of such systems 
for improving the efficiency of information delivery, as well as the 
quality of information available to users, is considerable. 

Viewdata cannot simply be regarded as a replacement for the existing 
structure of information sources serving New Zealand agriculture. Rather 
it must be seen, at least initially, as a supplement to current sources. 
In fulfilling this role, viewdata can rely on several characteristics which 
make it superior to conventional sources of agricultural information 
(Nuthall,1982): 

(i) it is relatively easy for the user to select only the 
information he requires. 

(ii) information is updated regularly and, whenever possible, 
automatically and is available 24 hours a day; 

(iii) information is only as detailed as the user requires. 

Despite these advantages however, viewdata will only be accepted by 
the agricultural community and successfully integrated into farm 
decision-making if it is a credible and reliable source of information 
priced to reflect its perceived value. 

1 A viewdata system consists of a central computer based databank 
accessible by subscribers at any time through their own terminal 
and linking telephone lines or special data transmission lines. 
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By identifying the needs of potential users of an agricultural 
database, the present study serves as the first step toward establishing 
the requirements that must be met by a viewdata system. 

1.1 Objectives 

The survey was designed to collect data that would facilitate the 
development of a database for use in a trial field test. A questionnaire 
was drafted which asked farmers to identify their current sources and uses 
of information and to express their views on existing information sources 
as well as the proposed viewdata system. The following six specific 
objectives were isolated: 

(i) to identify farmers' sources of information and match them 
with various types of information, (e.g. do farmers use the 
radio as a source of weather information?), 

(ii) to identify the information sources that farmers use for 
making decisions; the sources which provide news on farming 
affairs; and those which provide light listening, viewing or 
reading on agriculture (e.g. do farmers use the radio as a 
source of information in making decisions on their- farms?), 

(iii) to identify the characteristics that farmers associate with 
different types of information obtained from a variety of 
sources (e.g. do farmers consider the weather information 
provided by radio to be accur~te?) , 

(iv) to identify the inadequacies attributed by farmers to radio, 
television, newspapers and journals and other publications, 

(v) to arrive at a set of prices which reflect the relative value 
to farmers of several types of information delivered by 
viewdata, (e.g. do farmers consider viewdata to be better 
suited to the delivery of weather or market information?), 
and 

(vi) to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the existing 
sources of information available to farmers and suggest areas 
for the application of viewdata. 
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1.2 Background 

Although there have been a number of surveys, both in New Zealand 
and overseas, which have sought details about farmers' sources of 
information, no New Zealand study has been national in scope nor have any 
approached the issue from a perspective directly relevant to this study. 
Hence the specific findings and conclusions of these previous surveys are 
not considered in detail here. However, several components have been 
selected for discussion because of their immediate relevance. 

Smith (1965) points out a commonly overlooked distinction between 
"initiation" and "communication". He says, "The term source of 
information has been used to describe both activities, and has given rise 
to a good deal of misunderstanding. Source of information should be used 
to mean the person or institution initiating the message, thus 
differentiating it from the method or medium used to communicate that 
message." (p.381). As an example of this confusion Smith cites a study on 
the dissemination of information about immersion cleaning of milking 
machines. The process was developed by the U.K. National Institute for 
Research in Dairying (NIRD) and the initial reports were disseminated 
through articles in the dairying press. Nevertheless, the study found 
that 85 percent of the farmers surveyed mentioned the dairying press as the 
principal source of the information and only 1 percent mentioned NIRD. 
(p.382). These results, while providing evidence of the misunderstanding 
that Smith hopes to rectify, also indicate that, in common usage, an 
information source is taken to mean a communication medium. Since the aim 
of viewdata is to communicate rather than to initiate information, the 
concern of this survey was with the medium rather than the source. 
However, relying on Smith's experience it is assumed that New Zealand 
producers will use the term 'source' when they are in reality referring to 
the 'medium'. Thus the word 'source' is used throughout this study in 
place of 'medium'. 

Most of the previous work on the sources of farmers' information has 
been aimed at assessing the innovation adoption process in agriculture. A 
number of models have been developed to explain the diffusion of 
information on innovations and the associated adoption process. The model 
employed by McArthur (1978) is fairly representative of these and includes 
the following five steps: 
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Rejection 
t 

(1) Awareness 
~ Rejection 

l' 
(2) Information 

Rejection 
~ t 
(3) Evaluation 

Rejection 
W l' 

(4) Trial 
.-1 
(5) Adoption 

At each stage of the process, an individual either rejects the idea 
or moves on to the next stage. McArthur found that the mass media are the 
most important sources of information in the awareness stage, but as the 
process moves through the subsequent stages, the impersonal sources of 
information are relied on less and the adopter turns to advisers, 
neighbours, friends, family members and finally to himself in making the 
final decision on whether to adopt (p.279). 

The points raised by Smith and McArthur should prove useful in at 
least two ways. Firstly, they should provide a framework for defining the 
role of viewdata as an information source serving agriculture. They should 
aid in answering questions such as: does viewdata have more in common with 
the mass media or with more personal sources?; should it displace or 
augment established information sources?; what types of information is it 
best suited to impart? Secondly, if feasibility studies ultimately lead to 
a recommendation that a viewdata system should be implemented, the 
innovation adoption model should be relied on in planning a campaign to 
make farmers aware.of the system and to encourage its adoption. 

The work of Bock (1976) in analysing the market information 
requirements of Australian farmers touched on a point that may prove useful 
in defining the role of viewdata. She says, "The importance of farm 
newspapers [as a source of market information] would seem to suggest that 
farmers require specific knowledge rather than a general familiarisation ••• 
The 'static' nature of newspapers allows the material to be inspected or 
analysed thereby enabling a more in-depth knowledge to be gained." (p.22). 
Viewdata shares this characteristic of the print media in that it allows 
the user to take as much time as necessary to absorb specific pieces of 
information and the information is available for analysis from a new 
perspective at a later date. This static attribute makes viewdata 
superior to other electronic media for purposes of imparting information 
that requires some analysis and interpretation. It gives the potential to 
deliver efficiently technical as well as timely and topical information. 

