
 
 

Give to AgEcon Search 

 
 

 

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library 
 

 
 

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the 
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search. 

 
 
 

Help ensure our sustainability. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AgEcon Search 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu 

aesearch@umn.edu 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only. 
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright 
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C. 

https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu


/\1) ;;~c::on~ 1· 

1~)£30--*4 

!\ 

~famc:s B. cbenstein, Don~J ld J\. Bi1r.rQtt:. 

VliJliarn D. !Jcfferncin, and CarruJ L. Kirtley 



• 

I 
A DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF BENEFITS 

FAH.MEHS PECEIVE FFOM Fl\RMING 

/\'3STFU\CT 

In f arrn dee.Ls ion makina model develo1)mc:!nt, ,I . it is important to have 
! 

ui:r·ccptions ultirnott~ly affi:~ct deci:::~ions that are rnarJJ:-.. !In this study, 

,:1; :nerE;' rclativ·,~ importance of berl!:.'.fit v.'1lue:; are tested throus1h U:3e of 

discriminant analysis to sec if the response values are effective in cate-

ui c1 irninant analysis indicated tlut rec;pondents placed similar 

values on many of the benefit factors, It i1ppears that "threshold" 

::::,ccui.-ity Jc-~1cls vary bet\.vced far1ners as '1sense of secur.i.t.yll was a stronq 

L'ocrirninating variable wl1ilc "increasing sr~curity" dic1 not discriminate. 

fectivc categorization of farmers using such factors as debt load, pro-

itability measures, acres, tenancy, age, and their benefit response 

This could mean t:.hc:\t one decision makin9 model 

To he cff~~1 (..::t.J ':.'(', aq.ricu}tti:r~il ~uolici.(;~; 1-rn1st leave decision 
! 

.. 
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A DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF BENEFI F7\PJ'1ERS RECEIVE FI<OM F'l\HMING 

Introduct :i.on 

Much firm levc~ 1 dee is ion making re:.;esirch agricultural economists 

na~; as:;umt:d goals of c~ither proLi.t nfoximization or cost minimization. 

i 
l\~; ejirly as the 1930 '·s, 

rm management research was characterized as aiding [ managers in 

~Tl, (J){ i. m :1 difference: tween th(~ st1·t·:('J1n o.f inp1J·L~3 q~c costs and t::nt:: 

'--.ri'.:.:a.m <'J·r output::_·· or rc:t-u [ 11!. fi cm Jc;v(:l ' . . . c.1c:cJ.sJ.ons rnax.1.~·· 

zJ.r''·:J profit if.:; an important force, bu'.: not th on force influencing 

dc::cj_~.;io11 c1ir:ections _ 

Or1c of the initial efforts to s the decision making processes of 

tern farmers [6] , More 

cent s Ludies ha.ve -also focu;-::;c·d on the i.nfluc!.rlC(~ of fc~;rrner.s 1 : goals and 

obj ecb. ves in the decision \nakin proce~c;s [ 2, 4, 13]. Utility analysis 

bec'n another approach u
1
sed in evaluating farm decision tradeoffs. 

' Lin, Dean, and Mc:Cn:e ·and Offic·~r and Andc;rson cor1cluch;d that ut.i.lity func;-; 

tion models. approximate actual br'"havi6r better than do profit maximiz.ation 

models but that both mod~ls cted more risky behavior thai1 that· whi.ch 

Hcc:cntly t t:.heor.cti\-~al .(:fl9cts of ri~-:;}~ i-:tr1r.l u11ce_r-tainty on static corn-

· p(:;tctivc t:11eqry -of firm has l:e·ceivcd much ilttention [1, 10, 12]. The-~. 

La.sic 
. . 

c<')rnr)a.r:-1 son rnc~asurc~ · profit and/or production and 

~oc.i~ted uncertaLnti es µresent a needed 

f·i.1--r.n, t-l1ey :-1:.i~-;1.1rnr:; deci~;ion rnakers 

are r:1r1rnarJ_ly profit vari ility. 

