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FOREWORD-

This study on behavioural and economic characteristics of limited
resource farmers is the second phase of a four-phase project designed
to identify a broad range of policy instruments for improving the farm
performance and general well-being of these farmers. This phase attempts
to determine economic and behavioural relationships which may affect the
performance of these farmers and their acceptance and use of assistance
proérams.

The overall project is conducted under a special three-year contract
funded by the Small Farms Development Program of Agriculture Canada and
carried out with cooperation aﬁd additional support from the Ontario
Ministry of Agriculture and Food. This publication is submitted in ful-

fillment of the contractual requirements with Agriculture Canada for

reporting on the second phase of thé project. The report was prepared by

. ’
an interdisciplinary team in agricultural economics and extension education

at the University of Guelph. The report draws strongly on M.Sc. thesis
material, prepared as part of this project, by Terry Stringer and Richard
K. Ellis who examined behavioural factors, and Kathleen Morten-Gittens and
Gerald Bouma who examined economic characteristics.

The report‘begins with a summary of the findings, implications and
policy suggesfions for those interested in a brief description of the results.
The main text of the report follows. It begins with a description of the
nature of the study and the classification system, developed in Phase I,
which serves as the basis for some of the analysis in this phase. The

objectives of the Phase II study, the conceptual framework, and the procedures




used in the study are also discussed. In the next section, the description
of the variables studied are presented together with the major findings as
an aid in understanding some of the study results. Behavioural factors

are first examined, followed by economic characteristics and then relation-

ships between the behavioural and economic variables. The final section

presents the implications and suggestions.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS

INTRODUCTION

The general purpose of this study was to identify and evaluate the
economic and behavioural framework of limited resource farmers who planned

to stay in agriculture. It attempted to determine economic-behavioural

relationships which may affect the adjustment processes of this group of

farmers. Their acceptance and use of potential and currently available
advisory services was also examined.

This study was the second phase of a four phase research project
undertaken by the School of Agricultﬁral Economics and Extension Education,
Ontario Agricultural College at the University of Guelph, under the
sponsorship of the Small Farm Development Program of Agriculture Canada
in cooperation with the Rural Development Branch, Ontario Ministry of
Agriculture and Food. The first phase of this project produced a class-
ification system of limited reéource farmers and later phases will evaluate
adjustment potential of representative farms and the appropriateness of
various improvement programs.

The general objectives associated with the ‘second phase of the overall
" study were:

1. To collect and analyze farm business data of limited resources farms
whose operators plan to stay in agriculture.
L3
To determine economic, social and humanistic expectations of limited
resource farmers who plan to stay in agriculture.

To ascertain these farmers' perceptions of what constitutes success,
failure, or satisfactory farm performance.

-1-
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To identify what farmers consider as satlsfactory and acceptable
ways and means of achieving expectations.

To ascertain the use of currently available advisory services as
aids to adjustment processes. .

NATURE AND SCOPE

The second phase attempted an in-depth analysis of both economic and
behavioural characteristics of limited resource farmers. Nonfarm focus
and retirement age farmers (65 years and older), identified in the Phase I
classification system, were not included in the Phase II study.

The behavioural component of the study examined human characteristics
of the farmers which may influence their farm performance and receptivity
to change; These characteristics include social-demographic factors,
behavioural nature (value orientations, basic needs, and self—images),
perceptions and inclinations. In addition, the respondents' participation
in vérious programs and organizations, their contacts with professional
services and use of media, and several indications of their policy prefer-
ences were analyzed. Thrdughout most of.the analysis, farmers were controlled
according to their apparent receptivity to farm improvements.

The economic component of the study was concerned with the identification

of various income targets needed to meet the economic viability requirements

of the farm-family unit. The four income targets analyzed included:

Target 1: Income sufficient to cover current farm expenses.

Target 2: Income to cover current farm expenses and to provide
minimum family living requirements.

Target 3: Income to cover current farm expenses, family requirements,
and current farm debts.

Target 4: 1Income to cover farm expenses, family requirements, current
farm debt and to provide a margin for farm growth.




For each respondent the study also determined the level of family income
that the family perceived as its 1) bare minimum, and-2) satisfactory level
for family living.

| In addition to these income targets, a ''reasonable' level of potential
income, given behavioural limitations, was determined for the unreceptive
farmers. The potential income of these farmers was calculated under the
assumptions that resources were used to full capacity, and that appropriate

management changes were made to achieve average yields in the farmers' county,

with standard input levels and prices. Potential income levels were also

compared with income targets to determine the potential viability levels

of the unreceptive limited resource farmers.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Data collected from two separate interview schedules yielded information
on both the economic and behavioural characteristics of the respondents.
Additional economic and social-demographic data were obtained during the

Phase I study.

Social Characteristics

Analyses of data revealed that this sample of limited resource farmers
exhibited the following social-demographic characteristics:

1. The limited resource farmers typically were relatively old (most
in their 50's or older), with relatively low levels of formal
education attainment. Those farmers who were receptive to farm
improvements were on the average nine years younger and had higher
levels of education than did farmers that were not receptive to
farm improvements.

Approximately one-third of the sample had some form of health problem.
The receptive group was generally in better health than the unre-
ceptive group. '

3. The majority of farmers had been farming for,at least 25 years, the
unreceptive group having farmed the longest time.




4. Fifty percent of the farmers supported three or more dependents.
The receptive farmers had the greatest average number of dependents
living with them at the time of the study.

Behavioural Characteristics

The behavioural data indicated that there were many similarities among
the réspondents. However, there were éome significant differences between
the receptive and unreceptive groups and between the overall group of limited
resource farmers and typical characteristics of coﬁmercial farmers as
determined in other studies.

1. Limited resource farmers might be characterized as non-participants
as they generally did not participate in various organizations or programs
~ available to them, nor make extensive use of professional advisory services
or media information sources. Those resééndents who'ﬁere receptive to farm
improvements were likely to have indicated higher participation rates than
members of the uﬁreceptive group.

2. The respondents indicated that they tended to be risk averse, socially

as opposed to economically oriented, moderately independent and relatively

strongly adhered to scientific as opposed to traditional values. The rec-

ceptive group tended to be more risk accepting, more economically oriented

and more willing to work in groups than were the unreceptive farmers. There
did not seem to be significant differences in the farmers' reported level
of scientific orientation between receptive and unreceptive groups.

3. The limited resource farmers were typically fairly high aspirers,
especially with reference to their families and their farms. The receptive
group shoﬁed higher aspiration ievels than the unreceptive group,

4, Respondents tended to indicate that family needs took priority over

farm achievement or social needs. Although need for achievement was somewhat




higher for the receptive group, the difference was not statistically
significant at the .05 level.

5. The limited resource farmers were generally not favourably impressed
with the utility for them of various potential advisory services and programs,
énd the majority indicated a higher preference for direct income transfers
than more indirect income assistance through such things as production and
management programs. However, the receptive group was more likely to have
perceived various advisory programs to be useful. In general, limited
resource farmers did not feel they experienced limitations on income due
to a lack of various resoﬁrces such as land, credit, off-farm work and
education.

6. The limited resource farmers were typically satisfied with farming
as a way of life but were still dissatisfied with the financial returns in
farming. They felt a strong degree of attachment to their communities and
were not likely to leave even for better opportunities elsewhere. The
majority of respondents perceived that they had rather limited occupational

alternatives, but a significant number felt that additional government

assistance to agriculture was not desirable.

Economic Characteristics

Three areas of concern were analyzed in reference to the economic
characteristics of the limited resource farmers. These weré:

1. The economic performance levels of the farmers studied.

2. The viability targets of the receptive and unreceptive groups.

3. The potential income targets of the unreceptive groupl

Certain of the economic performance levels were compared to benchmark

figures for commercial farmers obtained from Canfarm data.

7

J




1. Economic Performance Levels

a. The receptive farmers generally had higher average scores for use of
recommended technical practiees (20.8) than did the unreceptive farmers
(15.8). Within the unreceptive group the farm focus farmers averaged
highef technical practice scores (17.5) than the mixed focus farmers (12.6),
while the market oriented had higher scores (17.4) than the traditional
(14.7).

b. Average farm sales for the receptive group ($20;438) were considerably
higher than average gross farm sales for the unreceptive group ($8,978), but

much lower than averages for commercial farmers ($60,439 from Canfarm records

in 1976). Average net farm income was also significantly higher for the

receptive group ($5,467) than the unreceptive group ($2,537), but both had
much lower net farm income than the commercial farmers studied from Canfarm
records ($12,300).

c. Receptive farmers turned over their asset value in gross farm sales in
8.1 years compared to 13.7 years for the unreceptivé group. Both were much
longer than the 2.8 to 4.7 year average for commercial farmers (from Canfarm
records). The unreceptive group had the lowest return to resources, including
labour, netting 127 of their gross farm sales compared to 31% for the recep-
tive farmers. Income levels were higher for market oriented unreceptive than
for traditional unreceptive farmers.

d. Farm size, whether measured in acres, total assets, or gross farm sales,
was at leést 50% higher for receptive farmers than ﬁnreceptive farmers. Use
of resources, management scores and resulting production yields for the
receptive group/were also at least 50% higher than those for the unreceptive

group. Considering the focus of the farmers, farm focus farmers generally




had larger farms than did mixed focus farmers.
2. Viability

a. The average income levels which the respondents perceived would be
i) minimum to live on and ii) sufficient to be comfortable were higher for
the receptive group ($8,627 and $12,110 respectively) than the unreceptive

group ($6,193 and $7,496). For the unreceptive group, the level of income

perceived as satisfactory for meeting family needs was on average 167% above

the current total average family income. In addition, the perceived minimum
for family living was oniy 4% below their current total family income,
indicating general dissatisfaction with current income levels.

b. The amount of income required to produce a viable farm and fémily
uﬁit (Target 4) was also higher for the receptive than the unreceptive
farmers. The Target 4 requirements for the receptive limited resource
farmers averaged $11,444, while the requirements for the unreceptive group
averaged only $8,064. Commercial farmers from Canfarm records averaged
$16,010. For the unreceptive limited resource farmers, average income
requirements for farm and family viability (Target 4) were 25% above their
existing total family income. The average income requirement for farm and
family viability for the unreceptive group was in turn 7.5% above the farmer's
perceived minimum level qf income.

c. Only 9% of all the limited resource farmers studied generated enough
income from farm sources alone to achieve viability of the overall farm-family
unit (Target 4). However, 35% were able to achieve viability (Target 4) with
total family income. Among the unreceptive group, almost 947 were not viable
oﬁ current net farm income alone, and less than 1/3 (29%) of the families

generated enough total family income to insure farm and family viability.




d. About 60% of the current total family incomes of the unreceptive
farmers were below the Statistics Canada low income cut-off points. These
farmers also perceived minimum’ income requirements that were lower than
poverty levels described by Statistics Canada.

e. Within the unreceptive group, the more market oriented farmers,
especially those with a farm focus, had the highest average viability levels
as well as the highest levels of income perceived as minimal and satisfactory
for meeting family needs. The traditional sub-groups had the lowest average
perceived minimum income and viability levels and gross sales.

3. Potential Income Targets (for unreceptive farmers only)

a.'Average current net farm income levels for unreceptive farmers were
212 of potential net farm income. The farm focus subgroups achieved on-
average 437 of potential income, while the mixed focus subgroups achieved
'6nly 13% of potential income.

b. Only 427 of the unreéeptive farmers could have been viable (Tgrget 4)
on potential net farm income alone (about 50% of the farm focus farmers had
enough potential income to reach farm family viability (Target 4) on farm
income alone, while only 29% of the mixéd focus farmers had enough potential
net farm income to achieve this level of performance). The most significant
discrepancy between potential income and Target 4 was for mixed focus
traditional farmers who only had potential to be viable on net farm income

alone in 117 of the cases.

Relationships Between Economic and Behavioural Characteristics

1. Generally speaking, the following behavioural characteristics were
associated with higher numerical values for gross farm sales, total family

income, total assets, debt obligations (lower % equity), acreage, income




Targets 3 and 4, and management scores:
higher aspirations (especially farm aspirations).

stronger economic, scientific, and risk-accepting value orientations
and weaker independence orientatioms.

more positive self-image scores.

higher achievement needs, higher social needs, and lower security
needs.

higher participation rates in organizations and programs, as well
as greater use of media and professional advisory services.

higher levels of perceived utility of direct income transfer programs.

greater perceived limitations to farm income due to the availability
of education ‘information, credit and "land.

h. lower degree of community attachment.
2. With regard to the unreceptive group, farm focus farmers were older and had
fewer dependents, lower achievement needs, poorer self-images and slightly
lower family aspirations than did mixed focus farmers. However, mixed‘
focus farmers typically were less scientifically oriented and participated
in fewer organizations and programs.
3. Regression analysis showed that for the total sample of limited resource
farmers, the technical practice score was the most significant (accurate)
predictor of gross sales, as well as a statistically significant positive
factor in determining income performance (net farm income, achievement of

Target 4, and % achievement of potential net farm income). Other statis-

tically significant factors related to gross sales in a positive direction

were tillable acres and the behavioural factors of risk acceptance, parti-

cipation in government programs, and use of agricultural magazines.

lLand was also perceived as a relative limitation for mixed focus
farmers in the unreceptive group who did not have the economic
characteristics specified in this paragraph.

%
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IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

Although the intent of this phase of the overall project was not to
arrive at implications for policy or practice (that will be covered more
fully in phases III and IV), several implications and suggestions are
apparent.

1. Based on the income achievement values and the income requirements
of many of the limited resource farmers, it is apparent that significant
increases in income would be required for many of the farmers to achieve
a high enough income for farm and family viability. However, agricultural

improvements would still appear as a feasible alternative for many of the

farmers to improve their incomes to a viable level. However, management

improvement through appropriate training and counselling services would

be necessary. Continued reliance on complementary nonfarm income sources
also should be promoted for many to provide for an adequate level of family
well-being. Many of the farmers with substantial health limitations or
management inadequacies are not likely to bé helped enough by agricultural
programs alone.

2. The evidence supports the importance of many behavioural charac-
teristics in affecting the ecoﬁomic performance of limited resource farmers
_and their participation in activities designed to improve their performance.
This implies a need to work within a knowledge of the behavioural frameworks

of limited resouce farmers when formulating and implementing policy

instruments.

3. The findings reported in this project to date support the conclusion
that limited resource farmers are a relatively heterogenous group along

several dimensions although they do have many common characteristics. In




view of these observations, it seems evident that a variety of programs,

and methods of implementing them, are needed if they are to be relevant

and effective with a broad cross-section of these farmers.




FARM BUSINESS, BEHAVIOURAL, AND PARTICIPATION CHARACTERISTICS OF

LIMITED RESOURCE FARMERS

THE NATURE OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This study is the second.phase of a four-phase project investigating
the economic and behavioural characteristics of limited resource farmers.

- The overall, four-phase project is designed to identify operational goal-
oriented behavioural frameworks for limited resource farmers that can be
used a) to identify and evaluate human and economic components which
enhance or inhibit adjustment processes for these farmers, and b) to assist
in developing improved assistance programs to meet the specific needs of
different types of limited resouéce farmers throughout Canada.

In the overall project, Phase I developed an initial classification
system for limited resource farmers based on both economic and behavioural
characteristics. Phase II research (this study) gext undertook a more
rigorous analysis of behavioural and economic characteristics to identify
the most predictive factors of the respondent's behaviour, esﬁecially as it
related to his ability and willingness to undertake farm improvements. The

Phase III research will involve prototype farm analyses, utilizing behavioural

and budgetary data to analyse alternatives for the major groups of limited

resource farmers. The Phase IV research will involve the evaluation of policy

instruments on the basis of the findings of the previous phases.

