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Abstract 
 

Contemporary statistical details of governance and succession on New Zealand farms are not 

available. This study involved a New Zealand wide postal survey to find out the current situation. 

Over 2000 randomly selected farms, the selection being proportional to region, farm type and farm 

hectarage strata, were mailed a questionnaire starting in June 2013.  The response rate was 36 per 

cent providing 805 useable responses. Part time farmer’s replies were discarded. The response rate 

was greater than the norm.  

The information collected forms a comprehensive data base which creates a benchmark on which 

to judge future systems and arrangements made by NZ farmers and their advisors. Besides 

information on governance, succession and ownership a range of additional information was 

obtained to allow assessing farmers’ approaches to these critical areas.  

The completed sample was a good representation of farms across the country including 

horticultural units. When the sample was compared with NZ statistics from the census the sum of 

all differences across hectare and farm type strata was 3.9 per cent. This is a surprisingly small 

difference.  

Governance of NZ farms is still largely traditional with sole trader and family partnerships being 

very dominant.  The farmer makes one hundred percent of farm decisions on 60 per cent of all 

farms, with a significant percentage also covered by family partnership systems. When it comes 

to formal boards and advisory committees only 16 per cent of dairy farms have governance of this 

form, and this ranges down to around 5 per cent for sheep and cattle farms. Properties with boards 

and committees tend to be the larger properties. On farms with a net asset range of $15 to $20 

million, 24 per cent have a board or formal committee.  

Surprisingly, the average number of properties in which farmers have an ownership interest is 

1.75. However, by far the majority have only one farm with the average being greater due to a 

small number of farmers having larger numbers, even beyond 7 farms.  

For succession, the majority of farmers have made only minimal plans even well into their farming 

life. This is in part due to most ownership structures involving trusts, partnerships with some 

private companies. Few public companies are involved (1.24 per cent of respondents). Sixty eight 

percent of farmers have yet to transfer any assets to their chosen heirs.  

Most farmers state they intend passing their assets to the next generation in contrast to alternative 

beneficiaries. The average number of children for 26 to 35 year old farmers is 1.47 ranging up to 

farmers over 65 having an average family size of 2.38 children. When the net assets are divided 

by the number of children a significant proportion of farms could provide the children with a 

reasonable income. This situation also probably impacts on the slowness of the responding farmers 

to arrange succession.  

The size of NZ farms is partly reflected by the number of people employed, including the manager. 

Twenty five percent are one person operations, but 41 per cent are two men units. It is only on 

dairy farms that the numbers rise with 1.6 per cent using over 10 labour units.  
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Besides the information highlighted, much more background information was collected including 

information on the farmers themselves, profit and net asset levels and even information on the 

farmers objectives and management style. All this data is presented in this report.    
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Chapter 1  
Introduction 

 

With the increasing value of farm business in New Zealand it is important to understand farmers’ 

views, systems and actions over the governance of their farms, and their succession plans. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests farmers themselves are increasingly considering, and becoming 

concerned over, governance and succession arrangements and are seeking assistance and guidance 

on appropriate actions. This survey is a first step in providing base data from which to gain an 

understanding of the issues, and in providing conclusions on the relationships between farmers’ 

‘personological’ data and the decisions involved.  

To explore the situation a postal survey of a stratified random sample of farmers was carried out 

over June to November 2013. The stratification was for farm type and size as well as region with 

each strata being proportional to the numbers in the data base used. This was obtained from the 

group responsible for biosecurity and similar matters on farms in NZ. They hold details of every 

farm in NZ should any one group needed to be contacted over biosecurity. In theory this database 

should be current within reason given changes, such as a death or sale, which are not always 

immediately picked up. 

Due to some initial problems with the data base supplied, many postings were returned. This was 

rectified with further sampling and postings. The overall process involved an initial posting of an 

introductory letter (see appendix) together with the survey schedule (see appendix) and a reply 

paid envelope. Returns were logged using a code number on each envelope which both maintained 

the anonymity of each survey schedule but allowed keeping track of responses. Then followed a 

reminder letter, and eventually to those not responding at all another mailing of the survey schedule 

and covering letter. All responses were monitored allowing checking the rate of response.  

The survey schedule and procedure was vetted by the Lincoln University Social Science Ethics 

Committee with approval being provided. The schedule was pretested over a range of farm types 

with 14 sets of answers and comments received. Colleague checking was also invoked.  