···,,, 

' . ,.-.. 

:.~-/·~" . , ~:·:·~-,1,n~·;':_;,::.; -- , 
.;·,, :;~;~·>:'; :",'k~,> 

. 2'1I..~i2:i:.:.fj;~:'~.,ff:.~tb4.;,WJ,.,~aii/·:"-'··-"···:.... . .,:..::~ .. ,L,,;,:a .. :•L " .. :F . h!;T" "C'*' -n tr· wara I lik' ..::.:.. . 
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The widespread acccptahce of the assnrnption that f<irm decisions are 

made solely on U1€~ basis ofj maximizinq l?conorni-c bene Li ls underscores the 

:J imitcd researcl1 relative tr) the non-tc,~:onomic needs as motivators of de­

Fe~;ea-rclwr:;: r1avcc devotcc1 much attention to understandinq 

multiple goals 2nd their relationship to the functionlng of complex organi-

:.:ations v;hich a.re repi;escnt~d by large i.ndu~:;triai typ.c agriculti..1ral struc-

U.ires, but little attention has focused on the multiple goals family farmers 

are attempting to fulfill. Interest by rural sociologists in the area of 

decision making has primarily focused 011 the adoption of new technology and 
I 

ideas .. .In their effort to understand farmers' decisiori making proce:oses 

economists, havo placed most interest on understanding adoption 
l 
i 

j_ n_ re la. t.l.on to the goa1. l''annc:rs "''he> f:1il to adopt a new innovation ·v1hich 

would increDse their income were perc11ived to be irrational. However, 

decisions to adopt an innovation could also involve fulfillment of non-

cr.;01t()1n:l.c: nc(;d~~ ~ 

' I 

that humans ha\,rc~ :~1ultiplc? (Jo,1ls artd ...,.,·i.Ll :-~l--l~·k a sati~-;.fbctory decision set 

most satisfyi_ng 

q :1"'-/C1 i ~J l r:~ dc:ci ~~ :i. or1 lna.kc: r· ~3 

I 

'3imilar to or quite ch ffc,n•nt from the se>t that generates the econonnc 

. . ' . 

Sc-v-eral dcc<:ides ac;o a p:~ycholoq t,'i\. I!. Maslov1, in a book entitled 

l'.oti.vation and Personality, suaqested that man seeks tq fulfill five needs--
------------------------------------------------1 '·'-· ' 

' ' 

si cal, ::;ecuri ty, :3ociaJ 1, rc:~cogni Lion and self-actualization I . 
liieran.:hyj 1; ( itnpot·tancu with the phy~i.cal and 

' I 

[ 8} ' Maslow 

security 



n0cds b(;ing th(~ moo;t importnnt follnwcd by social, reco0ni U,on and self-

ilC t.1.H.1 li Z;'l ti on. 

The :-1aslow ~>cheme is lllO!i t 
i 

u~;cful wil•::n d:i.~;cussin9 the family farm 

I 
:3tructure a':; opposc:d to lar~1cr ,. non-f<lmdy structures. Conceptually the 

fa.cner' s persono1 needs can be S('!Dara tcc1 from the needs; of the farm :Eirm. 
~ i 

I 
. I 

pc~rsonal needs or qo<1lc-; undoubted.l.y 1.ijlfluence far.m firm 
i 

d1:ci.s:ions. In a complex orqari:i.zation, individual qoalsJ interact and are 
. i 

I 

3 

i1.·;tnirnc:ntal in shapinq thr.: opcri1t.i.ona1 qn,'\l~; of the co'.l.J.ectivity. However, 

Uds .i::;·qui.te d.i.ffercnt :h:om the L·1m:i.l? Lum in \vhjch ohly one person's or 

fJmily's goals are instrumental. 