Earlier in this paper, viewdata's capacity to deliver only the 
information required by the user was listed as one of its potential 
advantages. This postulate is based on the comments of farmers 
participating in previous surveys (see Sheahan (1981) for a discussion of 
the findings of these surveys). 
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Farmers are not short of information but lack time and energy to 
sift through the mass of information received to find answers to specific 
qu~stions. Ackoff (1967) found that business managers generally also 
share this complaint. He claims that most management information systems 
have been based on erroneous assumptions, including the belief that "the 
critical deficiency under which most managers operate is the lack of 
relevant information" (p.B-147). Ackoff also notes, "It seems to me that 
they (managers) suffer more from an over-abundance of irrelevant 
information", (p.B-147) and recommends that, "the two most important 
functions of an information system should be filtration (or evaluation) and 
condensation" (p.B-148). 

Ackoff's paper was written before the advent of viewdata-type 
information delivery systems. Consequently, developers have benefited from 
his suggestions for design improvements. But system design should not be 
over-emphasised to the detriment of database design. It is the 
information provided by the system that plays the most important role in 
establishing a system's reputation for usefulness, reliability and 
credibility. It is this reputation which must ultimately determine whether 
a system is adopted. 



6. 



7. 

2. METHOD 

2.1 Introduction 

Several earlier studies recommended that data be collected through 
personal interviews rather than through less personal means such as postal 
or telephone surveys (Harre, 1969; Delahunty, 1970). Unfortunately, 
costs prohibit the implementation of this recommendation in a survey of 
national scope. Nevertheless, postal surveys provide an acceptable 
approach to data collection as New Zealand farmers have a record of 
comparatively high response rates (~ler, 1977). 

2.2 The Sample 

Based on the assumption that a response rate of at least 60 percent 
would be realised and that a national sample of 600 or more would yield 
useful results a sample size of 1000 was used. In addition, budgetary and 
time constraints dictated a maximum sample size of 1000. 

The sample was drawn by the Department of Statistics using 
systematic sampling with a random start. Because of the ordering of the 
agricultural register by counties, this sampling method resulted in an 
implicit form of geographical stratification with roughly representative 
numbers of names drawn from each of the thirteen statistical districts. 
Farms from all of the most significant farm types were included in the 
sample, and a minimum size of 5 hectares for horticultural properties and 
50 hectares for all other types was set in an effort to eliminate part-time 
horticultural and farm businesses 

2.3 The Questionnaire 

The development of the questionnaire was largely determined by the 
objectives of the study. The original version of the questionnaire was 
submitted to considerable revision to reduce it to a manageable size that 
would be appealing to the participants and still meet the objectives of the 
study. Several professional sociologists and agricultural economists who 
were consulted suggested ways of improving the questionnaire and a final 
simplified version was developed only after detailed pilot interviews had 
been conducted with six farmers in the Rakaia area. Appendix 1 contains a 
copy of the questionnaire. In an effort to improve the response rate and 
to generate an early interest in the survey, an advance press release was 
circulated to a number of news and information services around the country. 

The questionnaires were posted on November 5, 1982, December 8, 
1982, and January 14, 1983. The second and third postings were to 
potential respondents who failed to return the questionnaire after the 
first and second mailings respectively. A total of 709 questionnaires 
were returned; of these, 632 were valid, giving a response rate of just 
over 63 percent. The remaining 77 invalid replies fell into the 
categories presented in Table 1~ 
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- A further 17 replies were received too late to be included in the 
results. 

TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF INVALID REPLIES 

Number 

Returned to sender 13 
Addressee not a farmer 28 
Farm sold or farmer retired 13 
Questionnaire returned not filled in 15 
O~er 8 

TOTAL 77 



3. RESULTS 

3.1 Introduction 

This section summarises the results of the survey largely through 
tables and brief discussions of some of the more significant results. 
Presentation of results follows the same format as the questionnaire and 
discussion is guided by the survey objectives reported earlier. 

3.2 Characteristics of Respondents 

9. 

Tables 2, 3 and 4 present demographic statistics for the 632 valid 
responses to the questionnaire and are self-explanatory. The mean age of 
farmers in the survey was 44 and more than half (53 percent) of the 
respondents were between the ages of 30 and 49, indicating a possible bias 
towards younger farmers. The results presented in Table 3 give the 
educational background of the respondents. Fourteen percent of the farmers 
in the sample had some tertiary education while 9 percent received 
secondary education beyond the fourth year. 

TABLE 2 

AGE OF RESPONDENTS 

20-29 years 
30-39 years 
40-49 years 
50-59 years 
60-69 years 
70 or older 
Missing values 

Average age 43.9 years 

TABLE 3 

Percentage 

10 
.27 
26 
23 

7 
2 
5 

100 

RESPONDENTS' LEVEL OF EDUCATION 

No education 
primary 
Secondary - four or less years 
Secondary - five or more years 
University - two or less years 
University - three or more years 
Missing Values 

Percentage 

0.2 
9.3 

67.0 
9.0 
8.0 
6.0 
0.5 
100 
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Ninety-two percent (Table 4) of the farmers in the sample indicated that 
farming is their principal source of income and are therefore assumed to be 
full-time farmers. 

TABLE 4 

RESPONDENTS I SOURCE OF INCOME 

Farming is principal source 
of income 
Farming is not principal source 
of income 
Missing Values 

3.3 ' Property Size and Type 

Percentase 

92 

7 
1 

100 

Tables 5, 6 and 7 present the results for property size and type and 
compares them with the corresponding national statistics for the population 
of farmers. In Table 5 properties of 39 ha. or less have been removed from 
both the sample and population statistics to give directly comparable 
figures. The sample is not a perfect representation of the national 
distribution of property sizes as it is biased toward larger farms. 

TABLE 5 

PROPERTY SIZE 

Sample Compared to National Population Statistics 

Sample (%) Population a (%) 

40 ha - 99 ha 27.4 37.4 
100 ha - 199 ha 25.3 25.4 
200 ha - 399 ha 24.1 20.4 
400 ha - 799 ha 15.2 9.4 
800 ha or larger 8.0 7.4 

100 100 

a Source: New Zealand Agricultural Statistics 1982. 
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Table 6 presents the data for farm size divided according to 
type and indicates that the farms included in the sample are larger 

farm 
than 

Since those in the population for all of the major property types tested. 
"sheep and beef" is not a farm type designated by the Statistics 
Department, data for the two types, "beef" and "mixed livestock" were 
aggregated and compared with the sheep and beef statistic. Although the 
figures for the sample and population are not strictly comparable (due to 
the minimum size restrictions on the sample) Table 7 indicates that the 
sample serves as a reasonable representation of the distribution of farm 
types in the population. 