Throughout the overall project, limited resource farmers are defined as

~




those with $25,000 or less gross sales in 1975 and 1976. Initially the
farmers were selected from the 1971 Census of Agriculture as those with
$15,000 or less in 1970, but the level of gross sales was increased for

1975 and 1976 to account for increased value of farm products, sales
volumes, and costs due to inflation. These farmers typically have earned
low incomes from agricultﬁre, and many have low standards of living. Some
have too few physical resources, whiie others are limited primarily by their

management ability. Some have combined farm with nonfarm work, but many

remain primarily dependent on agriculture. A large number of limited resource

farmers, however, desire to remain in agriculture. For these farmers,
improvements in agricultural performénce often offer them a good opportuﬁity
to increase their standard of living. . With this in mind, the overall project
was undertaken to help develoé more effective programs for assisting limited

resource farmers in agriculture.

The Phase II Study

The Phase II study provided an in-depth analysis of the economic and
behavioural characteristics of limited resource farmers desiring to stay in
agriculture. Social and psychological characteristics were analyzed to
examine the farmer's personality and decision making framework as it affected
his farm performance. These characteristics included attitudes, values,
basic needs, aspirations and perceptionms, as well as the farmer's personal
and family goals. The farmer's participation in and use of programs that
‘might affect his farm performance and the achievement of other personal
goals were also determined.

Economic perfofmance was examined at the same time to provide a bench-

mark for the farmer's level of achievement in farming. Farm goals were

2/
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identifiéd, followed by a determination of the farmer's level of gross
sales, net farm income, total family income, and the achievement of
different levels of income:targets. In many cases, income levels were
constructed from the physical data on the farm and records of sales,
purchases, etcetera.

Relationships between the economic and behavioural factors were
also examined to identify a variety of factors affecting farm performance
and participation in assistance programs. These included the farmer's
pérceived satisfaction from his current income and standard of living,
factors affecting income achievement, what kinds of incentives were con-
sidered important to the limited resource farmers, and how much and what
kind of adjustments were considered possible (given the behavioural
constraints of the farmer). For farmers unreceptive to farm improvements,
a reasonable level of potential income that could be achieved by small

<

(usually acceptable) changes was also calculated to determine the farmer's

potential viability within agriculture or whether nonfarm or public welfare

assistance would be needed.
The specific objectives of the Phase II study were:

1. To collect and analyse farm business data associated with limited
resource farm groups whose operators planned to stay in agriculture.

To determine economic, social and humanistic expectations of
families associated with groups of limited resource farmers.

To ascertain family perceptions of what constitutes success, .failure,
or satisfactory performance.

To identify satisfactory and acceptable ways and means of achieving
expectations. -

5. To ascertain the use of currently available advisory services.

Background to the Study: The Phase I Classification System

The analysis of limited resource farmers in Phase II and subsequent




phases of the overall project is based in part on differences in farmers
identified in the Phase I classification system. In the classification
system, twelve different subgroups of farmers were identified with different
general behavioural characteristics, resources and program needs for each
subgroup. These subgroups are shown in Figure 1 together with a summary

description of the general characteristics and anticipated program needs

of the farmers in each subgroup. The overall classification system also

is described in detail in the Phase I report.

The classification system in Figure 1 has several major categories of
differentiation. First, farmers are classified as farm, mixed, or nonfarm
focus depending on their degree of involvement in agriculture and their
dependence on it as an important source of income. Farm focus farmers
generally were those farming full or nearly full-time, with a maximum of
30 days of off-farm work. Mixed focus farmers were part-time farmers who
still relied on agriculture as an important source of income. Generally the
latter farmers worked 30 to 200 days off the farm but had annual gross farm
sales of over $4,000. In some cases, they may have worked more than 200 days
off the farm, but still farmed seriously to earn income for their family.
Nonfarm focus farmers primarily farmed as a hobby or tax write-off, and usually
worked off the farm more than 200 days.

The classification system also differentiates farmers by their market
orientation and receptivity to farm improvements. Most of the farmer subgroups
were market oriented, but traditional oriented and retirement age farmers
tended to have only a limited market orientation and a much higher degree of
self-sufficiency. Receptivity to farm improvements reflected the farmer's
willingness at the time of the study té make improvements on his farm in order

to improve his farm performance. Some farmers, for example, previously had been
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receptive to farm improvements but had changed their receptivity, because
of such things as age or héalth, and were classified unreceptive in the
study. The distinction between receptive and unreceptive farmers was a
major distinction used in the Phase II study as the two categories of
farmers had many different behavioural characteristics and likely would
respond to different assistance programs.

Within these different categories of farmers, specific subgroups were
identified to represent farmers with different characteristics and needs.
Generally there was a steady‘transition between the subgroups with those
composed of farmers having the greatest receptivity to farm improvements.
management ability, farm resources, and gross sales located to the left of
the classification system and those with the lowest receptivity etc.‘on the
right. In addition, farm and mixed focus subgroups with similar characteristics
were located directly above and below each other to indicate their similarity
(i.e. farm focus and mixed focus transition stage farmers). The overall
classification system distinguished such different types of farmers as
transition stage (those in the process of enlarging their farm and becoming

commercial operators), market oriented unreceptive to farm improvements

(basically older, security oriented farmers desiring to finish their years in

farming as they are now), and traditional farmers (more subsistence oriented
farmers using traditional, outdated farming practices). In the Phase II study,
retirement age and nonfarm focus farmers were not included because the study
waé primarily concerned with the characteristics of and programs needed by pre-
‘retirement farmers who still depended on agriculture as an important source of

income.

Research Framework

A farmer's economic performance is directly related to his managerial

2/
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ability and use of technology, his resources, and market conditions for
agricultural inputs and products. Usually an individual farmer has little
control over market conditions and prices, but he can alter his farm
performance substantiall& through his management decisions and actions

to improve production, cut costs, adapt new technology, and obtain more
resources. These decisions and actions in turn.are influenced by the farmer's
behavioural makeup, including such factors as his attitudes, valueé, goals,
basic needs, aspirations and perceptions. Depending on its nature, the
farmer's behavioural makeupbmay affect his farm performance by either
facilitating or inhibiting his adjustments to changing market conditions,
farming technology and family needs.

Generally a farmer is considered to be economically rational when he
responds to positive economic incentives by increasing prodﬁction and
efficiency to increase his income. This is usually the case with commercial
farmers. Limited resource farmers, on'the other hand, often seem slow,
unwilling, or unable to undertake farm improvements, even when these
improvements would increase their incbme appreciably. A substantial part
of the difference in responses to economic conditions between commercial and
limited resource farmers may be explained by differences in their social-
psychological makeup. Behavioural constraints characterizing many limited
resource farmers include high aversion of risk and need for security, low
overall receptivity to change, satisfaction with low level goals, and a
limited ability to make decisions, identify problems, and follow through in
solving these problems. These behavioural factors in turn react with economic

factors to affect the farmer's day-to-day business decisions on the farm and

his planning for future operations, thus affecting his potential income from

farming.




Given the importance of examining farm adjustments for limited resource
farmers from a joint behaQioural and economic perspective, the analysis in the
Phase II study was undertaken within the conceptual framework outlined in
Figure 2. At the bottom of thé figure are basic characteristics’of the farmer
described as his behavioural nature and his social-demographic factors. The
farmer's behavioural nature consists of fundamental personality traits such as
values, basic needs, and his self-concept (self—image), which influence his
everyday actions and decisions. In the Phase II study, groups of values
were examined to determine the farmer's orientation to economic, scientific,
risk or independent behaviour. Basic needs were examined to determine the
farmer's degree of desire for achievement, security, or social affiliation.
The farmer's self-image was also examined to identify the farmer's feelings
about his social acceptance, assertiveness, innovativeness and his achievement.
These factors, together with social factors such as age, health, education
and family size that enable or limit certain kinds of activities, form the
basis for the farmer's initial behavioural actioms.

At the next level up in the figure are found aspirations and inclinations
which represent the farmer's feelings about certain activities and the

situation in which he finds himself. These aspirations and inclinations

include aspirations and goals for the household, farm, family and social

)
interaction, as well as feelings about the farmer's attachment to the community

and farm, his perceived utility of different kinds of assistance programs,
factors which he identifies as limitations to his income, and the degree of
satisfaction he derives from different levels of income. These aspirations,
perceptions and inclinations are both influenced by the farmer's basic
behavioural nature and social factors, and in turn influence his farm and

nonfarm activities (social participation).
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Social participation includes a wide variety of activities that the
farmer may undertake to achieve.his basic needs and goals. For some, off-
farm work may be the most appropriate alternative. For those intending to
stay in agriculture, however, there are many activities such aé assistance
programs, mass media and information sources, professional contacts, and
participation in clubs and organizations that may be utilized to help improve
farm performance. These activities were measured in fhis study to determine
their use by farmers ana to identify means of increasing their use where
the programs could provide substantial benefits to limited resource farmers.

At the'top of the figure are tﬁose aspects of farming directly involved
in making farm improvements. These include the farmer's management capabil-
ities, his productive assets, and measures of his eventual economic per-
formance. Farmers may improve their income levels by doing a better job
with their existing resources through better technical practices and
financial management, and/or by increasing their land, labour, livestock
or financial resources. These aspects in turn are highly related to the
farmer's behavioural nature, perceptions, etcetera, and his access to and use
of inforﬁation on better farming and management practices. Limitations on
income from small land acreages, fbr example, may be directly influeﬁced by
the farmer's basic orientation toward minimizing risk, and result from him
not taking on more land because of its greater degfee of risk. His specific
management decisions in turn may be influenced by his perceptions of what
his problems are, as well as his values and aspirations. The interrelation-

ships between the various levels and kinds of factors, diagrammed in Figure 2,

therefore can be very important and require a broad analysis to correctly

identify important inhibitors which limit the performance of limited resource

2/

farmers.




Finally, the economic-behavioural framework of the farmer must also
be analysized within the institutional setting in which the farmer finds
himself. This institutiona%,setting generally represents the legal rules
and social organization in the society, and includes the types of market
conditions and regulations about farming, nonfarm work opportunities,
available technology and information, and the kinds of assistance programs,
etcetera. These institutional conditiéns serve as a set of rules and
constraints governing what the farmer can or cannot do, and what is available

to help him adjust.

The Sample

The initial sample for this project was drawn by Statistics Canada from
its 1971 Central Farm Registry. It consisted of approximately 400 respondents
from two Ontario counties (Renfrew and Grey) primarily chosen at random from
farmers who had less than $15,000 gross sales in 1970.._To insure confiden-
tiality of Statistics Canada information, however, a five per cent error factor
of farmers with unknown gross sales was inéluded into the sample to make it
impossible to identify any particular farmer as grossing under $15,000 until
after each farmer was interviewed. In the Phase I study, about 200 respondents
were contacted.

From the Phase I sample, 87 respondents were selected for ﬁhe Phase II
research. The farmers excluded from the Phase I sample were commercial
farmers earning more than the chosen limited résource income, people of

retirement age, nonfarm focus respondents and those intending to leave

agriculture. The criteria used to identify these excluded groups were:

1) Commercial Farmers: Farmers with gross farm sales in excess of
$25,000 in 1975.

2) Retirement Age Farmers: Farmers 65 and older




3) Nonfarm Focus Farmers: (a) Limited resource farmers with 150 to 199 days
of off-farm work per year, combined with gross sales of less than $4,000 and
a loss of less than $1,000 in net farm income, or (b) 200 or more days of
off-farm work per year, combined with gross sales of less than $4,000 and a

loss of less than $2,000 in net farm income.

Data Collection and Analysis

The economic and behavioural data were obtained from each farmer through
two separate personal interviews. Generally, appointments were made in
advance by phone, except where phone.contact could not be made. Interviews
lasted from about one-half hour to two and one-half hours. Farmers were not
requested to provide written records but many referred to or supplied income
tax and/or farm account records. intefviews to obtain economic data were
carried out with either the farmer or the farmer's spouse, while behavioural
data interviews were conducted with the farmer himself. Several measurement
scales that had beén validated in other studiés were used to collect some of
the behavioural data. Typically, interviews were done at least one week apart,
- although in a few instances both interviews were done together. Interviewing
began in mid-August 1976 and was completed by early October 1976.

The data were coded and keypunched on computer cards and processed with

the aid of facilities at the University of Guelph Institute of Computer Science.

Various statistical tests were calculated where applicable. Data from the
. economic questionnaires was combined with behavioural data and analysed through

cross tabulation, correlation, and regression analysis.




FARMER BEHAVIOURAL AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

Behavioural Characteristics

Researchers and workers in the field are becoming increasingly aware
of the importance of certain social-psychological factors, as noted in
the outline of the conceptual framework for this study, in the prediction
of human behaviour. Descriptive date in these social-psychological areas
are presented herein for farm and mixed-focus limited resource farmers
according to their classification as either receptive or unreceptive to
farm improvements.

Social Factors

Social factors were determined in Phase I of the study by asking the

respondents their age, formal educational attainment, number of dependants,

years since started farming, and the state of their health.

Data in Table 1 show that limited resource farmers tended to be an older
population (averaging 47 years of age) with receptive fzrmers tending to be
somewhat younger than unreceptive. Most of these farmers did not graduate
from high school (only 20% of the receptive and 8% of the unreceptive were
graduates). Approximately 70 percent of the respondents had been farming for
at least 25 years (the unreceptive longer on average than the receptive). One-
half of the respondents had two or less dependants with receptive farmers
averaging more dependants than those classified as unreceptive. Health
problems were a significant factor among these limited resource farmers,
partidularly among the unreceptive group (38% of whom experienced health

problems that would hamper their farming operation).

Behavioural Nature

Value'brientations, basic socio-psychological needs, and self-concepts
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TABLE 1 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY SELECTED SOCIAL FACTORS

Receptiveness to Change

Receptive Unreceptive Total
SELECTED SOCIAL FACTORS N % N yA

Age

25 to 34 years 5 20% 1 27
35 to 44 years 7 28 '8 15

45 to 54 years 9 36 18 34

55 to 65 years 4 16 26 49

: 5 100z 53 100%

2

Receptive Unreceptive
% N

56% 3
12

Formal Education

Grade 8 or less

Sdme high school
Vocational training
Highschool graduate
Highschool plus vocational
College graduate

2
2
0

0

N -
UJF‘NJC)BJO\¢~|Z

Total 1007 53 100%

Receptive Unreceptive

A

Year Started Farming

N
Before 1936 5 17%
1936 to 1940 1 13
1941 to 1945 1 34
6
5
8

1946 to 1950 34

1951 to 1960 13

1961 to 1971 8
25 1007

Receptive Unreceptive
None 0 0% 9%
One 4 16 25
Two 5 20 23

5

6

2

2

1

Number of Dependants

Three 20 9
Four 24 15
Five 8 11
Six 8 2
Seven 1 4 6
5 100% 1007

~ Receptive Unreceptive
" Health Status N % N Z

No health problems 21 847 26 50%
Cause irritation but can still work - - 6 12
Hamper operation but can still work 4 16 10 19
Very seriously hamper ability to work - -~ 10 19
Total 100%Z 53 1007

3Not ascertained for onme respondent




of respondents are included under this heading. It was felt that many of
these factors individually or together are likely to influence the motivation

and behaviour of respondents.

Value Orientations: Value orientations are defined as an organized

system of values within an individual that determines desired ends of behaviour
and prescribes norms or socially acceptable means of attaining them. Values
considered to be at opposing poles of four continua were examined in this

study. These value continua were: ’

1. Economic vs. Social -- a continuum representing priority placed on
financial success, growth in the farm business, etcetera, compared
to priority placed on time spent with family and friends and
involvement in the community;

Scientific vs. Traditional -- a continuum representing an orientation
toward use of modern methods, research information, scientific method
of decision making and the like, as opposed to traditional methods,
where decisions were based solely on what had been done before and
using primary reference groups as information sources;

Risk vs. Non-Risk -- a continuum representing an orientation toward
acceptance of risk in decision making and a willingness to make
changes involving some elements of uncertainty, as opposed to an

orientation toward risk aversion or an unwillingness to make changes
that involve elements of risk;

Independent vs. Group Action -- a continuum representing a preference
for making decisions without seeking the advice of others and for
working alone,.as opposed to a preference for working in groups and
sharing decision making or seeking advice of others.