STUDY PURPOSI'~ AN!l I' POCf-:DUH.E 

'.J'h() purpose Of thi~; '.;tur)y Wi1f3 to develop measures Of benefits farmers 

~;crceivo they receive from fa:n:ning and t.o determine relationships between 

the rela: .. ·.ive importance of Uieo;e benefits 2nd selected rnanagerial decisions 

'.i'<:J •pin i:1c;.iq:-t1·.jn10 fa(:t.o:r~; inf'i1vrncing tho Linners decision making 

A cash 

(.JI)(' recei vi.nq SO percent or more of his/her 

Farm-

The intervie1·1s 

- . ' 

Farmt:?r rc;?:;Fondents ·were ;_1~;ked \:u placr: v,., lues on a; pre-selected list 

,;· b1~J1•.:fits thQy receive frurn fauni11cJ. !Jn 1:ortunately a 1.ow value does not 
' ' 

:i.llow ..10f.i.ni\..c dctennin;·tticxn n:r ,,,·hc.UJC~r· the rc~;pondep1·, rx'rceiyed the farm 
I' 

\ 
.,:; c:c:1tr:i.J.u1-inq little to i~h'' benefit: or-trwt t.he respondent just did not 

:I 
I 

'.«.d.ue the b<'nef:i.t hi9hly .. 1no1.vcver 1 t:hi !' i~; not. a major problem for our 
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prc:s0nt concern as pust perceivc:d benefit~; typically become futu1:e goal 

expectation guides. Therefore, measures of boU1 the per~eived importance 

of the ')oal and how much thr:: farrn mi·3ht: ;i:·:::ir;l: U•c l:c~:prn~dcnt in achicvinq 

the goal would be helpful. 

The s1Jrvey procedure allp'A'S respo!1dcnts' vci.lue systems to be analyzed 

in tenrt::; of what is important t 0 them. V'11W~c: as oppo~3ed to attitudes tend 

l.o be much more enduring. Both attitudes and values 1 however, pose problems 

for decision making research since farmers' behavior is the result of their 

value~' and attitudes plus the; impact of other social, economic and psycho-: 

logical factors--all interacting at a given time under a given $et of con-

ditions, The optimu.In method would determine which are the most import.ant 

I 
factors impending on the indi vi.dual during the time period a decision is to 

I 
be 1:wdc as well as the import:ance of tho::>c factors with respect to a parti-

·, 

cular type of decision. It .is realized !.hat detennini.nc1' l:he importance of 

farmers' percc~ived benefits as a proxy for 9oals the fa.rrner hopes to achieve 

frorc1 fzirming \vi].l not explain all behavior. Nevertheless, the proposition 

L: that over a lon9 ti.me span :0;uch a rnei\Sl.irc wi 11 be highly related to SO\T•(=' 

One measure of· the benef:i.ts .far:neYs r·~'ccivc from t.:irmi.ng was developed 

M.:.-is lov1 1 :-.; hi Pra· ~cl1··' : i l _,_ ,_, J... 1 ~ Rt"ospondents were 

a .. ':.c;:l to c3.i .. stribut:c 100 poin1s amon9 tb:, fi-.'c items li<0ted in Table 1. The 

d.i.:;tribution wouJd tlv!n i:·efl.cct cacll .it:cm':.o pc1:ccivccl contribution to t:l1e 

l\ ::;ccond measure of mu:! t i.plc benefit:; fanncr:s rc~.:o.i.ve from fa.rming wa.s 
' ' : c ' ' • : ~ ' ' • 

devc from JitcrAt11tr.: focusih,(J, 6;1 s'ocio16gy of vJOdC and ara,rian 

as it relates to economic rron-economit: bonefi ts froln jobs [ 5, 6, 9] , 
\';:I ., l 



s 

\!-J j 

it re flee 11C'W c:ach ccrnpDrcd in ;-ti'J.ilct:- to ~~he base:: i tc1n rovides 

100 poi.nts ~ 

Ta_bJr:.~ ~ .li.::;t:~; tl1l:: i t .. c:1ns ancJ t11c rnc.•1.11-1 v._Jl 1.1c5~ d'.·:5:;iq11t:~d to eac11 ite:rn .. 