TABLE 6 

PROPERTY SIZE BY PROPERTY TYPE a 

Sample Percentage Compared to National Population Statistics 

Dauy Sheep Sheep HortIculture 
and b and Cropping 

Beef 

Less than 5 ha Pop. 0.7 0.4 8.6 28.4 
Sample 0 0 0 19.6 

5 ha - 39 ha Pop. 12.8 15.3 33.0 50.1 
Sample 0 0.6 0 43.2 

40 ha - 99 ha Pop. 61.8 11.4 20.8 10.4 
Sample 67.3 9.6 4.2 19.6 

100 ha - 199 ha Pop. 20.1 20.5 14.9 7.6 
Sample 24.1 31.8 15.0 9.8 

200 ha - 399 ha Pop •. 3.9 25.5 11.9 2.9 
Sample 6.8 36.3 29.5 7.8 

400 ha - 799 ha Pop. 0.6 12.5 6.1 0.5 
Sample 0.6 15.3 29.5 0 

800 ha or lower Pop. 0.1 9.4 4.7 0.1 
Sample 0 5.1 19.7 0 

Missin9 Values Pop. - - - -
Sample 1.2 1.3 2.1 0 

a Source of Population Statistics: New Zealand Agricultural 
Statistics 1982. 

Other 

-
0 
-

7.3 
-

26.1 
-

36.2 
-

15.9 
-

10.2 
-

1.4 
-

2.9 

b Population statistics are drawn from the farm types, "beef" and 
"mixed livestock". 
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TABLE 7 

PROPERTY TYPE 

Sample Compared to National Population Statistics 

Sample (%) Population a (%) 

Dairy 25.6 21.8 
Sheep 24.8 36.3 
Beef 4.6 59.9 11.3 53.1 
Sheep and Beef 30.5 
Mixed Livestock 5.5 
Horticulture 5.5 6.1 
Cropping 2.5 2.6 
Other 6.5 16.1 

100 100 

- a Source: New Zealand Agricultural statistics 1982. 

3.4 Farmers' Sources of Information 

Table 8 shows the percentages of farmers in the sample who use each 
of the information sources listed and what they use them for. The results 
presented indicate that newspapers and journals are the two most frequently 
used sources of information by farmers in the sample. It can probably be 
assumed that newspapers are relied on for price and market reports, while 
journals provide analyses and projections. Radio and television are 
farmers' two principal sources of weather information, with each being used 
by roughly the same percentage of the sample. Although the electronic 
media are not heavily relied on for other types of information, their role 
as the principal providers of weather information is a crucial .one. 
Advisers, consultants and agents are called on as sources of financial 
information by more farmers than any other source, followed by newspapers 
and journals. It seems likely that farmers use the more personal sources 
for advice and consultation and turn to the print media for background 
information. Journals are the most popular source of general farming 
information, but the results indicate that other farmers, field days and 
advisers are also used for this purpose by more than half of the sample. 
Results presented later in this report (Section 3.7) indicate that journals 
are considered to be a highly credible information source by farmers in the 
sample, but it is also evident tha~ personal contact with others in the 
agricultural industry plays an important role in providing farmers with 
general agriculture-related information. 
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TABLE 8 

FARMERS' SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

(Percentage of Sample) 

Market Weather Financial General 
Information Information Information Information 

Radio 39 80 5 33 
Television 16 82 4 26 
~ewspapers 74 34 37 46 
Journals 53 2 32 79 
Advisers 43 1 65 51 
Field Days 12 1 6 53 
Other Farmers 23 5 9 55 

The results presented in Table 8 are classified according to 
property type, age and education in Table 9. In most cases, the results 
for these classes are similar to the overall sample statistics, but there 
are several observations worth noting. For example, sheep, and sheep and 
beef farmers, in the sample get considerably more of their financial 
information from the radio than other farmers. Horticulture and cropping 
farmers rely more on field days and less on newspapers as sources of market 
information and get more of their general farming information from field 
days and less from journals and other farmers. More farmers in the 
younger age group use journals as a source of market and financial 
information than their older counterparts and are more likely to turn to 
personal sources for general farming information. Farmers with more 
secondary education make more use of journals as sources of market, 
financial and general farming information than the farmers with less 
secondary education. 
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FARMERS' SOURCES OF INFORMATION BY PROPERTY TYPE,AGE AND EDUCATION 

(Percentage of Sample) 

Property Type Age Education 

Other Dairy Sheep Sheep Hort. Younger 40 or Secondary 
and and than 40 older 4 or 5 or 

Beef Crop. less more 
yrs yrs 

RADIO 
Market 36 40 38 44 28 43 37 413 39 
Weather 74 813 75 85 80 82 78 78 86 
General 

Farming 32 31 34 37 28 36 32 30 44 
TELEVISION 
Market 17 22 l3 16 8 19 14 18 12 
Weather 73 85 78 84 84 84 80 81 83 
Financial 7 4 3 5 0 3 4 4 3 
General 

Farming 23 28 27 27 14 28 24 24 31 
NEWSPAPERS 
Market 64 71 77 82 51 74 73 73 76 
Weather 33 44 30 32 28 38 32 34 35 
Financial 36 38 27 45 37 36 38 35 44 
General . ( 

Farmmg 46 44 47 49 39 49 44 45 49 
JOURNALS & PUBLICATIONS 
Market 44 51 45 62 55 60 47 49 64 
Weather 4 2 1 3 2 4 8 2 4 
Financial 30 32 22 42 37 38 29 29 45 
General 

Farming 73 86 75 83 67 81 78 77 88 
ADVISERS, CONSULTANTS & AGENTS 
Market 44 35 44 49 45 51 38 41 49 
weather 0 .6 .6 1 2 .4 1 .6 1 
Financial 57 61 69 69 63 73 60 63 .72 
General 