Each of the four continua above were represented by five groups of paired
opposing statements. For example, in the economic-social category, five
statements placing priority on economic advancement were paired with five
statements placing priority on family and friends. The respondents were asked
to choose one of the two statements that best represented their own feelings
or which was most important to them.

Scores of '"zero" or "one" were assigned to respondents' answers indicating

value preferences. A "one'" was given to answers indicating economic,




scientific, risk acceptance, and independent choices, while a "zero'" was
given to social, traditional, non-risk, and group action choices. 1In
this way a total score was calculated by adding points for all five statements
in each category. For example, the economic-social continuum would be made
up as follows:

Score-0 economic statements, 5 social statements

Score-1 economic statement, 4 social statements

Score-2 economic statements, 3 social statements

Score-3 economic statements, 2 social statements

Score-4 economic statements, 1 social statement
Score->5 economic statements, 0 social statements

"zero" was considered to be strongly

An individual with a total score of
socially oriented while an individual with a score of "five' was strongly
economically oriented. The other three continua were scored in the same
manner.

Table 2 outlines distributions of respondents according to the four
value orientation continua which were utilized. Data indicate that the
majority of respondents tended to be much more socially than economically
oriented, that is, they indicated a higher value on relations with family
and friends and their role in their community, than they did on financial
or economic success.

The majority indicated risk averse value orientations rather than risk
acceptance. The economic and risk averse value orientations combined may
. provide important insight into the lack of acceﬁtance of certain kinds of

credit and production improvement programs.

The respondents' scientific or traditional orientations seemed to be

less polarized than the previous two orientations. More respondents tended

to be "middle of the road", having chosen some scientific statements and some

traditional statements.

1

The majority of respondents were neither strongly independent nor strongly




FARMERS' PERCEIVED VALUE ORIENTATIONS

Economic Value Scores

Low Economic
(High Social)

(Low Social)
High Economic

Receptiveness to Change

Receptive
%

247
20
- 40
4
8
4

25 100%

Unreceptive
N %
22 427
18 34
11
11
2
0

53 1007

Scientific Value Scores

Low Scientific 0
(High Traditional) 1

2

3

(Low Traditional) 4
High Scientific 5

Total

Receptive
%

47
12
20
20
28

.16

T

25 1007

Unreceptive
%

117
15
11
29
23
11

53 100%

Risk Value Scores

Low Risk
(High Non-Risk)

(Low Non-Risk)
High Risk

Total

Receptive
%
28%
32
20
12
4
4

25 100%

Unreceptive
28 53%
16 30
6 11
2 4
1 2
0 0
53 1007

Independence Value
Scores

Low Independence
(High Group)

(Low Group)
High Independence

Total

Receptive
N Z

16
32
20
4
‘8
25 1007

Unreceptive




group action oriented. However, there was a trend toward the independent
end of the continuum with 48 percent having independence scores of three
or more. This could have implications for the utilization of group structured
educational programs as well as participation in community organizations
and other group projects.

The receptive to change group appeared to be generally more economically
and scientifically oriented than the unreceptive group. This group also
typically was more risk accepting and more willing to work in groups than

was the unreceptive group.

Basic Needs: Past research in the social and psychological fields has

established that people experience various needs which are motivating forces
in their behaviour. Maslowl has provided an interesting way of interrelating
many human motives. He arranges the motives in a hierarchy ranging from low
to high. Motives lowest in the hierarchy will be aroused first and must be
satisfied or they will be dominant. However, once they are satisfied to a
large degree, motives on the next highest level become the primary energizers
and directors of behaviour. This implies that the hungry man will not
philosophize, and similarly, the lonely man will have difficulty focusing on
self-actualization and self-respect. Maslow suggested that lowest order needs
include survival and safety, with sex, love, acceptance and affiliation needs
being next highest. At the upper level would be found self-esteem and
achievement types of needs. 1In this study an attempt was made to focus on
security, affiliation (social) and achievement needs.

Although the measurement of basic needs or motives is more difficult than
measurement of many other characteristics, their measurement was_considered
important for several reasons. Basic needs are likely very fundamental to

human behaviour and thus play an important part in the formulation of

1 . . '
A.H. Maslow. Motivation and Personality. Harper and Row. 1970.
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aspirations and values. Basic needs can be expected to change far more
slowly over time than will specific values and thus may‘be a more dependable
predictor of behaviour.
The forced choige format used ﬁo measure value otientations was also
used to indicate which of thgee basic needs (security, affiliation, achievement)

was predominant for each respondent. Six phrases were utilized in total.

Each of the three needs were represented by two of the phrases. A scale was

formed by matching one phrase with each of the phrases in the other two need
categories. This produced six paired phrases from which the respondent was

‘to choose the one of the two phrases that represented the need that was most
important to him.

The question was scored by alloﬁtigg one point for each of the'phrases
chosen by the respondent. The points were added for each of the three need
categories giving a total Acﬁievement score, Affiliation (soéial) score, and
Security score. These scores were then used to provide an indication of the
relative importance of the three needs for each respondent.

Need for achievement was consiéered a most important factor because of
its possible relationship to managerial decision making. For this reason,

a second method for measuring need for achievement was used that involved a
graphic rather than verbal test. The respondents were shown a drawing
containing various lines and scribbles. After seeing the drawing for two
seconds they were asked to reproduce what they saw as closely as possible on
a blank sheet of paper. The drawings obﬁained from the respondents were
scored according to the system presented by Aronsonl (see Appendix I).

The Aronson scoring system was based primarily on the property of
'discrete-fuzzy' lines. That is, "the major distinction perceived was that

the drawings of 'highs' (high achievers) contained a preponderance of single,

1 . . »
E. Aronson. Motives in Fantasy, Actions and Society. Van Nostrand. 1968.




unattached discrete lines, while those of the 'lows' (low achievers) seemed
more overlaid, fuzzier." ©Need for achievement score was also derived to a
lesser extent from certain additional configurations including: space
(amount of page filled), diagonal configurations, S-shaped lines, and multi-

wave lines.

Table 3 contains data which outline the frequency distribution of

respondents according to their scores for security, affiliation and achievement
needs. Data indicate that respondents tended to have highest scores for
affiliation (social) needs followed first by achievement and finally security
needs. These findings suggest that, for the majoriﬁy of respondents, their
relatives and friends had first priority in their need hierarchy, followed by
success with their farming operations or some other means of satisfying the
need for achievement.

The second measure of basic needs involved the Aronson need for achieve-
ment test. The mean score for this measure was 5.0, representing what appeared
to be a relatively low score compared to average scores for some other
populations studied using the Aronson test. An eérlier study of a group of
college students yielded a mean score of 9. Thus it appears that the majority
of respondents had relatively low need for achievement scores based on the
Aronson test. The distribution of respondents' scores for need for achievement
are given in Table 4. Some differences were observed in need for achievement
scores betﬁeen the receptive and unreceptive groupé. For the unreceptive group,

74 percent had scores of three or less while only 29 percent of the receptive
group had scores in that range. A comparison with viable commercial farm
operators is not available but might be enlightening.

Self-Concepts: The perception of self or image a person holds about

himself and his abilities and talents is likely to affect the way he reacts to

17




FARMERS' PERCEIVED BASIC NEEDS

Need for Security

Low Security

High Security
Total

Receptiveness to Change

Receptive
327
32
20
12

4

Unreceptive

N

11
15
14
10
3
53

%
21%
28
26
19
6

Social Need

Low Social

High Social
Total

Receptive
%

12%
16
20
12
40

100%

Unreceptive

N

7
11

Need for Achievement

Low Achievement O

High Achievement

Total

1
2
3
4

Receptive

127
12
36
20
20

Unreceptive

N

3
13
17

%
6%

24

32

21
17




NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT (ARONSON TECHNIQUE)_

Receptiveness. to Change __ .
Receptive Unreceptive Total
N ) N %
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One and three non-responses respectively
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the world around him and therefore the decisions he makes. 1In order to

examine this phenomenon of self-concept, four characteristics were identified-

and measured. These included sociability (likeability or friendliness); asser-
tiveness (leadership ability); achievement orientation (how determined to suc-

~ceed or get things done, conscientiousness); and innovativeness (try new things).

To measure each of theéé'chafaéﬁerisfiés;—thé respondents were asked to
react to either four or five relevant phrases for each characteristic. They
were asked to choose the category, from a five point scale, that most closely
represented how well each of several phrases described them. The respondent
was than given a score depending on each response (ranging from four .for
"very definitely describes me" to zero for "very definitely does not describe
me"). These scores were accumulated to yield a total score for each farmer for
each of the four characteristics.

Table 5 outlines the distribution of respondents according to their self-
concept scores. The majority of respondents saw themselves as being highly

achievement oriented (90 percent had scores of 18 to 25). A smaller majority

(65 percent) had relatively high sociability scores of 15 to 20. The dis-

tribution of respondents based on self—perceptions of innovativeness and
assertiveness was somewhat lower but a majority indicated medium to high
ratings. A slightly larger proportion of farmers categorized as receptive
to farm improvements scored higher in these four characteristics than did-
farmers categorized as unreceptive. .

It seems apparent that a majority of tﬁis sample tended to feel relatively
confident of themselves with respect to the four characteristics measured.
These findings are contrary to some other studies that found that low income
populations tended to have relatively poor self-images and lacked confidence

in their abilities.
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TABLE 5 RESPONDENTS' SELF-CONCEPTS

Receptiveness to Change

SOCIABILITY (4 items)

Low 0-3
4-7

Medium 8-10
11-13

High 14-16

Receptive
7%

0%

4
28
40
28

25 100%

Unreceptive

Nz

07%
2 4
17 32
29 55
5 9

53 100%

ASSERTIVENESS (4 items)

Low -3
4=7
-10
11-13

High 14-16

Medium

Receptive
N %
0 - 0%
8 32
8 32
6 24

S 1z

25 100%

Unreceptive

Nz

2 47
30
42
24

0 0

53 100%

INNOVATIVENESS (4 items)

Low

0-3
4-7
Medium 8-1
11-1
14-1

High

Receptive
%

07

4
36
36
24

25 100%

Unreceptive

N
0 0%
14 26
18 34
18 34
3 6

53 100%

ACHIEVEMENT (5 items)

Low -4

-8
Medium =12
13-16

High 17-20

Receptive
N Z
0%
0
4
56
40

100%

Unreceptive

Nz
0%

0

13

61

26

100%




Perceptions and Inclinations

This section examines some of the respondents' aspirations, their
satisfaction with farming and their attachment to the community, their
perceptions of things that limited their farm income, and the potential
utility of selected programs. .

Aspirations: Aspirations were measured in four areas: household
(a desire to attain a more up-to-date home, greater comforts and holidays);
farm aspirations (a desire to improve the farm business through better quality
crops and livestock, larger farm size and so on); sociél aspirations (a
desire to participate in community groups and activities toward the attainment
pf a more prosperous and viable community and toward establishment of mutually

1

agreeable relationships with other community members); and family aspirations

(a desire to improve the environment and opportunities for their children and

family).

These aspirations were measured using a series of phrases representing
each of the areas specified. Each respondent was asked how important each
of these stafements were to him, taking into consideration the amount of time,
energy and capital resources thaf he was allocating to achieve them. The
respondents were to choose an answer from a five point scale (that included
very important, important, indifferent (neutral), unimportant, and very
unimportant) and an aspiration score was determined by allotting scoreé of
four through to zero for answers ranging from "véry important" through to
"very un;mportant" respectively and gccumulatihg the total score for each
aspiration area.

Data in Table 6 outline the distribution of respondents according to

the aforementioned aspiration categories. The respondents appeared to have

moderately high aspirations in both the farm and family areas (as indicated
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FARMERS' PERCEIVED ASPIRATIONS

Household Items (3)

Low
Medium

High

Receptiveness to Change

Receptiv
Nz
1 47
0 0

13 52

11 44
0 0

Unreceptive
Nz

0 0%
4 7
30 57
18 34
1 2

25 100%

53 100%

%
Normalized

17
5 ~mean score

56 11.5/20
37

Farm Items (7)

Low
Medium

High

Receptive
%

0%

0
16
72
12

25 100%

Unreceptive
N Z
0 %
2 4
12 23
36 68
3 5

53 100%

Normalized
mean score
13.5/20

Family Items (4)

Low
" Medium

High

Receptive
Nz
0 0%
0 0
8 32
15 60
2 8

25 100%

Unreceptive
N z
0 0%
2 4
18 34
25 47
8 15

Normalized

mean score
13.5/20

53 100%

Social Items (5)

Low
Medium

High

Receptiv

Nz
4%

24

36

32

4

Unreceptive

2 47
20 38
25 47

6 11

0 0

100%

N %

Normalized
mean score
9.5/20

53 100%




by a normalized mean score of 13.5/20). Household aspirations were slightly
lower with a normalized mean score of 11.5/20. Aspirations were 1owér on
average in the social area,ﬁﬁt the_normalized mean score of 9.5 suggests
that aspirations were moderaté even in this area.

These results may appear contradictory to the popular yiew that people
in the lower income strata are generally low aspirers and low achievers.
Howevep, the situation may be more 6pe of their not having either the physical,

|

mental or economic resources needed to attain the levels to which they aspire.

Satisfaction with Farming: Data in Table 7 suggests that the majority

of respondents were generally satisfied with farming as a way of life. A
higher proportion of respondents classified as receptive to farm changes

TABLE 7 FARMERS' LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH FARMING

Receptiveness to Change

, Receptive Unreceptive Total
Score : N % N % N %
Very satisfied o 18 72% 20 382 38 497
Satisfied o 7 28 24 45 31 40

Slightly dissatisfied 0

5 9 5 6
Very dissatisfied 0 4 : 8 4 5

Total 25  100% 53 100% 78  100%

indicated a higher level of satisfaction than those classified as unreceptive.
However, nearly one-fifth (17 percent) of the unreceptive farmers indicated
at least some dissatisfaction with farming.

Community Attachment: The degree of community attachment indicated by

the respondents is presented in Table 8. The majority of the respondents
expressed strong attachment to their communities. This observation may have
implications for the success of programs designed to encourage these types

of people to leave farming if such a move entails leaving their communities.




TABLE 8 DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT

e e T — e So— oo ¢ e - —— e P

Community Attachment ' Number Percent
I would never consider leaving. 21 27%

I might leave if I had to but I would really _ 36 46
prefer not to. ‘

It would depend on how good my opportunities 13
were elsewhere.

I would really like to leave if I had

any other opportunity. 2 2

Total 78 1007

Factors Limiting to Income: Respondents were asked the degree to which

they felt availability of land, credit, buildings and equipment, agricultural

information, off-farm work, and formal. education were limiting their income.
Table 9 contains data which show the distribution of respondents' responses

to these potentially limiting factors. A high percentage of the respondents
felt that most of these factors, with the exception of buildings and equipment,
were not at all limiting their income. Availability of land to rent or buy
was also identified as a limiting factor by slightly more than one-half of the
farmers classified as receptive to farm changes.

It can be reasonably implied that if the limited resource farmers do not
perceive that they are restrained by limited resources, programs to alleviate
their problems by providing these resources may not be well received. The
very low degree of perceived iimitaaion of agricultural information and formal
education by most of the respondents coincides with the observation of low
levels of participation in educational or information-based programs.