n1.i ,_-j (' 

u.scd t- l _t crn a c co .:ed. :i .:-1i:l : .. () ~; e: j c: c t:r::.tl cl 1 ·:, -i a(; tP r j_ :::; t. i (;:; ~ If 

-::.~:oncl1.1clcd tl1a_t 1 sel.~cte~ ~~aups were s 

di fc:rc:r; t, then decj~sior1 ' ' n1:1K .l. nq 1noc=lc 1.s ~_;houl(1 structure:!d to 

ificanLly 

~l}_J\~::rt ·1cl1 1.,,;c_Ju.1(1 })c: ~.::ufficir:::nt. fc:ir all d(~Ci~:.:;:i.on 

ve of the Disc r i rnin ;·t.1-i t: a r! a :::; i. s v1 as comp 1 t:~ t.(::d 

i.:-<c· 1.:'i a:~:;~:~ets.~ avc.r:.1qt::.~ acr(:S of cropl;_~nd; 1)t.2rcc1·Jt gro\~·th in fotal asset.Si 

percent return to ta] and management; percent fixed assets to total 

cs in ·::rep tc' tcJta_l ;)C.r'·e:~; O\v11cc1; total act~E.:s l~entc:d; 

to a] acres in operation. 

:in 1 \/Ccl _1.rnport,:incc 

.hc11-.:: i -~--~-

~ ~rcisions, indicated 

--·~LL· rny 'i 1 J( ); .; 1 i -~ ;, l 1 ·' l \ 

:ivecl be~ l~.ant. 

bcr1f.~fit~::; \vcr_c; al.Jc cor1sj.~;t~c1 11t-. in su.~.;Tqestinq that. incorne an(} 

•,' _i_ t .. _'/ 

sccial and rccognit 

Discriminant analys s st whether the relative importance 
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of benefit measures may be ~tilized to categorize farmer~. In •rables 3 find 
' , 

q categories ~re listed frmn the smallest to the largest for each discrimi-

For example, when catcoqrizinq farms b11 the "fixed assets 
·- f 

in 1977" c~1te·1oc· "C " rc'"'r<'SPnt"" tho'·c'. ni nP , .. .. 0. . . .Y · 1 r • ··.t;.. • , . ···' ·' • . .. farms with the lowest level 

of fixed assets in 1977. Values in tbe " 90 cf cateqory iCorrectly spE"cified" 
. I 

·! 
coJ.urun respresent th1::; percent. of fan:n~; corn"ctly catcg(~rized into the pre-· 

\· 
I 
l 

~;elGcted groups. For exampJe, usi.ng "fixed assets in :~977", 41. 4% of all 
j 

farms were correctly catego_rized. Category l had 33.3~, category 2 had 
I 

::,(J'\,, and category 3 had 40'1; correctly ca tcgorizcd. DirJcriminant variables 

are li.stcd in their order df inclusion by a stepwise procedure which selects 
I . . 

' . 
! 

into particular groups. When 

"no discriminating variables" appears it. indicates that the response vahH:3S 

for the. benefits rE~cei vecl from far1ning· are not sufficiently c1if fere-nt 

between groups to E3nabJ.e categorization of respondents, For example, farrn-

ers \.Ji Lh u high mean percent. rctu:cn to Cd[Ji tal and miinac;ernent assigned 

the s;ame values to the benefits received as those with a low percent re-
' 

~.urn Lo cdp.ita1 and mana9ernc'nt: (Table 3). 