Farming 41 50 50 53 57 59 44 46 64 
FIELD DAYS & MEETINGS 
Market 13 17 8 7 26 14 11 12 l3 
Weather 0 0 0 .5 0 .4 0 0 .7 
Financial 7 9 5 4 8 8 5 6 7 
General 

Farming 41 60 50 51 63 67 43 513 62 
OTHER FARMERS & NEIGHBOURS 
Market 26 21 19 27 18 25 21 23 23 
Weather 3 5 4 6 4 8 3 5 5 
Financial 10 9 10 8 10 12 7 9 8 
General 

Farming 52 60 57 54 45 67 47 55 55 

NOe of 
farmers 69 162 157 193 51 267 365 484 148 

Percentage 
of sample 11 26 25 30 8 42 58 77 23 
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3.5 Farmers' Uses of Information 

Table 10 matches the information sources with several suggested uses 
and indicates the percentage of farmers using a source for a particular 
purpose. For instance, 10 percent of the farmers in the sample who use 
radio as a source of agricultural information use it in making decisions on 
their farms. The results indicate that considerably more farmers in the 
sample who use radio, television and newspapers use them as sources of news 
and entertainment than as sources of information to aid them in making 
decisions on their farms. Similarly, journals are used more as a news 
source and for entertainment than as a decision-making aid. Advisers, 
consultants and agents, on the other hand, are used more as a source of 
information in decision-making than as a source of agricultural news. 
Relatively large numbers of farmers who utilise the other two personal 
sources, field days and other farmers, also use these sources for 
decision-making purposes. 

Making Decisions 
on Y'0ur farm 

providing news 
on farming 
affairs 

TABLE 10 

FARMERS' USES OF INFORMATION 
(Percentage of Sample Using a Source) 

Radio Tele- News- Journals Advisers 
Vision Papers 

10 7 20 40 68 

41 27 54 69 41 

providing ag-related 
Entertainment 42 49 39 60 

Field Other 
Days Farmers 

42 49 

45 60 

Table 11 shows the use made of various information sources by 
farmers in the sample divided according to' property type, age and 
education. These results generally agree with those presented in the 
preceding tables. For example, older farmers do not tend to use journals, 
publications, field days and meetings as much as younger farmers. 
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TABLE 11 

FARMERS' USES OF INFORMATION BY PROPERTY TYPE, AGE AND EDUCATION 
(Percentage of Sample Using a Source) 

Property Type Age Education 

Other Dairy Sheep Sheep Hort. Younger 40 or Secondary 
and and than 40 older 4 or 5 or 

Beef Crop less more 
yrs yrs 

RADIO 
Decisions 12 9 6 10 6 7 10 9 9 
News 39 32 34 36 28 38 31 83 38 
Entertain-
ment 32 35 33 36 39 37 33 35 36 

TELEVISION 
Decisions 7 7 5 5 4 3 7 7 3 
News 26 24 19 27 12 26 21 24 21 
Entertain-
ment 35 43 39 43 41 46 37 40 46 

NEWSPAPERS 
Decisions 19 13 19 19 10 15 18 17 16 
News 44 39 51 49 37 45 46 44 48 
Entertain-
ment 28 34 38 33 24 39 29 31 39 

JOURNALS & PUBLICATIONS 
Decisions 2~ 39 32 33 35 36 32 32 40 
News 54 58 52 64 55 62 54 56 64 
Entertain-
ment 45 52 49 54 41 55 47 47 60 

ADVISERS, CONSULTANTS 
& AGENTS 
Decisions 46 55 58 52 63 58 52 49 71 
News 38 30 34 33 29 37 30 32 36 
Entertain-
ment - - - - - - - - -

FIELD DAYS & MEETINGS 
Decisions 23 35 21 24 37 33 23 25 33 
News 26 40 29 29 49 41 27 32 39 
Entertain-
ment - - - - - - - - -

OTHER FARMERS & NEIGHBOURS 
Decisions 25 30 24 23 18 32 20 25 24 
News 25 29 31 24 18 34 21 27 25 
Entertain-
ment - - - - - - - - -

No. of 
farmers 69 162 157 193 51 267 365 484 148 

Percentage 
of sample 11 26 25 30 8 42 58 77 23 
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3.6 Characteristics of Information Sources 

Table 12 presents the aggregated results of the respondents' answers 
to section D of the questionnaire (see Appendix 1). The figures presented 
are the percentages of farmers who actually use a source to receive a given 
type of information. For instance, the first entry in the table shows 
that 57 percent of the farmers in the sample who use the radio as a source 
of market information consider it to be accurate. The responses suggest 
something less than enthusiastic approval of the existing structure of 
information sources serving agriculture. Indeed, in many cases less than 
half of the respondents indicated that the information sources did not 
satisfy their requirements. This is probably the most important finding 
emerging from these figures except perhaps that journals tend to get 
greater approval than other services, and that most sources do not satisfy 
the up-to-date and easy extraction criteria, which are both satisfied by 
viewdata. 

TABLE 12 

CHARACTERISTICS OF INFORMATION SOURCES 
(Percentage of Sample Using a Source 

Answering 'Yes') 

Is it Is it Is it 
Accurate? Sufficiently up-to-date? 

Detailed? 

MARKET INFORMATION 
Radio 57 38 56 
Television 41 32 39 
Newspapers 52 47 51 
Journals 57 59 48 

WEATHER INFORMATION 
Radio 33 48 45 
Television 41 57 49 
Newspapers 33 38 35 

FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
Newspapers 53 42 44 
Journals 48 48 46 

GENERAL FARMING INFORMATION 
Radio 47 36 48 
Newspapers 52 46 53 
Journals 62 65 62 

Can you 
easily extract 
what you want? 

48 
42 
52 
61 

51 
59 
46 

47 
50 

56 
62 
71 

Most of the results presented in Table 12 explain the reasons for 
the results presented earlier in Table 8. The latter matches information 
sources and types and gives the percentages using each source. For 
instance, more farmers who use television as a source of weather 
information consider it to be accurate, sufficiently detailed, up-to-date 
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and easy to extract than farmers who use either the radio or newspapers for 
the same purpose. This is why, presumably, TV is used more than radio or 
newspapers (as shown in Table 8). Similarly, more users of journals as a 
source of general farming information consider them to have the attributes 
listed than farmers who use either newspapers or the radio. 

