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The case study DCE 

• Assessing farmers‘ preferences for the 

Common Agricultural Policy after 2020 

• Online survey (announced in the 

agricultural press): 240 respondents 

• Face-to-face interviews at the Eurotier 

(agricultural fair): 193 respondents 

• Identical questionnaires   
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Attributes and attribute levels 
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Attributes and attribute levels 
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Attributes and attribute levels 
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Reduced orthogonal design with D efficiency of 96.7% 
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Choice set example 

Policy 1 Policy 2 Policy 3 No policy 

150 €/ha 250 €/ha 150 €/ha 0 €/ha 

 
5% 

 
5% 

 
8% 

 
None 
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+ 100€/cow 
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+ 100€/cow 
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standards  
 

 
Legal minimum 

standards  

60 kg/ha 50 kg/ha + tax 50 kg/ha 60 kg/ha 
 

22 ct/kg milk 
120 €/t wheat 

22 ct/kg milk 
120 €/t wheat 

24 ct/kg milk 
140 €/t wheat 

No safety net  
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Ecological Focus Area 

Animal welfare 

Max. nitrogen 
surplus 
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433 respondents * 8 choice sets = 3464 decisions 
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1. DCE: Choice of policy bundles 

 

2. Farm and farmer characteristics 

 

3. Attitudes towards the CAP, environment and 

animal welfare 

 

The questionnaire 
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Attitudes towards the CAP, 

environment and animal welfare 

„Farmers are promoters of animal welfare and rank the 

welfare of their animals higher than financial success“ 

0 = fully agree; 5 = fully disagree  

Obs. Mean 

Online  240 2.34 

Face-to-face 193 1.93*** 

„Agriculture contributes significantly to biodiversity 

conservation in rural areas“ “ 

0 = fully agree; 5 = fully disagree  

Obs. Mean 

Online  240 2.21 

Face-to-face 193 1.64*** 
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Attitudes towards the CAP, 

environment and animal welfare 

„The government should support milk prices  

by controlling aggregate supply“ 

0 = fully agree; 5 = fully disagree  

Obs. Mean 

Online  240 3.89 

Face-to-face 193 3.85 (n.s.)  

„Agriculture should no longer be reliant on  

government support“ 

0 = fully agree; 5 = fully disagree  

Obs. Mean 

Online  240 2.23 

Face-to-face 193 2.40 (n.s.)  
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Would face-to-face 

versus online yield 

different results and lead 

to different conclusions?  
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Results of mixed logit model  

Constant 

Direct payment 

D Face-to-face  

Age  

S Biodiversity 

S Reliance on support 

S Milk price support 

D Full-time, part-time 

D arable farm 

D dairy farm  

D Initiative Tierwohl 

D Init. Tierwohl comp. 

D 8% EFA with comp. 

D 8% EFA 

D 50 kg N + tax 

D Safety net  

All data pooled: N = 240 online + 193 face-to-face = 433 obs.  
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Two separate mixed logit models  

Online  

Constant 

Direct payment 

Age 

D Sussessor  

S Animal welfare   

S Biodiversity 

S Reliance on support 

S Milk price support 

D no farming qualification 

D non-farming qualif.  

D University/college   

D Full-time, part-time 

D Problems with N std.  

D Participant in AES 

D Participant in AWP 

D arable farm 

D dairy farm  

D pig farm  

D Initiative Tierwohl 

D Init. Tierwohl comp. 

D 8% EFA with comp. 

D 8% EFA 

D 50 kg N + tax 

C Safety net  

Face-to-face  

Model 1: N = 240 online; Model 2: N = 193 face-to-face.  

Policy attribute 

variables have 

the same sign 

and similar 

levels of 

significance  
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But different signs for some of the 

control variables 
Online  

Constant 

Direct payment 

Age 

D Sussessor  

S Animal welfare   

S Biodiversity 

S Reliance on support 

S Milk price support 

D no farming qualification 

D non-farming qualif.  

D University/college   

D Full-time, part-time 

D Problems with N std.  

D Participant in AES 

D Participant in AWP 

D arable farm 

D dairy farm  

D pig farm  

D Initiative Tierwohl 

D Init. Tierwohl comp. 

D 8% EFA with comp. 

D 8% EFA 

D 50 kg N + tax 

D Safety net  

Face-to-face  

Important:  

no cases 

where a 

variable is 

significantly 

positive in one 

model and 

significantly 

negative in the 

other model.  
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A closer look at the policy attributes 

Policy attribute Online Face-to-face Joint  Base 

Direct payments 0,0094*** 0.0053*** 0,0072*** 

Initiative Tierwohl  
AW standards 

 - 0,8912*** -0.3879**  - 0,597*** Legal min. 
standards 

Initiative Tierwohl  
AW standards with compens. 

 - 0,8786*** -0.0085  - 0,437*** Legal min. 
standards  

8% EFA  - 0,7199*** -0.4830***  - 0,595*** 5 % EFA 

8% EFA + green cover with 
compensation €500/ha 

- 0,3722** -0.2750** - 0,303** 5 % EFA 

50 kg N surplus + tax  - 0,6101*** -0.3239**  - 0,390*** 60 kg N/ha  

Safety net  - 0,9448*** -0.7471***  - 0,824*** No safety net 
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WTA estimates from the three models 

Policy attribute Online Face-to-face Joint  Base  

Direct payments 

Initiative Tierwohl  
animal welfare (AW) standards 

 €95/ha €73/ha  €82/ha Legal min. 
standards 

Initiative Tierwohl  
AW standards + compensation 

 €93/ha (€2/ha)ns  €60/ha Legal min. 
standards  

8% EFA  €76/ha €91/ha  €82/ha 5 % EFA 

8% EFA + green cover  
+ compensation €500/ha 

€40/ha €52/ha €42/ha 5 % EFA 

50 kg N surplus + tax  €65/ha €61/ha  €64/ha 60 kg N/ha  

Safety net  €100/ha €140/ha  €114/ha No safety net 
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Conclusions 

• The DCE robust to interviewer bias: 

• Policy attribute variables: same sign and similar levels 
of significance 

• Different signs for 1/3 of the control variables 

• No cases where a variable is significantly positive in 
one model and significantly negative in the other 

• Similar WTA estimates 

• But: evidence of socially desirable answers  

• No different conclusions or recommendations 

• Face-to-face and online data can be pooled and 
estimated jointly 
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Dr Julia Schreiner (face-to-face survey 

and econometric estimations) 