Fcceivinc; recogniti.on ,\vas the item appc'.,aring mo:.~t frequently in dis·-
' 

c r j minant analy:-;(~S tJ~;j_ n\J tf1(~ of fiv,·. bc;iefitE (T<lble 3). Heccd.ving 

., .. ) 
\ :'20 

It wa~ o discriminating 

vai.-J able; for cateciori•eoo invc!,;inq avci:dqc, ;1crc!:; of croit·land; ~; grm·ith in 

j ' :i 
i toLal acres rented; 

and total acres in d~eratfari. Increasir1g income 0\ 8 } was tbe secdrid most 

frequently appearing ~is~r~mi.nating'~ariable i.rt this set. It was espe~ially 



Itcn1 

e Boss X. 1 ,.., 

-L 0 

Ir1 se~ Scc\Jri 

Inc re'. l.ncc)rnc; 

F'riends 

l 

x 
18 

7 

v 
-''·19 

t:ion X . ~2 0 

7 

r ME/\N \/ l\LU1~:3 /\ND ORDEH FOR FIVE 

Va.l1Je Rank Order 

37 2 1 

21 2 2-3 

21 2 2--3 

10 9 .4 

9 5 C' 

-' 



TT-1BLE 2: ITEMSt 
' 

"··.'1 r~1·.1.··.B r .. E·' i vc • • ~ NUMBER'.) / ME/\N V/\UJl·:S !\ND HN·lK OEDEH FOH THE: 

ELEVEN I'TEM MEJ\:;up.E OF BENEFITS JU:CEIVED Ffi.:Xl FAHNING 

J Lem 

Doing Something Worthwhile x21 

Be Own Boss (Base Issue) 

Provides Good Income x 
22 

Through Free Markbt X 
23 

Sense of Security X 
I 24 

1.~an x ; 
2t:i 

Meet Fellow Gtain Producers x 
27 

J: x 
30 

Val Rank Order: 

1rn. 7 l 

100. () 2 

97.7 3 

4 

93. 5 5 

9 2 . .5 6 

7 

59.0 8 

51.. 2 

4H.8 1.0 

43.2 11 

8 
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TMU: J: DTSCRTHlNANT ANALYSTS Fem. Tfil:: FT\1 !·: F1\C'J'OI\ !\Ei'-:EFJTS lrnCElVED FRON FARMING 

·-· ... -··--~ ·-·- ·- ----- --·-· , .. -·-... -·- -··----· ... ----... ----·-~··-----·--... --. ---··--·~· -· -·-~-·-~-----------·-----·-----1-·--~·-~----------·--·~------.. ~-----

II Jn Ci!Lcg1Jry Fact:<H 
D.i .sc rimin<rn t 
Vaci.ables 

% of Category 
Cprrectly Specified 

----.... ----~ ... ----·--·-----------------~·-·-------------------------------·;-------····---~---

c,, 
.) 

9 l () 10 Fixed Assets 19177 

! 

9 10 10 Average Acre.s Crop-
land 

9 JO 10 "t Growth in To t:il lo 

Assets 

9 .I () .i 0 Mean % ReLurn t ll 

C.:;pi Lol Manngc-
ment 

9 ·1 2 " % F j:'{cd Asst.) ts Lo lj 

Total Assets 1977 

n JO rn Tot: ;i 1 Acres Own).:'d 

9 12 8 % Total Acree; 
Rented 

9 JO HJ Totnl Acres in 
Operntion 

1 LO Crop Technology 

} 
1 () ,) 9 \.~hy Cbangcd Tech-

11olugy 

xis 

x20 

X20''.\U3 

No 'DLscri.111i.nCJ.t-
ing V n r .i. ti 11 l es 

x y rn •'·20 

No Di.scrirni.nat--
ing Vari.ables 

x')o ,_ 

x20 

xlfi'xl8 

xJ9 

r.: il 
I 
I 
I 
I 

J~.3 

6.6. 7 

77. 8 

66.7 

22 

22 

.50 

90 

c 
2 

50 

30 

50 

41. 7 

66.7 

60 

80 

27.3 

c3 Tot.al 

40 41..40 

L10. 20 

22.2 62.07 

50 51. 70 

37.5 44.80 

L 
50 6!1. 80i 

60.00 

57.00 

~·-·--·~··---- • ""-'••~ •- •k ,.,_ - ·--w•·----·-.. -·-• -··--· ·-- -~ ·-··----. -· - ... --1- • ... -~.._ _. ....... -.... ·-~ ..,_ ·•-" -~ -· ... -·--·-~---~,..··-·-~----o<·--:----: ---... -------~---------.. --
! 