There are, however, some examples of disagreement between the 
results presented in the two tables. For example, more farmers who use 
journals for financial information consider them to have three of the four 
characteristics listed (sufficiently detailed, up-to-date and easily 
extracted) than users of newspapers, even though newspapers are used as a 
source of financial information by more farmers than are journals. The 
results for market information indicate that radio is considered an 
up-to-date source by more farmers than either newspapers or journals, and 
that more farmers find that journals offer sufficient detail and present 
market information in a way that is easy to extract than is the case for 
newspapers. This occurs despite the fact that more farmers in the sample 
use newspapers as a source of market information than use journals. 

3.7 Farmers' Comments on the Inadequacies of Radio, Television, 
Newspapers and Journals as Sources of Agricultural Information 

The following five tables list some of the responses to the question 
which asks farmers to identify and discuss the inadequacies found in the 
information provided by radio, television, newspapers and journals. The 
figures presented are the number of respondents answering in the 
affirmative as a percentage of the total number of farmers answering the 
question. General comments, which apply to two or more of the media 
listed, are presented in Table 17. Some important information can be 
obtained from the open-ended questions but in most cases such a wide 
variety of comments was offered that the significance of each is not great. 
Nonetheless, there is agreement among the respondents on certain general 
points, and some groups of comments offer a general impression of the 
attitude of farmers towards the four information sources listed. 

TABLE 13 

COMMENTS ON RADIO 
(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question That make Each Comment) 

a Percentage 

Weather reports are inaccurate 16.2 
Weather information is not region-specific or reliable 6.3 
Weather reports are inadequate 6.3 
Weather information is generally good 4.9 
Inadequate market/financial coverage 3.5 
Programs aired at inconvenient times 1200 
Current ag-related programmes inadequate 7.0 
Current ag-related programmes lack sufficient detail 7.8 
Current ag-related programmes generally good 9.9 
Other 26.1 

100 

a 
Number of respondents 142 
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TABLE 14 

COMMENTS ON TELEVISION 
(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question that Make Each Comment) 

Weather information is inaccurate, unreliable or 
out-of-date 

Weather information lacks sufficient detail 
Improved long-range weather forecasting is needed 
Weather information is generally good 
Inadequate market/financial coverage 
Programmes aired at inconvenient times 
Current ag-related programming is inadequate and 

of Ii ttle use 
Current ag-related programmes lack sufficient detail 
More and better ag-related programming is needed 
Other 

a Number of respondents 242 

TABLE 15 

COMMENTS ON NEWSPAPERS 

Percentage a 

9.9 
3.3 
2.5 
7.0 
4.5 

21.2 

11.6 
8.7 

14.0 
17.3 

100 

(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question that Make Each Comment) 

Weather reports are inaccurate 
Weather information unreliable and out-of-date 
Publication schedule makes topical information 

out-of-date 
Ag-related coverage is not up-to-date 
Market information is out-of-date and insufficiently 

detailed 
Market coverage is inadequate 
Market reports are inaccurate 
Market/financial coverage is good 
Ag-related coverage lacks sufficient detail 
Ag-related coverage is generally poor 
Other 

a Number of respondents 133 

a Percentage 

3.0 
6.0 

6.8 
3.0 

6.0 
5.3 
3.8 
3.8 
7.5 

13.5 
36.7 

100 
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TABLE 16 

COMMENTS ON JOURNALS 
(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question that Make Each Comment) 

Insufficient detail on technical or region-specific 
topics 

Generally quite good coverage 
Reasonably good coverage 
Best source of ag-related information available 
Publication schedule makes some information 

out-of-date 
Not enough practical farming information 
There are too many journals and not enough time 

to read them 
Other 

a Number of respondents 197 

TABLE 17 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE MEDIA 

Percentage a 

10.3 
15.6 
8.4 
5.6 

n.5 
5.6 

7.5 
40.5 

100 

(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question that Make Each Comment) 

Weather information is inadequate 
Radio and television should offer more practical, 

rural-oriented programmes 
Radio and television programming is aimed at an urban, 

non-farm audience 
Farmers are exposed to more information than they 

have time to digest 
Current information sources provide adequate information 

for informed decision-making 
Experience is combined with information from a variety 

of sources in making decisions 
Much of the agricultural information available to 

farmers is biased 
Other 

a 
Number of respondents 81 

Percentage a 

16.0 

11.1 

3.7 

4.9 

7.4 

11.1 

-7.4 
38.4 
100 

Although a significant number of farmers in the sample registered 
their dissatisfaction with the weather information they receive from radio, 
television and newspapers, these results for radio and television cannot be 
considered conclusive because, in each case, there is also a notable 
percentage of the respondents who are satisfied with the weather 
information provided. The principal inadequacies of the weather 
information presented in newspapers (i.e. out-of-date, inaccurate and 
unreliable) mentioned by farmers in the sample are all directly related to 
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the more general oplnlon, often expressed, that newspapers delivered to 
rural areas are unsuited to the presentation of information that quickly 
dates given that there is often a delay in delivery. Table 17 offers 
further evidence of the high level of dissatisfaction with the weather 
information currently available to farmers in the sample. Of course, some 
of this criticism stems from a desire to have perfectly accurate forecasts, 
something which is, of course, difficult. 

It is not surprising that several farmers in the sample commented on 
the inadequacy of the market and financial coverage offered by radio and 
television, given that neither medium is widely used as a source of this 
type of information (see Table 8). The results for newspapers, on the 
other hand, indicate the presence of a vociferous minority of farmers in 
the sample who are dissatisfied by the market and financial coverage 
presented by that medium. Significant numbers of farmers in the sample 
mentioned that the current agricultural programming aired on both radio and 
television is offered at inconvenient times thus making viewing and 
listening difficult (for statistics on the frequency of listening to 
various radio programmes see pryde and McCartin, 1983). Similarly, there 
is a general feeling among some farmers that the programmes presented by 
these two media do not meet the needs of farmers and offer insufficient 
detail and analysis to aid most farmers in making decisions on their farms. 
The latter complaint was also expressed about the agricultural coverage in 
newspapers and journals. 