Utility of Potential Programs: One measure of poliéy preferences

involved respondents' perception of the utility of various potential polic
P P p P y

instruments. A series of hypothetical programs were presented to the

1%
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FARMERS' PERCEPTIONS OF LIMITATIONS TO INCOME

Availability of Land
to Rent or Buy

Very Limiting
Moderately
Slightly

Not At All

Receptiveness to Change

. Receptive Unreceptive

Nz Nz
3 6
5 | 6
5 2

12 39

25 ’ 53

Availability of Credit"

Receptive Unreceptive

N % N %

Very Limiting
Moderately
Slightly

Not At All

1 4% 1 2%
8 3 6
1 2

48 90

53

Availability of
Of f-Farm Work

Very Limiting
Moderately
Slightly

Not At All

~_Receptive Unreceptive

N %
1 4%
1 4
2 8

21 84

Table cont'd....

e e




TABLE 9 (Cont'd)

Buildings & Equipment
as Limiting Factor

Receptiveness to Change

Receptive
N %

Very Limiting
Moderately
Slightly

Not At All

2 8%

6 24

5 20

12 48

25

Unreceptive
N %

9 17%
10 19
9 17

25 47

53

Formal Education as
a Limiting Factor

Very Limiting
Moderately
Slightly

Not At All

Receptive
N

0
3
5
17

25

Unreceptive
N %

2 47
8 16
5 10

36 70

512

Availability of
Agricultural
Information

Very Limiting

Moderately

Slightly

Not At All

Receptive
N %

0 0%
12
20

68

Unreceptive
N %

2 47
2 4
7 13

79

a .
Response not ascertained from two respondents.




respondents to determine, in a cursory way, what types of additional
programs they would consider useful in their operation. The hypothetical
programs included:

A production advice program.

A management advice program.

Retirement planning advisory program.

Direct transfer payment program to make up the difference between

cost of production and returns.

Indirect subsidies like credit arrangements and training programs,

or subsidized services like R.0.P. and feed testing.

The data in Table 10 indicate a fairly varied impression of the utility
of the various potential programs. The least favoured programs were
educational in nature (including advisory services for production, farm
management and retirement planning). Indirect assistance in general was
seen as being slightly to moderately useful by the majority of respondents.
The one program that was perceived as likely to be very useful (by sixty-nine
percent of the respondents) involved direct government income support. This
form of support was favoured, over indirect subsidies, by over two-thirds of
the respondents. Generally a higher proportion of the receptive group found

all the programs to be more useful compared to the unreceptive group.

Program Suggestions: Respondents were asked to indicate or suggest any

specific type of programs that they thought governments should have for farmers

like themselves. A wide variety of suggestions were forthcoming. Responses
were combined into nine categories as outlined in Table 11. The most widely
suggested program was greater government involvement in price stabilization
which was supported by one-third of the respondents. However, nearly one-fifth
(18 percent) of the respondents felt that nothing additional was needed and a
similar number felt that less government involvement would be desirable. The

latter findings imply that public support for additional policy instruments




TABLE 10 PERCEIVED USEFULNESS OF ADDITIONAL SPECIAL PROGRAMS AT THIS TIME
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Agricultural
Advisory Services
For Production

Very Useful
Moderately Useful
Slightly Useful

Not At All

Receptiveness to Change

Receptive
N %

11 447
7 28
6 24

1 4

Unreceptive

Nz

10 197

16 30

A Management
Advisory Service

Very Useful
Moderately Useful
Slightly Useful

Not At All

Receptive
N %

7 28%

6 24

Unreceptive

Nz

5 9%

23

Advisory Service on
Retirement Plaunning

Very Useful
Moderately Useful
Slightly Useful

Not At All

Receptive
N %

5 207
8 32
20

28

Unreceptive
N Z

14 26%

Table cont'd




TABLE 10 (Cont'd)

i idi . iveness to Change
Direct Subsidies . Receptiv : g

(Government Transfer _Receptive ‘Unrecegtivé
Payment Programs) N % N %

Very Useful 20 80% . 34 647
Moderately Useful 2 8 4 8
Slightly Useful 8 11

Not At All 4 17

Indirect Subsidies
(Credit Arrangements,

Training, or ' Receptive Unreceptive
Subsidized Services) N ’ N %

Very Useful ‘ 9 9 17%

Moderately Useful 8 _ 18 34

Slightly Useful : 30

Not At All ( 19

Preference. of Gov't

Subsidies (Direct Receptive Unreceptive
or Indirect) N % N

Direct 17 © 68%

Indirect 8 32

a : .
Responses were not obtained for four respondents.




TABLE 11 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY THEIR SUGGESTIONS FOR PROGRAMS

v v

Program Suggestions Number Percent

Price stabilization 24 32%
Less government involvement : 18
Marketing system

.Credit and grants

Inputs

Participation

Advisory services

More off-farm work

Nothing additionalvneeded ‘ 1

100%

may be quite weak, at least unless they are carefully developed and provide

assistance in new areas.

Social Participation

The various behavioural areas included under this broad label included

participation in organizations and clubs, use of agricultural mass media,

contacts with agricultural professionals and related agencies, and utilization

of currently available government agricultural programs.

Organizational Participation: Respondents were asked to indicate to

which of a wide array of clubs and organization they belonged as well as the
extent of their activity in each of these. A modified Chapin scale L was
used to derive an organizational participation score for each respondent (one
point for each: membership; officeship in past; officeship at present;
attendance at 1/3 to 2/3 of meetings, plus an extra point for attendance at

more than 2/3 of organization meetings).

lF. Stuart Chapin, Exﬁerimental Designers in Sociological Research.

New York: Harper, 1955, Appendix B, pp. 275-278.

7/




The distribution of respondents according to their organizational
participation scores is outlined in Table 12. Respondents' scores ranged
from zero to twenty-five with a mean score of four. It is apparent that

TABLE 12 RESPONDENTS' ORGANIZATIONAL PARTICIPATION

Organizational Receptiveness to Change
Participation Score Receptive Unreceptive

N A

36

4 .
4 2 2 2

Total 25 100% - 53 100% .78 100%

the majority of respondents had very limited participation in clubs and other
organizations in their community. These findings are similar to those

observed in other.studies with this type of population.

<

Use of Agricultural Mass Media: The respondents were asked to indicate
the number of farm magazines, newspapers or bulletins which they received and
also which farm radio_or television programs they happened to follow. Data
in Table 13 indicate that a relatively small number of farm'magazines, news-
papers or bulletins were received by respondents. By far the most frequently

mentioned publication was Report on Farming (received by 60 percent) followed

by the bountry Guide (which was received by 47 percent).

These results may indicate that although there is some potential for
dissemination of program information through magazines and the like, the
range of publications for this purpose is very limited.

The number of farm programs followed regularly on radio and television

is also outlined in Table 13. Seventy-one percent followed either no programs
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or only one program regularly. This result would seem to indicate that

the effectiveness of farm broadcasts in reaching the low income group as

TABLE 13 RESPONDENTS' MEDIA USE

Receptiveness to Change

Number of Farm Receptive Unreceptive
Magazines N A N % N

Low » 8% : 47
8 26
20 34

24 17

Number of Farm Radio Receptive Unreceptive

and Television Programs % N %

Low ' 23

19

10

Highest 1

53

a whole is fairly limited. The data also indicates once again that the

receptive group made more extensive use of media services as sources of
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agricultural information than did the unreceptive group.

Professional Contacts: The respondents were asked to indicate the

extegt‘that they had contact during the past year with each of the following:
ban#ers, or credit union agents, accountants or lawyers, Farm Credit Corpor-
ation advisors, Rural Development officers (or A.R.D.A. staff) and the county
extension staff.

For those agencies the respondents had contacted they were asked how often
- they had various types of contacts in the past year, including office calls or
letters, farm visits, meetings, field days and courses. Each respondent was
scored by beiﬁg given a point for each contact he had had over the previous
year wi;h any of the agencies. The sum of these points represented a total
professional contact score.

Table 14 contains data which indicate the frequeﬁcy distribution of

respondents by contacts with these professionals. It can be seen that

TABLE 14 PROFESSIONAL CONTACTS IN PAST YEAR

S Contéét Frequenéies by Percent A Total
Type of Contact Zero 1-2 3-5 6-11 12 or more N %

Banker or C.U. Manager 27 11 3 6 78 100%
Lawyer or Accountant 54 3 1 1 78 100%
F.C.C. Advisor 5 ' 78  100%
A.R.D.A. Counsellor 3 78 100%

County Extension o
Staff 25 _ 78 100%

the majority had very little contact with those agencies listed. The most

frequently contacted professionals were accountants and lawyers (with 59 per-

cent having one or more contacts). The majority of these might be once a
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yedar meetings with accountants regarding income tax matters. The second

most often contacted professionals were bankers (with 48 percent having one
or more contacts), followed by county extension staff'(with forty-one percent
having one or more contacts). Contacts with Farm Credit and A.R.D.A. Rural
Development Staff were very low although the latter may have been covered
in the county extension staff category.

Table 15 outlines the distribution of resﬁondents by professional

contacts as separated by receptive and unreceptive groups. Respondents that

TABLE 15 CONTACTS WITH PROFESSIONALS

Receptiveness to Change

Contacts Banker or Credit "~ Receptive Unreceptive
Union Manager Per Year N A N %

Zero 247, 35 667
1-2 36 12 22
3-5 24 3 6
6-11 4 1 2
12 or more 12 2 4

25 100% 53

Contacts Accountant or . Receptive Unreceptive

Lawyer Per Year A N %

Zero 25 47%
1-2 | S 27 51
3-5 0 0
6-11 _ ' 1 3
'12 or more 4 0 0

53

Table continued....




TABLE 15 (Cont'd)

Contacts Farm Credit : Receptive Unreceptive
Corporation Advisor Per Year : "N

Zero ’ 5
1-2

3-5

6-11

12 or more

Contacts A.R.D.A. ' Receptive
Counsellor Per Year N YA

Zero 23 927
1-2 : 2 8
3-5 0 0
6-11 ' : 0 0
12 or more 0 0o

25 100% 100%

Receptiveness to Change

Contacts with County v Receptive Unreceptive
Extension Staff Per Year % N %

Zero _ 367 37 70%
1-2 ' , . 28 12 22
3-5 12 2 4
6-11 16 1 2
12 or more 8 1 2

25 1007 53

were receptive to farm improvements tended to have had more intensive contact

with all of the professionals (especially the extension service and banks

or credit unions) than did the unreceptive group.
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Utilization of Current Programs: To measure past utilization and thus

acceptance of current government programs, a list of popular programs was
constructed. The respondents were asked for which of the listed programs

they had applied. They were scored one point for each program in which they

had been involved. The sum of these points provided a total participation
score. The number of programs of which they were not aware was also
recorded. The programs listed included: A.R.D.A. land transfer, Crop
Insurance, Capital Grants, Low Interest Livestock Loans, R.0.P. or D.H.I.,
Farﬁ Management Short Course and Grey-Bruce Farmers Week (Grey County).

TABLE 16 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY UTILIZATION
OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS

Not Applied Not Applied
Program " Applied For But Aware Of Not Aware Total
N A N % N 7 N %

A.R.D.A. Land Transfer 5 67 70 90 3 4 78 1007

Crop Insurance 1 70 90 1 1 78 1007

~Capital Grants for:
Drainage 15 57 73 78 100%
Buildings and Equipment 31 41 53 78 100%
Feed Storage 5 67 86 78 100%
Field Enlargement 13 59 76 78 1007
Wells and Dugouts ©12 58 74 © 78 100%
Farm Vacation Hosts 1 71 91 78 1007

Low Interest Livestock 8
Loans

Feed and Soil Testing ‘ ' 43 55 ‘ 78 100%
R.0.P. or D.H.I. 3 70 90 ' 78 100%
Grey Bruce Farmers Week 5 25 32 34 1007
Farm Management Course 5 67 86 78 1007

62 80 78 100%

Table 16 shows the distribution of utilization by respondents of each
program. It can be seen that the majority of respondents had participated in
very few, if any, programs. The feed and soil testing program was the most

popular, followed by the capital grant for building52142z and 40% participation,
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respectively). Since 84 percent of the respondents stated that they were

at least aware of all of the programs, it is unlikely that low participation

was due primarily to lack ‘of knowledge of the existence of the programs:'

The distribution of the number of programs utilized by respondents
is outlined in Table 17.

TABLE 17 PARTICIPATION IN TWELVE EXAMPLES OF GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

Total of Participation Number Percent

33 42%
20 26
10 13
6
10
3
0

Summary of Behavioural Characteristics by Classification Subgroups

A summary of the behavioural characteristics of respondents, according
to their subgroup distribution in the Phase I Classification, is included
in Table 18. Scores were normalized, within each major behavioural area,
to facilitate comparisons. It should be recognized, however, that the
normalized scores are not directly equivalent to some of the behavioural
scores presented in earlier tables.

Due to the relativelylsmall number of respondents in the subgroups, it

is hazardous to generalize extensively from the data distribution in Table 18

beyond earlier findings.
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SUMMARY OF BEHAVIOURAL CHARACTERISTICS BY CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

Respondents "Receptive''to Farm Improvements
Behavioural Factors Farm Focus Mixed Focus

Permanent

Part-Time

Transitional Potential Transitional Potential Receptive

Stage Commercial Stage Commercial To Change
(N=5) (N=12) (N=5) (N=1) (N=2)

Social Factors

Number of Dependents 4.6 2.8 7.0 1.5
Age 40.2 39.4 46.0 48.0

Value Orientations (Scores normalized based on 5 maximum)

Economic
Scientific
‘Risk
Independence

Basic Needs (Scores based on

Achievement
Security
Social

Self-Concept (Scores normalized based on 20 maximum)

Social 14.2 16.3
Assertiveness 14.0 13.8
Achievement 17.6 17.1
Innovativeness 15.2 15.3

Aspirations (Scores normalized based on 20 maximum)

Household i 13.3 13.5
Farm 16.7 15.2
Family 15.8 14.8
Social ‘ 10.6 13.7

Social Participation

Community Attachment

Organization
Participation

Total Professional

Contacts 6.0 6.5

Current Program
Utilization

Total Agricultural
Magazines

Total Radio and TV 1.2 1.75 1.0 1.0 0.5

2.0 2.5 2.2 ) 1.0 4.0

3.4 2.67 2.2 5.0 4.5

Perceptions of Limitations (0 = not at all; 1 = slightly; 2 = moderately; 3 = very limiting)

Land .
Credit .
Off-Farm Work .
Buildings & Equipment .

o

ooroo

" Agricultural Information
Formal Education

(R N

(1 = Direct; 2 = Indirect)

Preference for Direct
vs. Indirect Subsidy

1.4 1.4

Table continued....

-
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TABLE 18 (Cont'd)

Respondenté "Unreceptive' to Farm Improvements
Behavioural Factors Farm Focus Mixed Focus
-~ Market Oriented Traditional Market Oriented Traditiomal

Unrecep—- Unrecep-
tive due tive due Nonfarm major
to age.or to source of
health’ attitude income

(N - 13) (N = 16) (N = 6) (N =9)

Social Factors

Number of Dependents 3.3 .
Age 55.5

3.1 2.
55.6 58.

Value Orientations (Scores normalized based on 5 maximum)

Economic .
Scientific R
Risk .
Independence .

Basic Needs (Scores based on 4 maximum)

Achievement 2.
Security 1.
Social 2.