reprencntS thOSiC that changed technology and C2 those that did 

h C" ·- e o 0 r \' ., l h 1 i ' 1 d ,,.l "', . c 1 represents t 1ose t at ckinged techno~ogy to rec uce ris.< an c2 
those ~:hat did so tq inc.rense 'int;omc .. 

. T. ····-..;· .• --· .... ·1111:111'··--- - . 
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fixed assets 1977; !!; growth in total assets; and 't fixed ass(~ts to total 

I 

assets as well as'for changek in crop technology. 

Increase security (x17 )r, was never ci discdrninating variable which 

leads ~o the conclusion that values assigned to increase in security were 

equivalent for all respondents. Because attitudes toward an increase in 
. ' 

security are shown to be equivalent and important, one increase in security 

mode1 may serve the needs of· most cash 9rain farmers. ·Similarly, be your 

own boss (X cl was a discri~inating variable for only one factor--that of 
. lo I 

di.::ferentiating between tho~~ that changed and didn't change tillage 
! 

tc,:c:hnoJ.09y· ~ criminating vari-

t1blr_:~ on \vh(_,n analyzinc-r \·1hy fanne i:s d1drH:JCd t.:L llage technology. In model 

development, a sinqle specification of these variablc~s wou1d appear· to be 

tc as respondents plice similar values on the benefits. 

As expected, the ten benefits from farming analysis provided bc'!tter 

cLi..!::,; mi.nant anal~)·sis classi(ic;1tions~ rT\·;o variables, ci1lows ·rne to ex:_pross 

myself and gives me a sense of sec~rity (X 7 ,) were i~portant discri~i-
.1. .. 1-i 

nab.nq variables (Table 4) .· l\l though increase iri. secur5- ty, from the:! set of 

f_i\Je -bent~~fits rc~ceived fro·n1 f.arminq, "vas not· a 0iscrirnil!'ating variablt:, a 

c-;c:L;e of security from this set was quite important as ~ discriminating 

able. Cash grain fri:r~ers thcrefore 1 had little .Jar tat:iori values they 

qav(~ to incrc~asin<J security 1 yet diffcrt:c(1 on 
' i 

~lie values1they assigried to a 

sense of security. 'Thetc appe0rs to 

Decision making mode 

' ' 
t c;:Jn ed ~elw~~n.~r~0uc9rs .. 

' , r , _, 
threshold security levels 

C)t}Jc::r variables tJ:tat t.crcd th0 lJ!n vz;ricihle dlcoc:timinant arialysis 

te often were like to •identlfibd ~s a g:raln produ~~r 



.-;· 
·.-.! 

·----·-·· 

.. 4, 

~ . . 1: 
:'.i':TABLE'4: 'DISCJ<.;fMINA.~:i~:A_l\j¥-Y~J:.$ FOR TEN FACTOR BENEFITS RECEIVED PROM FARMING 

·- . - ~ ··-~ ·. - ·.· 

..•. ,:... i'~. - ,.-;.: ·-:::.· ,··~,-~;: ,·.:· · ... '.-··:""\-...-:~~ 
_.:- ... :?.-.:.t",·:;t..· .... ~~·.· .. ··,- - .-,····-=--. - . . ·- - . - ·.• ···.'>'~~1~ 

-'----------------------~----~------------------------------------'--'----'-. ·""'_,'~'"""-·;;•·:·M~~,~-:.:.:·2A·'~~ 
. . .. - ~};~~ 

'";,. .. 

# Ir1'category. 

cl c2 c 
3 

9 10. 10 

9 10 10 

9 lo 10 

10 11 8. 