It is significant that when requested to list inadequacies several 
farmers used the opportunity to register their general approval of the 
agricultural information presented by radio, newspapers and journals but 
not of television coverage. The comments made by farmers in the sample 
indicate a relatively high approval rating for journals and a relatively 
low one for television. There appears to be a certain amount of 
frustration with the way television has been developed as a source of 
agricultural information stemming from the fact that there is very little 
air time devoted to agricultural topics and that this time constraint, 
coupled with a simplistic approach to complex problems, results in 
superficial coverage. Nonetheless, the fact that a significant number of 
farmers indicated a desire for more ag-related programmes on television 
suggests that there is a feeling that, since television has been an 
under-utilised agricultural information source so far, the opportunity 
still exists for it to fulfil its potential. While journals appear to 
come close to meeting the information needs of the farmers in the sample, 
they were criticised for being out-of-date (a characteristic inherent in 
their publication schedules) and impractical. In addition, a number of 
farmers either said or suggested that the volume of information received in 
journals and other publications is too great for them to absorb. The 
selective capabilities of viewdata may provide the solution to this 
problem. 

3.8 Farmers' Assessments of Viewdata 

This sub-section presents the results obtained from questions which 
ask how much farmers would be willing to pay for information supplied 
through a viewdata-type system. Questions of this nature are inherently 
difficult to answer because they ask the respondent to speculate on the 
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value to him of something (an information delivery system, in this case) 
that he is totally unfamiliar with. Nonetheless, the question was 
included because it was considered desirable to have an initial indication 
of farmers' attitudes to viewdata. Although a special effort was made to 
inform the respondents that their answers would not be used for pricing of 
any future information system, 27 farmers (4.3 percent of the sample) 
indicated that they were unwilling to commit themselves to a specific 
dollar amount without knowing more about the system and significant numbers 
left the question blank without any explanation for their reticence 
(missing values in Table 18). 

Table 18 shows the percentage of farmers in the sample who indicated 
they would pay various yearly amounts for the types of information listed. 
While significant numbers of respondents indicated they would not pay 
anything, the number prepared to pay a positive amount was greater for 
every type of information except 'agricultural regulations'. This makes 
it clear that farmers do not believe information on agricultural 
regulations would be of benefit to them. The general level of interest in 
viewdata among farmers in the sample, as indicated by these results, is 
encouraging. 

Sum 
Prepared 
To Pay 

$ 0 
$100 
$200 
$300 
$400 
$500 

Missing 
Values 

TABLE 18 

THE VALUE OF VIEWDATA INFOR~TION 
(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question that are 

Prepared to Pay Specific Sums) 

Type of Information 

Weather .. Market Financial General Agricultural Agricultural 
Farming News Regulations 

26 23 22 21 25 35 
25 25 22 26 25 15 

8 8 R 9 6 2 
4 4 4 5 2 1 
1 2 2 2 1 1 
3 3 3 2 2 1 

31 33 35 31 35 44 

Table 19 breaks down the sample according to property type, age and 
education and shows the percentage of farmers in each category who are 
prepared to pay the total annual amounts specified for information 
delivered by viewdata. For example, 20 percent of the dairy farmers 
answering the questions said they would pay between $251-500 a year for the 
system. In most cases, the percentages for each of the property types is 
the same as the total sample percentages. The only slight deviation is 
the cropping and horticulture group, who are prepared to pay slightly less 
than other farmers in the sample for the system. The results for the 
sample divided according to age indicate that a larger share of the farmers 
in the younger age group are prepared to pay more for viewdata than their 
older counterparts, and nearly twice the percentage of farmers in the 40 or 
older age group compared with the under 40s would not pay for viewdata at 
alL 
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Similarly, the fraction of farmers in the better educated group with more 
secondary education who said they would pay more for the system is greater 
than the corresponding component of farmers with less education, and a 
larger percentage of farmers in the less educated category indicated they 
are not prepared to pay for viewdata at all. These results confirm that 
education and youth are likely to be important in the acceptance of 
innovations. 

The results do not, however, suggest that a future viewdata system 
should concentrate on information for any particular farm type. 

TABLE 19 

THE VALUE OF VIEWDATA INFORMATION BY PROPERTY TYPE, 
AGE AND EDUCATION 

(Percentage of Respondents Answering this Question that are prepared 
to Pay Specific Sums) 

Total Sum Property Type Age Education 
prepared 
to pay 

Other Dairy Sheep Sheep Hort. Younger 40 or Secondary 
and and than 40 older 4 or 5 or 

Beef Crop. less more 

$ 0 48 33 39 32 33 25 43 38 29 
$ 1- 50 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
$ 51- 100 6 6 4 6 10 7 4 5 5 
$101- 150 13 11 10 10 21 13 11 11 12 
$151- 500 14 20 18 22 14 19 20 20 18 
$501- 750 9 6 11 13 4 10 9 9 10 
$751-1000 6 12 8 7 8 12 6 7 14 
More than 
$1000 4 11 9 9 10 13 6 9 11 

3.9 Farmers' General Comments 

Space was left at the end of the questionnaire for respondents to 
make additional comments on any aspect of the survey. From Table 20 it 
can be seen that 181 farmers (28.6 percent of the sample) used this 
opportunity to express their thoughts. These comments add little to the 
findings of the survey because, with the exception of the remarks listed" in 
Table 20, they indicate the absence of a strong opinion on commonly held 
beliefs. 
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TABLE 20 

FARMERS' GENERAL COMMENTS 
(Percentage of Respondents Answering the Question) 

Adequate information is available from existing sources 
Viewdata could be an asset if it fulfills the potential 
Difficulty answering questionnaire 
Relies on experience, common sense of judgement in 

managing farm 
Prevailing adverse economic conditions make viewdata 

a luxury 
Accurate weather information (esp. long-term forecasts) 

is needed 
Other 

a Number of respondents 181 

a Percent 

18.8 
12.7 
5.0 

8.3 

4.4 

5.5 
45.3 

100 
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4. CONCLUSION 

While it is not possible to assess how representative the sample 
farmers' responses were, nor to assess whether the replies accurately 
reflect the respondents' actions and true beliefs, the results provide a 
useful starting point for the development and evaluation of a trial 
viewdata system. Caution must also be exercised when evaluating the 
responses to the open-ended questions as the absolute number of replies for 
each comment were not great. Again, however, the content of the answers 
provide suggestions for improvements to the current sources of information 
that warrant further exploration. 