Self-Concég: (Scores normalized based on

Social 14.6 14.8
Assertiveness 12.3 11.8
Achievement 16.7 15.6
Innovativeness 13.0 14.4 12.7

Aspirations (Scores normalized based on 20 maximum)

Household 14.3 13.3 12.3
Farm 14.8 14.9 ©14.1
Family 15.3 14.5 14.3
Social 10.6 12.1 10.8

Social Participation

Community Attachment o 2.12 1.83

Organization

Participation 2.62 3.33 1.67 2.55

Total Professional

Contacts 2.87 4.00 4.00 1.00

Current Program
Utilization 1.00 0.17 0.55 0.00

Total Agricultural
Magazines

Total Radio and TV '0.54 0.94 0.83 0.88 0.78

2.38 3.00 : 2.17 2.22 1.22

%ﬁiﬁ%ﬁ%%%ﬁ%—gg- (0 = mot at all; 1 = slightly; 2 = moderately; 3 = very limiting)

Land

Credit

Off-Farm Work

Buildings & Equipment

Agricultural
Information

Formal Education

Direct; Indirect)

Preference for Direct
vs. Indirect Subsidy




Economic Characteristics

Since many of the limited resource farmers in the study planned to
stay in agriculture, it was considered important from a policy standpoint
to determine the actual énd potential viability of these farmers. In
this study, farm and family viability were examined from three different
perspectives. These consisted of:

1. comparing the farmers' actual (or simulated) net income with income
targets required to reach various levels of viability ,

2. measuring the farmers' perceived satisfaction for different levels

of actual and potential income, and

3. determining a "reasonable" level of potential income that could be

earned by unreceptive farmers, given their behavioural limitations.

Viability Targets

Four income targets were established to measure degrees of viability of
the farm-family unit. These targets consisted of 1) enough income to cover
farm expenses, 2) enough income to provide minimum family needs,

3) additional income to cover current debt obligations, and 4) additional
income to provide for growth of the farm. These targets can be ordered
logically as follows:

Target 1: Net Income > O (farm expenses covered)

Target 2: Net Income Z SMFV (statistical minimum family viability,
representing minimum family needs provided according to low
income criteria by Statistics Canada) -

Target 3: Net Income > SMFV + CDO (Target 2 plus éovering current debt

obligations)

Target 4: Net Tncome > SMFV + CDO + MG (Target 3 plus margin for growth)




The order of the targets was selected on the premise that the limited
resource farmers first had to cover operating expenses to stay in business.
After that, any net income would be used first to satisfy minimum family
living requirements before being used for farm debts or improvements. For
all targets, net farm income was caléulated by deducting total current farm

production expenses from gross farm sales. Family labour, land, and other

equity capital were treated as the resources of the farm rather than

expenses. Net farm income therefore represented returns to these resources.
Ali other resources were treated as production expenses. All targets were
examined for both net farm income alone and for total family income from
all sources. The targets and their measureﬁent are discussed in greater
detail below.

1. Target 1 represented the break-even point where receipts just
equalled expenses and net income was not negative. Income and expenses
were obtained from the farmer directly; or constructed from phyéical
production and sales data if not available.

2. Target 2 represented the minimum family income requirement as
determined by Statistics Canada for non-poverty incomes. These incomes
were determined for each family according to family size and location of
residence. In 1976, for example, the minimum non-poverty level of income
for a farm family of four was $6636.00. It shbuld be noted, however, that
these income measures represent an average level of income for viability as
determined by the overall society, and may not represent the farmer's
perception of his own viability.

3. Target 3 was composed of the current debt obligations in addition

to the statistical minimum family income requirement. Current farm debt




obligations were calculated from the farmer's balance sheet and included
all capital payments due in 1976 on machinery and livestock loans, as well
as on farm mortgages and other farm loans. Interest payments were not
included but were treated as current farm expenses in the calculation of

net farm income. Where Target 3 is achieved, the family's needs and current
debt obligations are covered, but there is no allowance for growth and |
continued development of the farm.

4, Target 4 consisted of Target 3 plus a margin for growth to provide
long-term continuity and development of the farm business. The margin for
farm growth was calculated as 27 of total farm assets which was derived from
the farmer's balance sheet. If Target 4 is satisfied by net farm income alone,
then the farm is economically viable.. If Target 4 cannot be achieved by net
farm income alone, but it can be achieved by total family income, the farm

is not viable by itself, but the farm-family unit is.

Farmers' Perceived Satisfaction from Different Levels of Income

Since the measure of minimum family viability used in Target 2 was

representative of the societal norm (Statistics Canada), each farmer was

asked to provide additional measures of his own perception of the usefulness
of different incomes. The farmers' perceived income requirements were
measured by asking them to indicate the amount of income required for family
living needs on a five point scale consisting of:

1. Able to do everything we want.

2. Quite comfortable.

3. Satisfactory.

‘4, Barely enough to take care of our family.

5. Not enough for our family.

Most of the limited resource farmers in the study reported that their

perceived satisfaction with their current total family income was either
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satisfactory (level 3), or barely enough to téke care of the family
(level 4, defined as the farmer's perteived minimum income for family
viability). Where possible, the amount of change in income required to
reach different levels oﬁ.satisfaction was determined by adding or sub-
tracting income from the current amount until a different satisfaction

lével wés reached.

Potential Income

Potential income targets were examined only for the unreceptive group
of farmers, and represented an income level that could be achieved with
reasonable chaﬁges in their farming operation, given their behavioural
framework and other constraints. The "feasible" level of the unreceptive
farmer's potential income was based on reasonably attainable management
improvements to obtain county average yields and farm performance, and was
consistent with the current resource basé and the farmer's perception of

his ability to manage more livestock. Potential income was measured by

calculating budgets for each ente;prize and multiplying the profitability

per unit(per cow, per acre) by the number of units.

Figure 3 outlines the relationships between expenditure priorities,
actual income, satisfaction, and income targets achieved by current and
potential income. Income levels falling toward the bottom of the diagram
likely would be used mostly for covering farm expenses, and would be unsat-
isfactory to provide an adequate level of living. Higher income levels
could provide more income for family living requirements, and generate
greater family welfare. Still higher levels of income could be used to
provide farm debt repayment and growth, which would be necessary for the

long-term viability of the farm. The gap between current and potential
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income in turn would indicate the amount of improvements in income and
family welfare that could be expected from '"reasonable" improvements in

farming.

Findings
Some of the major economic characteristics of the limited resource
farmers studied are given in Table 19, along with comparative data from
. commercial farmers selected from CANFARM records. In general, the com-
mercial farmers had much greater gross farm sales'(averaging $60,439) than
the limited resource farmers. The receptive limited resource farmers

averaged only $20,438 in gross sales, but this was still more than double

the $8,978 averaged by the unreceptive limited resource farmers. With the

exception 6f the commercial cow-calf operators reported in Table 19 (who
had low incomes due to depressed calf prices in 1976), the commercial farmers
also had considerably higher net incomes. The commercial operators
averaged $12,300 net farm income, while receptive and unreceptive limited
resource farmers averaged only $5,467 and $2,537 respectively.

Some of the higher incomes by commercial operators may be explained
by gre;ter acreage and assets, but the receptive limited resource farmers
had the greatest average acreage (288 acres compared to 181-205 acres for
commercial and 110 for unreceptive limited resource farmers). The large_
holdings by receptive limited resource farmers, however, tended to be of
poorer quélity land than that used by the commercial operators. In all cases,
commercial operators had greater assets and many limited resource farmers
appeared unwilling fo use credit to acquire more assets. The receptive and
unreéeptive group of limited resource farmers averaged 88% and 97% equity

in their farms, compared to only 64% for the commercial industrial milk °
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producers.

Some indications of the relative management ability among the various
groups can also be seen from the very long capital turnover periods among
the limited resource farmers,’éveraging 8.1 and 13.7 years for the
receptive and unreceptive groups respectively. Commercial farmers on the
other hand, turned their capital over in 3 to 5 years. Receptive limited
resource farmers had a relatively high cost control index (net income as a
percentage of gross sales), indicating a large share of value added from

" labour. Unfeceptive limited resource farmers, in contrast, had a much lowe:

percentage, indicating their low level of efficiency. If farm labour had

been valued at $10,000 per year, receptive and unreceptive limited resource

farmers would have received a -2.67% and -8.2% return on equity capital
respectively, while the commercial industrial milk and cow-finish operators
selected would have received 1.7 to 1.8% return.

Additional information on total family income, viability target ievels,
and perceived income levels for minimum and satisfactory family viability
is given in Table.20. Although the limited resource farmers had very low
average net farm incomes, their total family incomes were much higher.
Receptive limited resource farmers averaged $12,073 total family income
(2217% of net farm income), while the unreceptive group averaged 6,439 (254%
of net farm income).

Target 2 levels were dépendent on family size rather than farm perfor-
mance, so they did not vary much between commercial and limited resource
farmers. Targets 3 and 4, however, followed a similar pattern to gross and
net farm income. Average values of Target 3 were lowest ($6,497) for

unreceptive farmers, moderate ($9,020) for receptive farmers, and highest
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($12,260) for commercial farmers. The corresponding values for Target 4
were $8,064 (unreceptive),.$12,496 (receptive), and $16,010 (commercial).
The table also indicates that, on average, the net farm incomes of the
commergial farmers used as a benchmark were much closer to Target 4 (the
farm viability level) than the net farm incomes of the limited resource
farmers. This indicates that a higher percentage of the commercial
farmers were economically viable as compared with the limited resource
farmers, and that the unreceptive limited resource farmers tended to be
less viable than the receptive.

Table 20 also shows that the unreceptive limited resource farmers
perceived that they required lower income to meet their minimum family
needs ($6,193) than the receptive ($8,627). In addition, their perceived

satisfactory income level was both lowef ($7,496) and a smaller increase

over the minimum level ($1,303) than the receptive category ($12,110 total

and an increase of $3,483).

Table 21 gives the percentage distribution of farmers accofding tov
the highest target achieved by net farm income and total family income.
These results indicate that only 97% of all limited resource farmers studied
operated viable farms (achieving Targét 4 on net farm income) and another
167% could have supported their families adequately (Target 2) on net farm
income alone. However, about 367% of the farm-family units were viable -
(Target 4 on total family income), and‘an additional 25% of families had
sufficient total family income for family viability (Target 2). Almost all
(947%) of the unreceptive farmers were not totally viable on current net
farm income alone and less than one-third (29%) of these families generated

income from all sources to ensure both farm and family viability.
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Additional detail on average incomes, farmers' perceived income
requirements, and viability targets are given for subg;oups of limited
resource farmers in Table 22 for receptive farmers and Table 23 for
unreceptive one;. Among receptive farmers, the farm focus subgroups
tended to have larger gross sales than the mixed focus, and the transition
stage in both farm and mixed focus had higher sales than other subgroups.
Many of the farm focus transition stage farmers, however, had expanded
their operations and were:caught with falling beef prices and milk quota

. cut-backs, so that their net farm incomes were lower than most other sub-
groups. Bécause they devoted most of their time to farm rather than non-
farm work, their total family incomes also tended to be lower. Their
relatively lower level (than other receptivé subgroups) of perceived
minimum aﬁd satisfactory level of income for family living apparently
reflects an adjustment to their low current available cash income. Their
average Targets 3 and 4, however, were the highest of all the subgroups.

The unreceptive farm;rs foliowed 5 more consistent pattern, with the

relatively more progressive market-oriented farmers having the highest

incomes, perceived income requirements, and income targets (while the

traditional farmers had thé lowest). The highest incomes were earned by
the farm focus market-oriented group who were unreceptive to farm imp:ove—
ment due to age of health, but had the most progressive attitudes toward
farming. Income from nonfarm work brovided nearly all of the net fémily
income for the mixed focus group, but substantial nonfarm family income was
also earned by farm focus unreceptive farmers. Among the receptive farmers,
the perceived minimum income for family viability and satisfactory living
were highest among the market oriented subgroups. For the farm focus

unreceptive due to attitude and the two traditional groups, however, the
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average perceived income level necessary for minimum family viability were
below the statistical minimumé proposed by Statistics Canada. This indicates
that these subgroups would feel they could get by on less money than the
poverty level figures of Statistics Canada. The two traditional groups also
indicated that they would find that a level of income below the‘statistical
minimum would provide a satisfactory level of living.

Additional detailed information by subgroups is also provided in Tables
24 and 25 for target achievement by receﬁtive and uﬁrecepﬁive farmers
respectively. In Table 24, it can_be seen that none of the farm focus

transition stage farmers achieved more than Target 2 with either net farm

or total family income, and most barely covered expenses. The highest level

of achievement occurred among the farm focus potential commercial subgroup
(25% achieved Target 4 with net farm income and 66.7% with total family
income), followed by the mixed focus transition stage subgroup (207% Target 4
with net farm income and 407% with total family income). The other mixed
focus farmers had very low achievement with net farm iﬁcome, but all achieved
Target 4 with total family income. Among the unreceptive farmers (Table 25)
the two farm focus market oriented groups had the highest achievement. In
these groups 15.3% and 6.7% achieved Target 4 on net farm income alone, and
53.8% and 26.7% achieved it on total family income. None of the remaining
unreceptive subgroups achieved Target 4 on net farm income, but 37.5% of the
_ mixed focus market oriented group achieved it on total family income (because
of off-farm income). Only one traditional farmer generated enough total
family income to reach Target 4. Overall, about 55% of all the unreceptive

farmers could not even reach Target 2 with their total family income.

Findings on Potential Income for Unreceptive Limited Resource Farmers

This section deals with levels of reason%ply attainable potential farm
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incomes and the degree to which these levels were achieved by subgroups

of unreceptive limited resource farmers. Table 26 gives actual and
potential income levels:and the relationships between the two incomes
for the subgroups of unreceptive farmers.

.From Table 26 it can be seen that current levels of net farm income
were far below potential levels, averaging only 217 of potential for the
total group of unreceptive farmers. However, even though the level of
potential net farm income was considerably abqve the actual level,
potential income was still quite low for many farmers. Only 427% of the
group could have achieved farm and family viability (i.e. attain Target 4)
on potential net farm income alone.

The farm focus market oriented farmers, who were unreceptive due to
age or health, had the highest average potential net farm income ($11,048)
and achieved the second highest average percentage (457%) of potential income.
However, only 427 of them woul& have been viable on potential net farm
income alone, and 697 on totél potential family income (considering improve-
ments in farming only). The next highest average potential net farm income
was associéted_with the farm focus subgroup who was unreceptive due to
attitude ($9,305). These farmers, however, achieved the highest average
percentage of potential net farm income (49%) and constituted the highest
percentage of farmers in the various subgroups (607%) who would have been
viable on potential net farm income alone. In addition, 807 of these
farmers. could have been viable on total potential family income.

The mixed focus market oriented subgroup also had a fairly high average
potential net farm income of $6,705. Of these farmers, 38% would have been
viable on potential net farm income alone, and 100% on total potential

family income (due to relatively high nonfarm incomes). However, six (75%)
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of these farmers currently had negative net farm incomes. Counting the
negative current incomes as a 0 net income, the subgroup averaged only
9% of their potential net farm income.

Both subgroups of traditional farmers had lower potential net farm
incomes than the market oriented subgroups. The farm focus traditional
farmers had an average of $6,271 potential net farm income, compared to
$11,048 and $9,305 for the two farm focus market oriented groups. The
farm focus traditional farmers achieved 24% of potential net farm income.
Overall, 50% would have been viable on net farm income alone, and 837% on
total potential family income. The mixed focus traditional farmers had an
average potential net farm income of only $4775, but they achieved a higher
percentage of poténtial net farm income than did the mixed focus market
oriented subgroup (167% compared to 9%). However, oniy about 117 of the
mixed focus traditional farmers would have been viable on potential net
farm income alone and 78% could have been viable on:total potential family
income (compared to 387% and 100% respeétively for the mixed focus market
oriented subgroup).

Further comparisons for unreceptive farmers by 1) farm and mixed focus
categories and 2) market oriented and traditional.categories are given in
Table 27. All unreceptive farm focus farmers together had an average
potential net farm income of $9,387 compared to $5,683 for the mixed focus

farmers. The farm focus category also had a higher potential for being

viable (achieving Target 4) on net farm income alone (43%) than did the

mixed focus category (12%). The average total potential family income
for all unreceptive mixed focus farmers (with farm: improvements and current
off-farm incomes) ,however, was quite similar to the average total potential

family incomes for all unreceptive farm focus farmers ($11,604 compared to
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$12,274). Since the two categories had similar viability requirements,
their relative potential for achieveing farm and family viability
(Target 4) on total family income also was fairly comparable (767% of
the farm focus farmers and 88% of the mixed focus farmers).

