Question 21
Well, this one was a challenge!

I went back to the percentage data because that’s how the question was worded.  I couldn’t figure out what the “random-chance” number should be if the original percentage data were not used.  This gets complicated, but basically, if you ask for percentages then the answer to any one question limits the amount of percentage points you have left for answering the other questions – so they are dependent answers.  If you are using yes/no scoring, then the situation changes.  There is no “cost” to answering yes for a question – you can enter yes for all the choices.  (You cannot answer 50% for all the choices).  So asking the question in a way that limits peoples’ choices makes it really impossible to analyze the question in a way that assumes there were no limits on their choices.

There were 168 people who responded to this question.

Of those, there were 130 people who came up with a total of 100%.

9 people came up with a total of less than 100%.
3 people came up with a number between 100 and 200 %.

25 people came up with 200%.

2 people came up with 300%.

Looking at the data, it appears that different people interpreted the instructions differently.  Some people with sales in more than one category reported their percentages so that the grand total across all categories was 100%.  Others reported percentages so that within the categories in which they had sales, totals for the categories were each 100%.  That’s where most of the 200% and 300% numbers came from.  There’s really no way to adjust those, because we don’t know how much each category contributed to their overall total sales.  If we knew the percentage contribution of each category towards the whole,  I could use that figure to adjust the percentages to make their grand total = 100%.
I noticed that one of the 200% surveys was all in the crops category – someone chose “100%” for contracts and also “100%” for brokers.  Perhaps they have a contract with a broker?

I also noticed that the “other” category was a bit problematic.  I looked through those “other” options and where it appeared that people mislabeled a sale as “other,” I moved it into the appropriate category. For instance, one crop farmer marked as “other” the sale of grain to a neighbor – it should have been in the “direct” category.   Quite a few livestock farmers marked their sale of milk to Organic Valley Co-op as “other,” since there was no co-op category.  Several vegetable farmers marked restaurant sales as “other.” 
AND one more thing.  This question did not encompass dollar amounts.  The number of livestock farmers was quite a bit smaller than the number of crop farmers, but I would suspect that the difference in total sales is much smaller when you factor in dollar amounts – because quite a few of the livestock farmers were selling organic milk to Organic Valley.  I started to report the numbers from this analysis as “percentage of total organic sales,” but that is not accurate.  After pondering for awhile just what exactly these numbers do represent, I came up with “percentage of farmers’ organic sales strategies.”  I’m not sure that’s the best wording, but you see the difficulty – you can’t relate this number to either volume of product or $ amount of sales. This number is a farm-by-farm percentage of the way that farmers sold whatever quantity they happened to have.
So.  I think the best thing to do with this data is to analyze the set of 130 survey respondents who interpreted the question in the way that you intended.  Actually, we’ll make it 132 – I’ll include the people who came up with totals of 95 and 99.
Here goes.

Among the 132 organic farmers who responded as desired to survey question #21:
Crops accounted for 66% of farmers’ organic sales strategies.
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66% of organic sales strategies
Livestock accounted for 18% of farmers’ organic sales strategies.
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 18% of organic sales strategies.
Produce sales accounted for 15% of farmer’s organic sales strategies.
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 15% of organic sales strategies.
Value-added products accounted for 2% of farmers’ organic sales strategies.
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   2 % of organic sales strategies.
Crops + Livestock + Produce + Value Added = 101% (rounding error)

The random chance number for each item (24 items total) would be 4% of total sales.
The standard deviation for the items is 7.

Crops – forward contracts = random + 3 SDs
Crops – brokers = random + > 2 SDs
Crops – direct  = random + > 1 SD

---------------------------------------------------------------

Here’s a look at the broad category totals and how they fall out with their own statistics:

Crops = 
66%

Livestock = 
18%

Produce = 
15%

Value Added =  2%

The random chance number for these four categories would be 25% of total sales.

The standard deviation for these four categories is 24.

Crops = random + >1 SD

----------------------------------------------------------------

So, among the 132 survey respondents, the crops category was the most common sales category.  Sales of crops by forward contracting was by far the most common sales strategy.  Sales of crops to brokers and sales of crops direct to customers were also very common strategies.  All other types of organic sales lagged in popularity.  (Lots of possible interpretations for this – room for growth in some areas, especially those that may be high dollar-value but harder for people to break into, perhaps?)