Generally, there is dissatisfaction with the adequacy of existing 
sources though it must be recognised that an expression of total 
satisfaction would be most unlikely. Of all the sources journals meet with 
the greatest approval, particularly for background information. It is also 
clear that personal sources of information are an important and accepted 
component of final decision-making. Where there appears to be a gap is in 
a source of readily available factual information providing the data input 
to the decision process. This is where viewdata could make a contribution 
as a quick reference source for frequently changing data and for detailed 
specifications for various farm operations (e.g. pest spraying and 
control). 

Radio and television could conceivably provide some of this 
information but the demands of the urban population preclude sufficient 
time being available. A related problem is the timing of the presentation 
of the material. There is a strong suggestion that most programmes are at 
inconvenient times. Of course, specialist daily newspapers could provide 
this constantly changing information but it is unlikely that specialized 
data for each locality could be made available. Viewdata, however, can 
provide this specialisation as well as being available twenty four hours a 
day. It also solves the problem of a farmer being presented with large 
quantities of information, much of which he may not require. This problem 
was mentioned by several respondents. 

The other important conclusion is that an appreciable number of 
farmers believe viewdata could be of value. To a certain extent this 
result is to be expected as the concept of readily available relevant and 
accurate information is immediately appealing. 

In developing a trial viewdata system to more accurately assess the 
types of information required it appears the system should be designed for 
the younger and more educated farmers. However, the survey results suggest 
the coverage should encompass all farming types since farmers from each 
farming type expressed a similar level of interest. Whether greater 
economic benefit can be obtained through the use of viewdata on particular 
types of farms compared with others is a question for further study. 
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Copy of Covering Letter Enclosed with the Questionnaire 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The Farm Management Department at Lincoln College is conducting a 
feasibility study of a nationwide computer-based information delivery 
system that would provide various types of agricultural information 
directly to New Zealand farmers. The potential benefits of such a system 
to individual farmers are appreciable, both in terms of improving the 
quality of agricultural information and of reducing the amount of time and 
effort spent on collecting information before making decisions. 

The centrepiece of this project will be a field test of a model 
information system; but before we reach that stage of the study, we must 
first determine where farmers currently get their information and what 
sorts of information are most useful to them. The enclosed questionnaire, 
which is designed to collect this data, has been mailed to 1000 farmers of 
all types from every region of the country. By obtaining responses from a 
representative sample of farmers, we hope to develop and test a model 
system that is based on your specifically expressed needs. 

Therefore, we are asking you to take a few minutes to think about your 
sources of agricultural information and your information-collecting 
activities and then to fill in the questionnaire and return it to us as 
soon as possible in the enclosed prepaid envelope. Your answers will be 
kept strictly confidential and none of the survey results will be 
associated with any individual. If you have any questions regarding this 
survey, please phone me at Christchurch 252 811 (Extension 595). 

Thank you very much for your co-operation and your 'time spent on this 
survey. 

Yours faithfully, 

Thad Lively 
(RESEARCH FELLOW IN 

FARM MANAGEMENT) 

As it seems probable that before very long farmers will receive 
the information they require by electronic means, the College is 
anxious to provide leadership in the development of such information 
systems. Therefore, I fully support this study by members of the 
Farm Management Department and hope you will find the time to 
participate in it by completing their questionnaire. 

Professor J.D. Stewart 
(PRINCIPAL) 
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Copy of the Questionnaire 

SURVEY ON FARMERS' SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

This questionnaire should be completed by the manager of the property. 
Please feel free to make additional comments in the margin. Your answer 
will be kept strictly confidential. 

Do you manage/own a farm? (tick) 

If you answered NO, please return the questionnaire ~n the enclosed envelope 
without answering any further questions. 

SECTION A: GENERAL INFOR'VlATION 

1. What is your age? ----
2. At what level did you complete your formal education? (Tick) 

(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 
(iv) 
(v) 
(vi) 

No formal education 
Primary 
Secondary - four or less years 
Secondary - five or more years 
University - two or less years 

- three or more years 

I-I 
I-I 
I-I 
I-I 
I-I ,=, 

3. Is farming (primary production) your principal source of income? 
(tick) 

YES I-I 
NO I-I 

4. Which one of the following property types best describes your unit? 
(tick)-

(i) Principally Dairy I-I (vi) Poultry I-I 
(ii) Principally Sheep ,=, (vii) Horticulture ,=, 
(iii) principally Beef , 

-
, (viii) Predominantly Cropping , , 

(iv) Sheep and Beef , , (ix) Other (please speci fy) -
(v) Principally Pig ,=, ••••••••••••••• e _ ••••• 

5. What size is your property? hectares (1 ha = 2.5 acres) 
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SECTION B: INFORMATION SOURCES 

Sections B, C and D refer to a number of different classes of information. 
For this survey you should assume that: . 

MARKET INFORMATION refers to aU facts, figures, and news about markets, 
e.g. wool prices, seed and crop prices, international market news. 

FINANCIAL INFORMATION refers to data on money matters you need in running 
your farm, e.g. interest rates, investment advice, sources of borrowed 
funds, machinery prices. 

WEATHER INFORMATION refers to weather forecasts and historical weather 
information, e.g. short, medium and long range forecast for the 
region and the nation., rainfall in December for the last 10 years 
in your region. 

GENERAL FARMING INFORMATION refers to management and technical information., e.g. 
spray rates., seeding rates., grazing methods, animal health recorrorzendations., 
lucerne varities that are disease resistant., fertiliser recorrorzendations. 

6. BY TICKING 'mE APPROPRIATE BOXES, PLEASE INDICATE WHERE YOU OBTAIN 
WEA'mER, MARKET, FINANCIAL AND GENERAL INFORMATION. IF YOU GET A 
SMALL AMOUNT OF INFORMATION, OR NONE AT ALL, FROM A PARTICULAR SOURCE 
LEAVE THE BOX BLANK. 