Examining the unreceptive farmers on the basis of their market
orientation also illustrates large differences in economic performance.
The market oriented farm and mixed focus farmers together had an average
potential net farm income and total potential family income of $9,309 and
$13,552 compared to $5,374 and $8,533 respectively for traditional farmers.
Market oriented farmers also had a much higher percentage achievement of
potential farm income than traditional farmers (39% compared to 19%).

From Tables 26 and 27 several importent generalizations are apparent.
First, improving farm income to a "reasonable'potential" level could provide

most of the unreceptive limited resource farmers studied an opportunity to

earn enough income for farm and family viability. Overall, 80% of the

. farmers could be viable with their potential total family income (including
nonfarm earnings), compared to only 29% with their current family incomes.
Continued reliance on nonfarm income‘would be important for many of the
farmers, however, as only 42% of the farmers would be viable on: . their
potential net farm income alone.

Among categories of unreceptive farmers, the differences between farm
and mixed focus farmers appeared smaller than between market oriented and
traditional farmers. Farm focus farmers generally had greater potential for
achieving viability through improved farming, but the mixed focus farmers
had nearly the same potential_as farm focus farmers when all sources of
income (including nonfarm earnings) were considered. Market oriented farmers

(with both a farm and mixed focus), on the other hand, had both considerably




higher potential farm incomes and total family incomes than the
traditional category of farmers.

Of all the unreceptive farmers studied, the traditional subgroups

would appear to be the worst off with the lowest potential, regardless

whether they were farm or mixed focus. Since these farmers on average
only achieved about 19% of their potential net farm income, they would
require considerable assistance in improving their management just to
achieve the "reasonable" levels examined in this study. Furthermore,
since only 27% of these farmers would have been viable on net farm income
alone, considerable reliance on nonfarm income sources (including income
transfer payments in some cases).would be necessary for them to achieve
viable income levels. Because of their low farm debts and growth require-
ments (based on 2% of total assets), however, about 80% could have been
viable on total potential family incomes.

Although the market oriented subgroups had higher potential net farm
and total family incomes than the traditional farmers, they also generally
would benefit from management assistance and require nonfarm income for
overall viability. On average, the market oriented unreceptive farmers
only achieved 39% of their potential net farm income. The most
progressive group of unreceptive farmers, the farm focus market oriented
but unreceptive due to age or health, surprisingly would have been viable on
total family income only 697 of the time. This occurred because they
utilized credit more and had higher current debt obligatibns than the other
subgroups of unreceptive farmers. For those farmers in all subgroups who
would not be viable on potential total ﬁamily incomes, improved nonfarm
employment earnings or income transfer payments would bg necesSary to help

them achieve wviability.




Relationships Between Behavioural and Economic Variables

Relationships between behavioural and economic characteristics are
examined through correlation and regression analysis. Correlation analysis
examines the degree of association between two variables, and essentially
measures the accuracy of '"tightness of fit" of the observations around a
particular linear or curvilinéar relationship. Correlation analysis there-
fore can be used to indicate how precise or accurately you can predict a
change in one variable given the value of another. It cannot predict the
amount of change, however; In contrast, regression analysis can predict
the magnitude of change in one variable caused by changing another variable,
and was used to measure quantitative cause and effect relationships among

the variables.

“Correlation Analysis

In the correlation anal&sis, gross farm sales and the three income

performance variables of net farm income, 7% achievement of Target 4, and

% achievement of potential income (for unreceptive farmers only) were

correlated with the behavioural variables to identify behavioural charac-
teristics that were strongly associated with economic performance. The
correlations for the receptive, unreceptive, and total sample of farmers
are given in Table 28. This section will discuss primarily those cor=
relations.which were statisticaliy significant at the .05 level. In general,
the correlation values were low, typically ranging below .4 and .3. A
number of these correlations were still statistically significant, however,
~and the relatively low correlation values are consistent witﬁ other studies
of behavioural factors. It should be noted that the low values for the

correlation coefficients do not necessarily mean that the behavioural
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variables are unimportant in influencing economic performance. In many
cases, economic performance maj be influenced by a complex interaction of

a number of behavioural variabies, so that none show up individually as
significant and highly correlated with the economic variables. Collectively,
however, they may be very important. Furthermore, behavioural variables

that are similar among all the limited resource farmers would not show up

‘as highly correlated, because there would be no variation for association

with the economic variables. These behavioural variables may be consid-

erably different for coﬁmercial farmers, however, and might exhibit a
significant correlation if commercial farmers had been included.

The variable gross farm sales was significantly correlated, at the
.05 level of significance or less, for the total sample of farmers in a
positive direction with risk (correlation coefficient of .40), number
of government programs utilized (.39), contact with financial and advisory
personnel (.29), and community attachment (.29). This implies that gross
sales increase as these variables (or other factors influencing them)
increase. Gross farm sales also were correlated significantly at the .05
significance level in a negative direction for the unreceptive farmers
with the farmer's basic need for achievement (-.31), and for the receptive
farmers with the Aronson measure of achievement (-.47). These negative
correlations with achievement measures imply that many limited resource
farmers may satisfy their needs for achievement through non-economic or
off-farm activity.

Gross farm sales were not cérrelated significantly with the farmer's
perception of the degree to which specific resources limited his ability
to increase total family income for the total sample of limited resource

farmers or for the receptive group. For unreceptive farmers, however, a




negative correlation (-.33) existed at the .05 level of significance
between gross sales and farmer's perception of off-farm work as being

limiting. This may be explained partly be the mixed focus farmers

often finding off-farm work limiting and having lower gross sales than

the farm focus farmers. Some weak (not significant at the .05 level)
negative correlations between gross sales and the farmer's perception

of land and formal education as limiting also indicate that both receptive
and unreceptive farmers with low gross sales found these factors more
limiting than did the limited resource farmers with higher gross sales.

There were no statistically significant correlations between gross
sales and the farmers' perception of how useful possible programs would be.
This reflected a lack of variation in the scores for the total usefulness
of possible programs among the farmers studied.

The income performance variables, i.e. net farm income, percentage
achievement of Target 4, and percentage achievement of poténtial income,
were generally correlated significantly with different behavioural char-
acteristics than was the gross farm sales variable. Demographic factors
tended to be associated somewhat more precisely with net farm income,
percentage achievement of Target 4, and percentage achievement of potential
income than with gross sales, and value orientations and participatidn factors
less precisely.

~ For the unreceptive farmers, both net farm income and percentage achieve-
ment of Target 4 were strongly correlated with age (.46) and year in which
the respondent began farming (.35). This may be explained by the fact that
older farm focus unreceptive farmers had larger assets and higher sales,
whereas younger mixed focus unreceptive farmers had smaller assets and lower

sales. For the total sample, both net farm income and percentage achievement

)
i/




of Target 4 were weakly correlated with age (.14 and .23 respectively).
In general, the income performapce variables were very weakly correlated
with education level, reflecting the very limited variation and fairly
low average schooling (below high school) in both groups.

For the total sample, correlations between the income performance '

variables and value orientations were weak (for example -.18 to .02 for

net farm income). This may be caused in part by differences between

receptive and unreceptive farmers and the fact that value orientations
tend to affect economic performance indirectly through a number of variables,
rather than directly by themselves. The weak associations with the economicv
performance variables and the value orientation in the study can be
explained in pgrt by unusual circumstances during the study period whereby
many.of the more progressive, receptive farmers with higher value orien-
tations actually had lower net incomes than the unreceptive farmers. This
occurred because several of ﬁhe receptive farmers had made farm expansions
and incurred increased debts at a time when prices were depressed for their
increased production. Unreceptive farmers on the.;ther hand, had lower costs
and debts, sometimes resulting in slightly higher net incomes. The com-
bination of unreceptive farmers with relatively higher net incomes and low
economic, scientific and risk orientation scores, and receptive farmers with
lower income and higher value orientations produced the weak correlations
with these value orientations. The weak correlation for the total sample
with independence value o;ientation resulted from a combination of highly
independent receptive farmers with somewhat higher incomes and some less
independent receptive farmers with their slightly lower incomes.

Among the receptive farmers only, there were strong negative correlations

between net farm income and risk (-.36) and economic (-.52) value orientations,




reflecting lower incomes from poor market conditions for the more
economically and risk acceptance oriented farmers in the receptive
category who had expanded production. For the unreceptive farmers there
were high positive correlations between the income performance variables

- and independence value orientation (.28 to .32), but weaker relationships
with other value orientations. Economic, scientific, and risk scores
were low for most of the unreceptive farmers and thus did not show enough
variation to be strongly corrglated with»income performance. The strong
correlation with independence value may be explained by the fact that indep-
endence (a desire to work on one's own) was stronger for the older farm
focus unreceptive farmers, who tended to have relatively higher incomes,
than for the younger mixed focus farmers with lower incomes. This implies
that counselling on an individual basis may be more appropriate for the
older farmers and group counselling for the younger farmers.

Strong positive correlations existed for the total sample of limited
resource farmers between the income performance variables and basic needs
for social affiliation (.35 with net farm income and .36 with percentage
achievement of Target 4). Weaker correlations also existed between the
income performance variables and both the importance placed on social items
an@ participation in social organizations, indicatihg that social rather

than economic behavioural orientations were the behavioural strengths of

the farmers studied. It could therefore be inferred that policies to assist

these farmers should be oriented to their social aspirations and needs
rather than to economic aspirations.
The income performance variables for the total sample as well as for
. P

the unreceptive farmers were negatively correlated with the farmers' self-

concept of personality traits, with their basic needs for achievement, and




with some aspirations (the importance placed on certain farm and related

items). The correlation coefficients for these relationships ranged from
about -.11 to -.37 and were generally highly significant for achievement
needs and the farmer's self-concept of his assertiveness. These negative
relationships appear to be explained by the basic difference in age, assets
and relative importénce of farm incomes between the mixed and the farm
focus farmers in both of the receptive and unreceptive groups. Mixed focus
farmers generally had higher scores in the above behaviﬁural factors, but
blower farﬁ incomes, so they apparently satisfied these needs and aspirations
through nonfarm employment. This implies that among limited resource
farmers, particularly unreceptive ones, many of those with higher need for
achievement, assertiveness, and importance placed on farm and family items
tend to turn to the nonfarm sgctor for achievement rather than farming.

The only proposed assistance program significantly correlated with
inéome was indirect government subsidies, which was significant for unrec-
eptive farmers only. This variable was negatively correlated, meaning
that the lower the farmer's income, percentage achievement of Target 4, and
percentage achievement of potential income became, the more helpful he
conceived indirect subsidies (such as credit and management assistance).

The final relationships reported here are the generally negative
correlations for each of the income performance variables with the farmer's
perception of various factors as limitations to increasing his income. For
the total sample of 1imited resource farmers, the range of variables
considered as limitatiqns to farm income generally correlated weakly with
net farm income (.01 to -.30) and percentage achievement of Target 4
(-.09 to -.31). The perception of land and off-farm work as a limiting

factor, however, was significant at the .05 level. For the unreceptive
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farmers, the correlations between the three income performance variables
and the farmers' perceptiéns of resources as limiting factors ranged from
-.25 to -.40 for off-farm work, implying that the more the farmer perceived
this variable as limiting, the lower his economic performance. In general,
the unreceptive mixed focus farmers with relatively small farms found
resources most limiting. These farmers also had low farm incomes, a
low percentage achievement of Target 4, and a low percentage achievement

of potential net farm income.

Regression ‘Analysis

Further clarification and statistical support of relationships between
the income, resource, and behavioural factors was provided by regression
analysis. Several regressions were run with different income measures as
the dependent variable. These regressions were run in a step-wise fashion
whereby the dependent variable was regressed against the most significant
independent variable by itself in the first step, than against the first
and second most significant independent variables in the next step; and
so on until the least significant independent variable was included. The

regressions for gross farm sales and technical practices scores are summarized

in the following pages. Net farm income was not used as a dependent

variable in the regression analysis because it was not considered a good
indicator of long-run economic response to some of the behavioural factors
during the study period. This occurred because of the unusual circﬁmstances
whereby some of the more progressive farmers who had recently expanded
operations had been caught by depressed prices for beef and other unfavourable

market conditions and earned less net income than some of the less responsive

farmers. 2




Table 29 provides the step-wise regression results for gross farm
sales for all fafmérs as well as for the unreceptive farmers by themselves.
The independent variables used in the equation were the behavioural
characteristics previously used in correlation equations plus tillable
acres and technical pracéiée scores. The results in Table 29 include only
the variables found significant at the 0.10 level or less and indicate
that the technical practices score (the first variable to enter the equation)
was by itself the most accurate predictor of gross farm sales for both the
total sample and unreceptive farmers alone. Each point in the technical
praétices score (30 points possible) increased gross sales by $802 for the
total sample and $434 for unreceptive farmers.

After technical practices, risk score and tillable acres were the

next most significant variables for the total sample, followed by variables

indicating participation in programs and access to information on better
practices. For the unreceptiﬁé group, the perception of all factors as
limiting and tillable acres were the next most significant variables,
followed by preference for direct price and income subsidies, community
attachment, independence orientation, and risk orientation. Each point in
the risk scale (5 points possible) increased gross sales for the total sample
and unreceptive farmers by $2411 and $1487 respectively, indicating the
differences in farmiﬁg capabilities among farmers with high and low risk
orientations. Each additional acre of tillable land increased gross sales
by $39.5 and $32.9 for the total sample and unreceptive farmers respectively,
indicating lesser importance on farm size than some of the behavioural char-
acteristics. For the total sample, for example, it would take an increase

of over 60 tillable acres to equal the increase in gross sales from a one

point increase in risk acceptance or a 4 point improvement in technical
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practices, and about a 40 to 50 acre increase for unreceptive farmers.
Since technical practices were the most significant (accurate)
predictor of gross sa;es, an additional regression with the technical
practice score as the‘dependent variable was run in order to identify
behaviour factors with an important impact on this variable. These results
are given in Table 30, which indicates that program utilization was the
most significant variable by itself for predicting technical practice scores.
For each additional program participated in (out of a possible 7, with a
maximum of 5 utilized by the farmers studied) the technical practice scores
for the total sample and the unreceptive farmers alone were increased by
2.93 and 2.12, respectively. For the total éample, the use of radio and
'TV programs was also highly signifiéant, increasing the practice scores by

1.26 for each additional radio or TV program regularly followed (with a

maximum of 3 programs reported by the farmers studied).

Among the unreceptive farm?rs alone, the second most significant
variable in predicting technical pfaétice scores was the farmer's basic
need for achievement. In general, unreceptive farmers had quite low need
for acﬁievement scores, but the negative sign for the regression coefficient
would indicate that the few farmers in this group with high basic needs for
achievement generally were trying to gain achievement through nonfarm
activities, rather than improved farming practices.

For the unreceptive farmers, their perception of the degree to which
both agricultural information and land was limiting to their income, and
their participation in social organizations was also statistically signi-
ficant at the .05 level or less. Those who perceived agricultural infor-
mation as limiting averaged 1.71 lower technical practice scores for each

point (on a four point scale, with 1 for not limiting and 2-4 for slightly
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to very limiting) than those who did not. This would indicate that
adequate agricultural information was important in improving management
practices. The unreceptive farmers also had 1.19 higher technical
practice scores for each point on the scale identifying higher degrees
of limitation from land, indicating that the better farmers recognized a
need for more land than they had. The last significant variable for the

unreceptive farmers, i.e. participation in social organizations, had a

negative sign, indicating that high participation by the farmers may have

represented orientation more toward social activities than improving their

technical farming operations.




IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The data from Phase II of this multi-phase study‘proyide additional
insights and several implications for dealing with limited resource
farmers and developing programs to assist them in improving their farm
performance. However, additional data collection and analyses may provide
further elaboration or modification of the findings and interpretations
presented herein.

1. Based on the income achievement values and the income requirements
of many of the limited resource.farmers, it is apparent that significant
increases in income would be required for many of the farmers to achieve
a high enough income for farm and family viability. Receptive farmers
averaged $5,467 of net farm income and $12,073 total family income, but
unreceptive farmers averaged only $2,537 from agriculture and $6,439 total
family income. Oﬁly 35% of all the limited resource farmers achieved enough
total family income to cover minimum family living expenses, debt require-
ments and a small margin for farm growth (farm and family viability) and
only 9% earned enough farm income to reach this level. About 75% of the

limited resource farmers had less than enough or barely sufficient net farm

income to cover their farm operating expenses.

Although incomes generally were quite low, agricultural improvements
would still appear as a feasible alternative for many of the farmers to
improve their incomes to a viable level. From the analysis of potential
income among the iess viable unreceptive farmers, 80% could have achieved
a viable farm and family income level with modest improvements in yields

and productivity (to county average levels) with no major expansions in their

)




farm, but with continued current nonfarm income. Consequently, reason-
able farm improvements and continued reliance by many on nonfarm sources
of family income should be promoted as complementary income sources for
obtaining an adequate level of family well-being. For those unlikely to
be able to achieve viability through agricultural improvements (20% of
the unreceptive farmers), improved nonfarm employment opportunities may
be required, along with public welfare assistance in some cases. Some of
the limited resource farmers had health limitations or management inade-
quaciés (especially among traditional farmers) which would limit their
effectiveness in both farm and nonfarm work. Generally these latter
farmers cannot be helped enough by agricultural programs, and should not
be looked upon as primary clientele of agricultural ministries.

2. The evidence in the Phase II study supports the importance of many

behavioural characteristics in affecting the economic performance of limited

resource farmers and their participation in activities designed to improve

their performance. The majority of the limited resource farmers studied
tended to be older (over 50 years) and were reluctant to make farm improve-
ments because of the limited time left for them to gain enough benefits to

pay for large scale changes. Many also had health limitations which prevented
taking on extra work. Furthermore, most of the limited resource farmers
expressed a very low tolerance for risks, low economic orientation, a
moderate scientific orientation, and moderate orientation ﬁowards indepen-
dence (a preference for making decisions without seeking advice from others
and for working alone). Possessing these characteristics would tend to
restrict their overall receptivity towards farm improvements. Within the
overall group of limited resource of farmers, those receptive to farm improve-

ments had greater risk tolerance, higher economic and scieéentific orientations,
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and a lower independence orientation than the unreceptive farmers. Both
groups of farmers also generally had moderately low levels of basic needs
for achievement.

The participation by the limited resource farmers in activities to
improve their economic performance also appears to have been influenced
strongly by their attitudes toward government assistance, their goals, and
theif perception of limitations on their income. Even though most of the
limited resource farmers studied had low incomes, a significant number did
not feel government assistance was necessary or would be helpful. About
18% indicated that no additional agricultural assistance was needed and an
additional 18% felt that governments were now doing too much. This may
indicate the relatively high deéree of independence among these farmers and
their suspicion of government. About 327 indicated avneed for price stab-

ilization, reflecting their high aversion to risk and desire for security.

When considering their choice of types of government assistance if it was

provided, 707% preferred direct assistance through govérnment transfer payments
rather than indirect aséistance through training, credit, and subsidized
services.

Given the low edﬁcational and socio-economic attainment of the majority
of the farmers studied, it is not surprising that tﬁey had very low parti-
cipation in activities to help them improve their farm performance. This
géneralization was found among both the receptive and unreceptive farmers,

' although the receptive farmers had greater participation the unreceptive
ones. On average, the receptive farmers had about 11 contacts per year

with professional people (agricultural representatives, lawyers, accountants,
etcetera), while the unreceptive group averaged only about three. Receptive '

farmers in turn utilized on average 2.4 programs that were available to them




(from a list of 12), while unreceptive farmers utilized an average of only
0.7. Both groups had low pafficipation in clubs and organizations and had
a moderate to low usage of sources of agricultural information. The low
participation rates and professional contacts reflect the cbservation that
limited resource farmers tend to feel more comfortable among their peers
rather than with people of higher status. Consequently, they are likely
to be reluctant to be involved in community-wide organizations and
activities, especially those with a heavy involvement of larger, more
progressive commercial farmers. They are also likely to be reluctant to
visit with agricultural representatives or other officials perceived to
have significantly higher status than the farmer.

3. The findings reported in this project to date support the conclusion

‘that limited resource farmers are a relatively heterogeneous group along

several dimensions although they do have many common characteristics. In

view of these observations, it seems evideht that a variety of programs
and method of implementing them are needed if the programs are to be relevant
and effective with a broad cross-section of these.farmers.

Many assistance programs for limited resource farmers in the past have
aimed at alleviating their problems through farm enlargement. Howeve;, the
behavioural characteristics of this population (such as the large number of
these farmers who are older or have substantial health constraints) appears
to predict a limited success of enlargemenﬁ programs. For some, the fact
that their son and/or daughter does not want to take over the farm makes
expansion seem less desirable. Therefore, it apbears that assistance programs
directed toward improvement of existing livestock enterprises, better enter-
prise combinations or existing land, and/or better technical practices would

benefit the respondents and ease the restrictions of health and so on. Some




type of risk sharing programs also could prove to be useful, since it
_appeared that most respondents held a relatively high aversion to risk

which would likely inhibit their undertaking of farm improvements.

The strong sense of community attachment, satisfaction with farming

or life on the farm, and their perceptions of limited alternative occupations,
indicate that programs aimed at increasing the rate of off-farm mobility of
thesev farmérs will not be widely utilized. However, it may be helpful

in some cases to provide assistance to sons and/or daughters to broaden their
horizons, either inside or outside of farming, to reduce the perpetuation

or conditions of a limited resource farmer from one generation to another.

In this regard, scholarships or assistance to attend management and farming
classes or training programs could bebuéeful for farm sons wishing to take
over on limited resource farms.

Although most of the retirement-aged farmers were not analyzed in the
second phase of this project, iﬁdicétions from some férmers who are nearing
retirement age suggest that counselling services may be valuable to assist
them in making land transfer agreeménts, decisions regarding where to retire,
wills and estate planning, and so on. However, this population is not likely
to actively seek out such counselling assistance and therefore appropriate
methods will have to be utilized by counsellors to estabiish rapport and a
working relationship with these farmers.

Many of the respondents who were suffering health problems still had
many years left before normal retirement age. They may more appropriately
benefit from various programs of social welfare, such as disability compen-
sation and medical services, that might be provided by agencies outside of

agriculture.




In view of the large number of limited resource farmers who have off-

farm work, public assistance programs should recognize and accommodate the

special needs of these mixed-focus farmers. Criteria similar to that
developed in the Phase I Classification System in this project might be

used to reduce the chance of legitimate mixed-focus farmers being treated

or identified as hobby or non-farm focus farmefs. Furthermore, manpower
training courses or other services facilitating the upgrading of occupational
skills of farmers who found that their access to off-farm work was limited
by their qualifications might help assist in obtaining more lucrative
employment for some farmers. Limited resﬁurce farmers in more isolated areas
might also benefit from income and training associated with such winter works
programs as the ARDA forestry project.

The problems of relatively low involvement and utilizatibﬁ of programs
by limited resource farmers (for whom many of the programs are specifically
designed) and the development of appropriate means of achieving increased
participation in the future certainly need additional consideration. More
extensive consideration of the positive characteristic within the behavioural
framework of this population might facilitate their increased involvement in
assistance programs and encourage farm improvements. For example, these
respondents showed fairly positive self-images, especially with respect to
their desire for achievement and innovativeness. They also indicated féirly.
high farm aspirations and scientific orientations. These findings suggest
that many of this group may be interested in making at least small changes
to improve their farms. Sugstantially larger changes might also be considered
if some of the risk factor could be diminished. Thus, there seems to be some
support for the investigation of such policy instruments as risk sharing

credit, stabilization programs, income maintenance, and so on.




Many respondents expressed a concern about some recent public inter-
ventions in agriculture which had had soﬁe undesirable ramifications (such
as farmers who expanded production through the Industrial Milk Production
Incentive Program only to have their quotas cut back), and this seems to
have resulted in some government—induced uncertainty about government
programs (particularly among some of the limitéd resource farmers classified
as reiatively receptive to farm improvements). This may help account for
the earlier observation that neariy two-fifths of the respondents expressed
the feeling that no additional government programs were needed or that less
government involvement in agricuiture was desirable. Policy makers and
extension workers must realize that, in spite of the apparent desirability
of some existing or potential policy instruments, many limited resource
farmers are likely to be initially suspicious or skeptical and hesitant to
ufiiize these programs.

Bearing the aforementioned factors in mind, it is apparent that attempts
_to approach and directly involve or influence limited resource farmers through

community organizations or meetings are likely to meet with very limited

success. Many traditional extension methods are likely to be less effective

with these farmers, an observation that has been well documented in the past.

A larger proportion appear to favour small primary group associations over
contacts with formal groups or with professionals. Given these preferences,
extension workers who work directly with limited resoufce farmers should
attempt to structure learning experiences around small primary groups or one-
to-one contacts. Consideration might be given to utilizing para-professionals
(such as other farmers in the community with training in‘helping others), since
they might initially identify with and bé accepted more readily by limited

resource farmers. Extension field staff also may need to be more aggressive
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in directly contacting limited resource farmers to.establish rapport and
help them to have a better understanding of available assistance programs.
It is important in achieving increased participation and utilization of
programs that public personnel do not communicate a derogatory opinion of
their clients and that the programé designed for limited resource farmers
do not stigmatize them in the community or among their peers, nor cause a

loss in self-esteemn.

LIMITATIONS
The relatively small number of limited resource farmers in this study,
and the fact that they were from only two counties in Ontafio, must be

recognized. Although the researchers feel that the data in this stﬁdy are

likely to be representative of similar farmers in other areas, there would

be merit in conducting additional similar studies in other areas of. Ontario
and Canada to further validate the findings. It should also be appreciated
that these economic and other related data were collected for only one time
period and thus are subjeét to bias resulting from such things as the unique
market and climatic situations ét the time.

The respondents were often unable to provide the exact income and
expenditure figures and data relating to their debt commitments. In addition,
there may be a need for identifying and refining more precise and sensitive
instruments for measuring some behavioural characteristics.

The researchers feel that an examination of comparable behavioural and
economic characteristics of viable commercial farmers would be very helpful
for comparison with these limited resource farmer characteristics to establish

norms to help in’interpretation of data.
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TABLE A 1 DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS BY SELECTED INCOME FACTORS

SELECTED INCOME MEASURES Number Percent

Gross Farm Sales

$3,000 or 1less
$3,001 to $6,000
$6,001 to $9,000
$9,001 to $12,000
$12,001 to $20,000
$20,001 or more

Net Farm Income

Negative Net Income
Zero to $2,000
$2,001 to $5,000
$5,001 to $9,000
$9,001 or more

Percent of Minimum Viability
Level Attained by Total
Family Income -

1 to 90 percent "~ 30
91 to 185 percent 26
186 or more 19

< ——

Total 76

a . .
Economic data were not obtained from two respondents




TABLE A 2 DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS BY FARM SIZE FACTORS

SELECTED MEASURES OF FARM SIZE | Number Percent

Adjusted Acreage 1975

1 to 50 acres

51 to 100 acres
101 to 150 acres
151 to 200 acres
201 to 250 acres
251 to 300 acres

Adjusted Acreage 1976

1 to 50 acres

51 to 100 acres
101 to 150 acres
151 to 200 acres
201 to 250 acres
251 to 300 acres

Percent Equity

50 to 59 percent
60 to 69 percent
70 to 79 percent
80 to 89 percent
90 to 99 percent
100 percent

Total Assets

$20,000 to $50,000
$50,001 to $100,000
$100,001 to $150,000
$151,001 to $200,000
$200,001 to $300,000
$300,001 or more

Table continued....




. TABLE ‘A-2 (Cont'd)

Target Two

$3,016

$4,372 s 30
$5,580 22
$6,636 11
$7,411 . 14
$8,145 7
$8,930 : 11

1007

SELECTED MEASURES OF FARM SIZE ‘ Percent

Target Three

$3,016 - $6,000
$6,001 - $9,000
$9,001 - $12,000
$12,001 - $15,000
$15,001 - more

Target Four

$6,000 - or less
$6,001 - $9,000
$9,001 - $12,000
$12,001 - $15,000
$15,001 - or more
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TABLE A 3 DISTRIBUTION OF FARMERS BY MANAGEMENT CHARACTERISTICS

SELECTED MEASURES OF MANAGEMENT Number Percent

Management Score

1-5

6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20

Technical Practices Score

1-5

6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
21 - 26

Receptivity to Change

Receptive to Change
Not Receptive to Change

Mixed or Farm Focus

Farm Focus
Mixed Focus




APPENDIX B

_INDIVIDUAL FARMER STATISTICS FOR
- UNRECEPTIVE FARMERS




B bt oS

*8559

*vigye
*Ie6eT
*8%01T

*06SL
“yI8Ye
*8EYTT
AN YA
°229

*€90TT
*zeest
“Tv6Y

*0919T
“ZY0LT
*920¢

-1€12T

*Y8EL

*TITLT
‘910Y%
‘068

*88L6
*06€L
‘968§
*6968
*69.9
*910%
‘gLTel
*T9TLT
*L668
*T¢81t
‘yoy8
“%%09
*6988

-*0T1E

*9¢9¢T
‘910t
‘1949

*0C68
‘LYY
*TLEN
11572
cTLey
*9T0¢
*0€66
*9E9¢eT
“eLeY
*0€66
*08SS
*TLEY
*080L

‘%002

*0€68
‘9T0¢E
“TLLS

*0L68

AAN A

“CTLEY
*08SS

CTLEY

‘970t
*oces
‘999
‘TLeY
*0e68
*08SS
‘TLEY
*086S

*0SLS

*€0coeT
WALAA
*T6201

WA IAA
*9L0TT
*TssY
*T69Y1
“LETLT
*Le19
*€0e0e
*LS96
*S60Y
ALAS
‘8Y8eT
*€69Y
*0000T

*161S

*€0€9T

*S60T
*5T28.