9 12 8 

9 10 10 

9 .. 12 8 

9 12 8 
. --- _,_. .. ~·' .,,,....,· 

19":. 10 

10 
b .. 9 

a 
· Category C.., 

-'-

b 
Category c, 

·.i-

Factors 

Fixed Asiets 1977 

Average Acres Cropland 

% Growth in Total .Assets 

· Mean % Return to Capital 
and Management 

% Fixed Assets to Total 
Assets 1977 

Total P.,cre·s· Owned · 

% Total Acres Re~tsd 

Total Acres in Operation· 

Crop Technology 

Why Qhanged Technol,ogy 

·Discrimfr1ant Variables 

x27 'x24·, )'29' x23; x30;_ x26' x22 

_No· Discriminating Varicililes 

x v'x xx v 
.t /..,; .b.,,...." f 30·1· '"'I l .i ?0.1 "'i..26·· __ 

,_, , L'i LJ --' 

v v x x ·x 
··30'''24'' 21' 26' 22 

-···--···-···-- •· 

x30 ,_x2s 

x ,x 
23 24 

:-.· ~--... ' 

Percent of , 
of Group Correctly speGified 

:Total 

78.' 

0 0 0 0 

88 ;·9 ..• ,8.1: 8. 77 .a ;:82;so 

50.0 /'l .... . ..:::.. ... ( .75 65.. 50 

88;;:9 
.. 

58.3· 

:44·t4 cBff"°c 
-- .·~-A~ .... 

. _ """""': ... -- .. ;-"·---#" -<- ·--.~~:--..;.·~:_:,~,'.·: 4~~·=-· '.~'· 

... ·.-.<·''" 
- ·,,.· 

·. 60.0. 

·,·"" .. 

r;epresents those t;hat ·changed technology and c; 2 those that didn't change. 

represents those that ·changed to reduce risk and .c tho"'le. that did so to increase income. 
2 
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income (X,,,,), and the opportunity tu mc,-,t fellow cp:ain producers 
.cL 

In model development fo.r managerial decision making, it is hnportant 
! 

to have insights into benef~t.s farmers perceive they receive from farming. 
. . I 

I 

These benefits affect decisions farmers make. These perceived bent-, fits, 

while they effect decisions, are not necessarily conur1on to all farmers. 

This paper evi1luab~d some of those: be1v2fi:·.s and their differenc(eS. 

Farmers have a strong feeling toward being their own boss and doing 

something worthwhile. They have a high regard for that feeling of ac-

complishrnent. Economic considerDtions of securi t.y, in,:::r,)me and the free 

rr12;.rket are also important.. 

To be effective government programs must keep decikion making power 

vested in farmers' hands. If not., they will most likely decide against 

the prCJqrarn. HowE~ver, this conclusion is not that clear cut. :3ecuri t.y and 

free markets are also important., espec.i.ally for the younger producers. Gov-

ernment programs may .i.ncrease security whi.1e simultaneoµsly divesting some 

of the decision makina freedom. _, ,,· ! For example, acres of a reeypect.ive crop 

may be limited if price supi?ort pa'/ments arc to be r~~c(:ivecL 

Individuals working· cl9sely with farmers must real:lze the benefits 
, I 
! 

fannE~rs n"ceive from b<?in<J tlwir own bo:;:;, ·and doinq thir)sj w01~thwhile. 

' Consultants and extension people alike can aid in the d~cision process by 

gathering data, discussing ideas, etc .. , but farmers wan~ the feeling of being 

' . 

their own boss. need to be skillf1..1l in advisin9 



f.'.; 

ll l'( 

l llCJ • 

u1 :1 ncc.:d each variable~ 

tro11q ("li.~·1criminat 

levels vary between cash 

' l' \raria ).Lt!~ 

far:mP 

It 

act~ simi.lar value:-; on incI·ci:1.:.=; s curity a0ovc those threshold 

.,. Ly evels and therefore simila r:\re?. in ordc:r f() 

inq income:: 

I' 

1.3 
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