SOURCES OF 
INFORMATION 

Radio 

Television 

Newspapers 

Journals 
and Publications 

Advisers 
Consultants and 
Agents 

Field Days and 
Meetings 

Market 
Information 

1=1 
- I -
- 1 -

1=1 

-1 1 -

- 1 -
Other Farmers and -Neighbours I 1 -

TYPES OF INFORMATION 

Weather 
Information 

1=1 

1 -
-1 1 -
1=1 

-I 1 -

I..:..,.. 1 

- 1 -

Financial 
Information 

1=1 
- 1 -

1 -
- 1 -

- 1 -

- 1 -
- 1 -

General 
Farming 

Information 

1=1 

1 -
- 1 -

1=1 

-1 1 -

-1 1 -
- 1 -



30. 
SECTION C: USE OF INFORMATION 

This section of the questionnaire asks you to consider how you use various 
sources of agricultural information. If you indicated in Section B that 
you get no information at all from a source3 leave the entire column blank 
and move on to the next source. 

7. IF YOU RELY HEAVILY ON THE SOURCES OF INFORMATION SET OUT BELOW FOR 
EACH PURPOSE LISTED, TICK THE APPROPRIATE BOX. O'IHERWISE LEAVE 
BLANK. 

MEDIA SOURCES 

PURPOSES Radio Television Newspapers Journals and 
Publications 

Making decisions on 
your farm 

providing news on 
farming affairs 

Providing you with light 
listening, viewing or 1::1 
reading about agriculture 

Other (please specify) 
o ..................... . 

PEOPLE SOURCES 

PURPOSES 

Making decisions on 
your farm 

Providing news on 
farming affairs 

Other (please specify) 
so •• oa~ •••••••••••••• 

Advisers 
Consultants and 

Agents 

_I 

Other Farmers 
and 

Neighbours 

Field Days 
and Meetings 



31. 

SECTION D: FEATURES OF INFORMATION SOURCES 

This section of the questionnaire asks you to identify the features you 
associate with various sources of information. If you indicated in section 
B that you get no information at all of a given type from a source~ leave 
the entire column blank and go on to the next type of information. 

8. IN THE FOLLCMING FOUR TABLES, TICK THE APPROPRIATE BOXES IF THE 
INFORMATION SOURCES HAVE THE FEATURES LISTED. OTHERWISE LEAVE BLANK. 

I 

RADIO 

FEATURES Market 
Information 

Weather 
Information 

Is it accurate? 1=1 

Is it sufficiently 
detailed? I I -
Is it up-to-date? 1=1 

Can you easily extract 
what you want? 1=1 

FEATURES 

Is it accurate? 

Is it sufficiently detailed? 

Is it up-to-date? 

Can you easily extract what 
you want? 

TELEVISION 

Market 
Information 

1=1 

1=1 

1=1 

I I -

I-I 

-I I -
1=1 

I-I 

General 
Farming 

Information 

I I -
-I I -
1=1 

1=1 

Weather 
Information 

1=1 

1=1 

1=1 

1=1 

(continued on next page) 



32. 
NEWSPAPERS 

FEATURES Market Weather Financial General 
Information Information Information Farming 

Information 

Is it accurate? 1=1 1=' ,=, ,=, 
Is it sufficiently -detailed? =, ,=, , , -, -
IS it up-to-date? ,=, - I - I 1=' - -
Can you easily extract 1=1 =, =1 what you want? -

, 

JOURNALS AND PUBLICATIONS 

FE.~TURES Market 
Information 

Financial 
Information 

General 
Farming 

Information 

Is it accurate? 1=1 1=' '-I 

Is it sufficiently -detailed? ,=, '=1 I , 
-

Is it up-to-date? 1=1 1=' '=1 
Can you easily extract - - -what you want? , , , 

- I , - -

9. IF YOU FEEL THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THESE SOURCES IS 
INADEQUATE, PLEASE STATE YOUR REASONS AS FULLY AS POSSIBLE NEXT TO THE 
APPROPRIATE SOURCE IN THE SPACE PROVIDED BELOW. 

RADIO 

TELEVISION 

NEWSPAPERS 

JOURNALS AND PUBLICATIONS 



SECTIOO E: ATTITUDE TO VIEiNDATA 33. 

In this final section you are asked to indicate how much you wouZd be prepared 
to pay for information supplied through a computer-based system (VIEWDATA). 
Viewdata aZZows you to access information through your telephone and displays 
the selected information on a TV-Uke screen. The special features of 
viewdata compared with conventional sources are: 

(i) The information is updated automaticaZly and is available 
24 hours a day. 

(iiJ The information is only as detailed as you require. 
(iii) It is relatively easy to obtain just the information you require. 

10. BY TICKING THE ,~PROPRV\TE BOXES IN THE Ti\BLE BELON, PLBASE INDIC,I\T8 
HOW MUCH YOU WOULD BE PREPARED TO PAY ON AN ANNUAL BASIS FOR EACH OF 
THE FOLLCWING TYPES OF INFORMATION SUPPLIED THROtx;H .1\ VIEINOATA SYSTEIVI. 

Your answers WILL NOT be used for pricing purposes. Rather we want 
to assess how important you think it would be to put each type of 
information onto a Viewdata system. 

ANNUAL CHARGE 
Type of 
Information $0 $100 $200 $300 $400 $500 Other 

(specify) 

lol/EATHER I-I ,=, I-I ,=, ,- , - , 
-

'-I ,=, , - , , - , I - , MARKET - - - - -, I I - , I-I , - , , - , , - I FINANCIAL - - - - -
GENERA.L FARMING I-I .,=, I-I ,=, ,=, ,=, ,=, 
AGRICULTURAL NEWS I-I ,=, -, , - , - , , - , - , 

- - -
AGRICULTURAL , - , ,=, '-I ,=, - , - , REGULATIONS - -

=========================================================================== 
11. Please use the space below to make any further comments on the subject 

of this questionnaire. 

· .................................................................... . 
· .................................................................... . 
• • 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

You have now completed the questionnaire. Before returning it to us 
in the enclosed prepaid envelope, please check back through to make 
sure you have answered every question. If you would like to receive 
a copy of the results of this survey, tick this box '---I. Thank you 
once again for your co-operation with this effort. ---

Thad Lively 
Research Fellow in Farm Management 
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