WALAA
*00S9
*T60e
‘T69Y1
AN
‘Lety
*£0€9T
*L596
*S601
COTYIT
‘BYETT
‘oY
‘6668

siefjop

‘9129

‘e0eoe
*S60T
‘1906

WA YA
‘8L0T1T
A4
*T69Y%T
“LETOT
“LT19
*€0tLoe
*L596
*S60T
19
‘8yeETt
*€£59Y
‘6668

"€6SE

*8057T
*26
*689Y

“726
“1v8¢
*2502
TYIT
“LETE
“LTTS

“€0L9
1168
*660T
9961
*80SZT
ESHY
"6YL8

*0L9E

“80STI
A4
ALY

A%
‘I8¢
A
Yt
‘LETE
“LT1s
*t0L9
*L186
“660T
*9961
*80S¢T
T4
‘6YL8

*1009

*LSLTIT
‘S68Y
“TLEET

‘S68Y
*STLST
‘68L01
RATAY
‘8818
*0S08
TLSLTT
‘%061
*GTTST
“9GLIT
‘901¢
“TLETT
‘0LL0T

uofIuFA3(Q
pacpuels

unuyxey
wnujuyy

ueay

vt
ag9y
v6su
oty
vyeu
Vo9
elalt
vE€SO
Viso
%o
V66O
9859
4869

swoouy
wieg 39N

Y
398aeg

€
193ae],

awoouy
(A Jo 12491
j03ae], £aojoejsyaes

AITTTquIA ATTWe]

103 owoduy

auoouy
A1yueg

awoduy

muamw
waeq

awoduy
wieg

*ON apo)
juepuodsay aduavyg

Teriualog paAfaD19d wWNUIUTH PAATad1ag  Telol  Ipjexaadp 0N 5019 9/61 GL6T

9.6T ‘uy3tesn 1o a8y o3 ang aa7idadaiup pojuafiQ IajIey - sdnoa

9 uoTIBI[JTSEBT) 4q

sjuswasoxaduy wieg o3 aAp3dasaiup siswiej 32Anosay paifwyl 1oy s3adael LITTTqeTA pue dwodul jo ISFT  “T°d ATAVL




*698Y “TELT 98T *4887 *285C 1743 ‘060  °€€TZ  °S€09 uog3efAaq

: . o , . paepuels
*€0922 ‘ *0092T °9€S6 - *69621T *9£80T *696ZT 9198  "9L98  °LEE6T unwxXeR
98T LIS °TLEY *€L82 *€L8T . *EL8T *€L6 *€L6 ‘904t wnuTuEH
*S0E6 “STLL  *9£8S “THY9 . ‘2L “ZLLS 6,0y  °TI0Y  °66Y0T ueay

*€£856 °6699  °TLeYy ‘1967 *1%62 *1v62 ‘1%eT A4 °9009 AL
*TIY6 *T069  °TLEY ‘8108 1874 ‘8108 ‘8108 *8108 AN XAS . @094
L6921 *€9LL  °08SS ‘TLsy *TL8Y “TL8Y ‘ze9y *Te9Yy ‘68111 “vevd
*£0922 *$008  °9£99 *0LES *0tEe ‘ocee °990¢ *990¢ ‘0158 vicH
TLshtt *gy0L  °08SS *689¢ *689¢€ . *689€ °686¢ °686¢ ‘LocL Viod
*1620T *6L6S  °TLLY *9£9S ‘9gTE ‘9€TE *9€62 ‘9¢62 “LT6L aysy
‘E8o6Y ‘8989  CTLEY .. *98LE *98LE *98L€E ‘98L¢E ‘98L¢E *H28L 4950
*L86% *8598  "61%L . *6T6L *626L" ‘6T6L - ‘T9CE ‘T192¢ ‘81E8 ‘ v8yd
*9L9¢ 9119 °TL8Y °008L S 11114 *000L ‘0002 *000¢ *90%Y 4259
*%98¢ ‘Tl - °TLES *€L8C ‘eL8T ‘EL8T *EL6 ‘EL6 *999L V959
*€6LS .. *0092T °9£S6 A *9SLS *9SLE ‘H6LS *GST16Y ‘ST6Y *LEEGT azso
*TYITL . *L18S  °TLEY *€19Y *€19% *€19Y ‘EISYy ‘eISY - c0zes . 4059
‘89101 *0656  “6TYL ‘9L8TT . ‘9L80T - ‘9811 °9L98 ‘9L98 *9zosT . 9869
“£68L *696L  °9t99 : *6Y%S9 *G6LY *G6LY *€H9t *GH9e *y818 4L59

*0LS0T *9€98  °9¢£99 ‘69621 *6968 *69621 “19%S *TYhS ALY . 0059
sae{Top

: swoduy ; .
amoduy 9y € z . 3o 1aad1  AIFTTQETA ATyuwej swoouy swoduy  S89fES *oN apo)
waeg 3IaN je8aey 2398ael 2338ae] £1030e3ISTIES 103 awodul A1jueg  awodul waeg wapg 3Juepuodsay Iauwieq
18FIUal0g PaATa019d UMWFUFH PAAFadIdd  TEIOL aojeaadp © 39N 88019 9.61 GL6T

9/6T *@pnifaay 03 8ng aAT3dadalup pajluadrap IfIeR - gdnoay uoyIedFITEsBI) £q
gjuomanoxduf wieg o3 aAayidadaauq sisulejy 3DIN0EY peajuyl 103 e338aey LITTTARTA pue dwWodUL jo asyl °C°9 dA18VL




2061

‘€9eL
MANAL
*00%Y

“TITY
*g9cl
uyLy
*L0TS
*GYyee

ALK RAYAS

*0091

*€9€9
YA
*LT9¢

“119¢
*€9¢€9
*hhLE
WAA
*Gh0¢
RAYAL

gaeT1op

*GGLT

‘€9e9

FAYAL

*g8he

*1192
‘€9€9
WATA

A\

"Gt
RAYAL

uotaeyadd
paepuels
wnuyXep
wunuyuTH
ueay

s
1 (g
o656
a791
\74%:
v0S9

awodux

3o 1oA07T
K1030®3STINg
" paAfad19d

auoduy € A
wmieg I8N 109181, 393am]
feriualod

03 [wodux
wnuyuj PIaFadIad

£ITTTARTA Ayjueg auwodul

Aptwel

auoduy
1e30] 1o03exadg

.

gafes *oN 2po)
wieg aJuepuodsay asuaed
885010 9L61 SL6T

awoduy
waeg
19N

gjuamasoadu] wiejy o3 aapadadaaup sasuieq

9L61

¢[euoflfpeal snood wie
201n0s§9) pIJwyl 103 8313

910y AITTTAUTA pue dwodul 3o 36T

3 - 8dnoig uoFIBOFITEEEII £q
‘god A1aVL




*96SS

*0S6LT
‘868
*60L9

*4%066
“£ST16
‘868
“TL%9
°G6ST
“0S6LT1
*lL8E
*6L8E

*THeT

‘8LTYT
*TET9
*T086

*Z050T
*4%06
*0S8TT
"TET9
*$229
*8L2YT
"9L22T
*8608

‘9L82

A4t
cTLeY
‘9928

*YY16
“9yvi8
‘o101
ceoLey
*€8SY
Aatqt
*62601
*0899

“LTLY

‘Gh18
‘TLeY
*06L9

- *gyT8

‘9918
‘y918
RA3%
*TLEY
*Hy18
*6T%L
°08sS

*TTT9

*TE6TT
*08Yve
*LTL6

*S0Y9
*60€L
*Ze6l
*CELST
°S€99
*0960T
*99¢€S
“o8ve

$96€9 .

*TE61T
*086T
*2098

*50%9
*608€
*ZE6T
“ZELET
*6€96
*0968
*99€S
*0867

*0SEY

RAYAY )
‘6962

- "698L

*SoY9
°6967
*2e61T
*TELST
*GE99
*0968
*99¢§
‘08%¢E

L8LE

*TLOYT
‘0T8T
*695S

“SYYs
*60€t
*2E6S
‘TLovt
*6€99
‘0181
*9T1Y
‘0ECE

*069T

*TLOY
‘9884%-
‘1€9-

*66-
*169-
*890Z-
“TLoY
*G9ET~
‘0181
*988%-
‘0481~

‘8L8S UoTIBFAI(Q
paepueig
°91L02Z unuwyxey
*001€ wnuyuTR
‘889L T ueal

“geyy gz
*6£9€ 495y
‘1986 . vied
*T00L _ 2094
*965€ D)
‘9TL0Z €59
*8ST6 VoY
00T V649

saeTIop

awoduy
waeg JoN
1eFaualog

€
393aey

[4

awooug
Jo ToAd]

39818], £x030838T38BS
PoOATO219g . WNWFUTH PIAFIdI9]d

AITTT9PTA ATTURl
103 awoduy

awoduy

A1Tweg

swodug

1e30], ao3jeaadg

auloouy
wieg
19N

mmﬁmw *oN apo)
wiegy Juepuodsdy aawaed
88019 9L61 SL6T

9/6T ®owoduj jo adinog Iofe| wWiBJUON SNIOJ PaxJH - €dnoag uoyledfIysserd 4q
gjuswaAroadu mieg 03 aafidedaiuf sismiey 201nosay pajjuy] loj siafiel AITTTqeFA pue awodul jo Is1 °hH°d A1AVL




AN XA

*68L6
"6CLT
*S62S

*GSYY
“6CLT
‘68L6
“EYs6
*Ge9¢e
*6¢8¢
*6T6Y
"T69¢
*GL09

1} 144

*68LL
*6CL
AN

*LSYE
*6CL

*68LL
*EYSL
YA
‘6¢CS€
61y
°T69¢
*€£80S

*6£67

‘EYS6
4]
*0E9Yy

*LSYY
‘6tL

‘68LL
*EYS6
‘629

*678¢t
“616Y
*T69¢
‘€809

*s08Yy uofleyaa(Q
’ paepue]s
*661ST unuWExXCeK
RAA! wunuwjpuyy
RN ueap

*8GEY oL
‘089 ot1sY
*2296 vevd
*¥%6T assy
‘8v9€ . vged
WATYA 9294
*G6he qo6u
AAS qovd
*66T1ST qa1s9

saelgop

owoduy
waeg 39N
1eriuailog

swoduy

y € z 3o ToAdT
j93ae] 398ae] 2338ae] KLao3owjsyies

£ITTTqRTA ATTweg
103 Bwoduy
pPoAI9919J WNWFUT PIAFadIdG

awoduy swoduy
ATTwey  ewodujg wieg
1e30] xo3exadp 19N

waﬁmm *ON 2po)
wiey Juepuodsay aauwieg
§8019 9L6T . SLO6T

9,61 ‘Truofaypea] SNO04 PAXIH - sdno1y uofaedyJIsserd 4£q

e .

sjuowaroaduy wieg o3 9ajadedaiu siswiej 951n0sdy paIjupl 103 siadael KIFTTGETA pue awodul jo IST1T °G°€ ATUVL




APPENDIX C

ECONOMIC AND BEHAVIOURAL FACTOR VALUES




Average Economic and Behavioural Factor Values (not normalized)
for Receptive and Unreceptive Groups, 1976 ‘

Factor ‘ Receptive Unreceptive t-value Probability

Farm Resources
Tillable acres 189 111 . 0.000
Acres utilized 173 124 . 0.022
Barn space (sq.ft.) 2,546 2,635 . 0.888
Total assets 144,353 . 85,332 . 0.000
ToFal liabilities 15,421 5,347 - 2. 0.006

Income Achievement
Gross farm sales 20,439 . 8,978 .00 0.000
Net farm income 5,467 2,537 . 0.004
Total family income 12,187 6,440 : . 0.000

Income Requirements

Perceived minimum

income 9,678 0.002
Perceived satisfactory ,

income 13,412 0.000
Target 2 ’ 6,308 0.238
Target 3 9,780 0.000
Target 4 12,496 0.000

Management
Management score 12.7 . . 0.000
Technical practices 4
score . . ) 0.000
Yield score ' . . . 0.012
Fertilizer score } . . . 0.000

Finances _
% equity . . . 0.000
Capital turn-over
ratio . : . . 0.059
Cost control ratio . . . 0.346

Social Factors . ,
Family size . 3. 0.374
Age . . . . 0.000

Value Orientariong
Ecornomic . : . » 0.039
Scientific . . 0.341
Risk . 0.008
Independence . . 0.046

Basic Needs
Achievement ’ : . ). 0.865
Security . . 1. 0.206
Social : . . . 0.375

Table continued. ...




TABLE C.1. continued...

Factor Receptive Unreceptive t-value Probability

Self-Concepts
Social . 14.9 . 0.053
Assertive _ . 12.4 . 0.075
Achievement : . 20.1 . 0.019
Innovative : . . 0.006

Aspirations Household. : . 0.732

Farm . ~0.009

Family ' . . . 0.545
Social . " . _ 0.03

Participation .
‘Community attachment 0.353
Social organization ‘ ’

participation _ - 0.122
Total professional

contact , 0.001
Program utilization . . 0.000
Total agric. magazines :

(subscribed to) 0.081
Total ratio & T.V. agric.

programs (used) 0.006

Perceptions of Limitations
Land . . 0.186
Credit : ~ , . 0.259
Off-farm work : ' 0.343
Buildings & equipment , . 0.605
Agric. information . 0.496
Formal education . . 0.686

Preference for Direct vs
Indirect Subsidy
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TABLE C.2 Average Economic and Behavioural Factor Values (not normalized)
for Farm Focus and Mixed Focus Unreceptive Groups, 1976

Factor Farm Focus Mixed Focus t-value Probability

Farm Resources
Tillable acres 123 883 .30 .026
Acres utilized 128 - 116 .57 10.570
Barn space (sqg.ft.) 3,272 1,435 .95 -0.005
Total assets ($) 98,946 50,140 .91 .000
Total liabilities ($) 6,680 : 3,717 .43 .176

Income Achieved ’ .
Gross farm sales ($) 10,430 6,075 42 .019
Net farm income -3,690 231 .000
Total family income 6,626 6,067 41 .681

Income Requirements and
Potential 4
Perceived minimum
income

Perceived satisfactory
income

Target 2

Target 3

Target 4

Potential NFI

% of potential
achieved by NFI

Management
Management score
Tech. pract. score
Yield score

- Fertilizer score

Finances
% equity
Capital turn-over
Cost control
Return on'assets
(excluding labour)

Social Factors
Family size . . 2.51 .019
Age . .61 - 0.001

Value Orientations
Economic . . .18 .860C
Scientific . .06 .049
Risk . ) .35 .732
Independence . . .19 .853

Table continued....




TABLE C.2 continued...

Factor Farm Focus Mixed Focus

t-value

Probability -

Basic Needs
Achievement - ! 2.50
Security : 1.61
Social .. 1.89

Self-Concepts
Social
Assertive
Achievement
Innovative

Aspirations
Household
Farm :
Family
Social

Participation
Community attachment
Social organization

participation
Total professional
¢contact '
Program utilization
Total agric. magazines
(subscribed to)
Total radio & T.V.
programs (used)

Perceptions of Limitatdions
Land
Credit
Off-farm work
Buildings & equipment
Agric. information
Formal education

Preference for direct vs
indirect subsidies

1.38

0.176
0.975
0.205

0.275
0.254
0.180
0.853
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TABLE C.3 Average Economic and Behavioural Factor Values (not normalized) for
Market Oriented and Traditional Unreceptive Groups, 1976

Factor Market Oriented Traditional  t-value Probability

Farm Resources
Tillable acres 123.8 81.3 0.032
Acres utilized 135.1 . 98.7 . , 0.063
Barn space (sq.ft.) 3,108 1,450 . 0.061
Total assets 102,816 43,372 . 0.000
Total liabilities 5,681 4,010 . 0.477

Income Achieved
Gross farm sales 10,912 . 4,338 0.000
Net farm income 3,173 1,011 . 0.027
Total family income 7,385 4,171 . 0.019

Income Requirements
and Potential
Perceived minimum
income ’

Perceived satisfac-
tory income

Target 2

Target 3

Target 4

Potential net farm
income

% of potential
achieved by NFI

Management
Management score
Technical practices

score
Yield score
Fertilizer score

Finances
% equity
Capital turn-over
ratio )
Cost control ratio
Return to assets
(excluding labour)

Social Factors
Family size
Age

Table continued....




TABLE C.3 continued....

Factor Market Oriented

- Traditional

t-value

Probability

Value Orientations
Economic
Scientific
Risk
Independence

Basic Needs
Achievement
Security
Social

Self-Concepts
Social
Assertive
Achievement
Innovative

Aspirations
Household
Farm
Family
Social

Participation
Community attach-
ment .
Social organization
participation 3.79
Total professional '
contact 3.21
Program utilization 0.95
Total agric. magazines
(subscribed to) 2.61
Total radio & T.V.
agric. programs
(used) 0.79

Perceptions of Limitations
Land
Credit
Off-farm work
Buildings & equipment
Agric. information
Formal education

Preference for direct
vs indirect subsidies 1.7

0.87

0.629
0.764
0.781
0.812

0.346
0.213
0.838

0.469
0.879
0.495
- 0.702
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