The response rate achieved was very satisfactory which, no doubt, was due in part to the farmers’ 

interest in the topics. The survey schedule was eight pages long with many tick choice boxes 

provided making for relatively easy answering (a copy is in the appendix). Effectively 2268 

successful mailings occurred after removing the returns (died, no such address, farm sold and the 

like) with 818 successfully completed schedules received giving an effective response rate of 36.1 

per cent which is slightly better than the norm (Pennings et al, 2002; Kaplowitz et al, 2004). 
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Chapter 2  
The Distribution of Respondents by Farm Types is Considered 

Reasonably Representative  

 

While different data bases of all farmers give different population distributions, the sample 

distribution of farm types across the country are relatively similar to at least two population 

distributions available. These include the official NZ Statistic group data as well as the distribution 

provided by the data base supplier. Table 2.1 contains the data for comparison. One of the 

difficulties is the different categories used by each source requiring amalgamations of some groups 

to enable comparisons.  The Statistics NZ data includes farms that most would not consider full 

time commercial entities. The sample was taken from the data base after excluding properties 

smaller than 50 hectares for most types other than fruit farms that were given a minimum size of 

10 hectares, pig farms 2 hectares, and flower, plant nurseries and vegetable properties that were 

all given a minimum size of 1 hectare. For comparative purposes the Statistics NZ information 

was adjusted to exclude farms less than the stated minimums. 

The stratified sample was based on area groups and region as well as farm type. However, the 

surveys did not request information on location so it was not possible to check the regional 

distribution figures. The database information was the supplier’s most recent information as at 

June 2013 whereas the Statistics NZ data was quoted as June 2012 as accessed 13/2/14. 

Table 2.1: Distribution of farm types (the Kruskall-Wallis squared test shows the columns are not 

significantly different(P=0.368)) 

Farm type Sample % Database % NZ Stats % 

Sheep specialised 21.92 12.17 16.5 

Beef cattle 14.07 13.90 15.17 

Sheep/beef 16.44 24.28 13.12 

Cropping 3.11 2.18 5.06 

Dairy 33.38 30.39 35.55 

Deer 0.87 2.55 2.14 

Other livestock 0.37 0.47 0.69 

Flowers/ornamental 0.50 1.93 1.38 

Vegetables 1.12 2.06 2.14 

Fruit and viticulture 3.61 4.94 7.10 

Other 4.61 5.13 0.10 

 

Overall the sample is a reasonable representation of farm types across NZ. Some discrepancies 

will always exist due to variations in definitions. An example is the last row ‘Other’ with the NZ 

Statistics including very few farms in the category. In the case of the sample many ‘dairy 

support/grazing’ farms were included in this group as the schedule option did not have this 

category as a main stream type. The major difference between the sample and NZ Statistics data 

is the specialised sheep category. In the sample this was actually called ‘intensive sheep’ with 

another category ‘extensive sheep’ which was assumed to be ‘sheep/beef’ in the NZ Statistics.  

When the distribution of farm type by area ranges are compared with the NZ Statistics data Table 

2.2 is produced. The percentages of the total sample are given in the top line of every row, and the 

difference between this figure and the figure from NZ Statistics is given in the second line. A 
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positive sign means the sample data is greater than the NZ Statistics data, and vice versa.  Given 

the differences in the farm type definitions as noted above, the differences are not major for the 

main classes of farm.   

Table 2.2: Distribution of farm types by farm area (hectares) … sample percentages with difference 

to NZ Stats* 

Farm type   

Area(ha) 

<79 

ha 

<99 <199 <399 <599 <799 <999 <1999 <3999 >3998 

Sheep specialised 1.03 

-.17 

1.03 

+.27 

3.48 

+.76 

7.88 

+3.03 

3.74 

+1.46 

1.93 

+.66 

0.77 

-.04 

1.67 

+.31 

0.39 

-.35 

0.0 

-.5 

Beef cattle 2.58 

+1.37 

1.16 

-.60 

3.61 

-.81 

4.25 

+1.33 

0.77 

-.18 

0.77 

+.31 

0.13 

-.12 

0.51 

+.17 

0.13 

+.08 

0.0 

-.04 

Sheep/beef 

 

0.26 

-.43 

0.39 

-.02 

1.03 

-.74 

2.06 

-.09 

2.58 

+.51 

1.8 

+.55 

1.42 

+.58 

3.24 

+1.41 

1.55 

+.86 

2.19 

+1.75 

Cropping 0.51 

-.67 

0.13 

-.31 

0.39 

-1.03 

1.42 

+.04 

0.51 

+.10 

0.13 

+.01 

0.0 

-.06 

0.0 

-.05 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

-.02 

Dairy 3.22 

-1.28 

3.61 

-.43 

10.80 

-3.33 

9.15 

-.53 

3.09 

+.67 

1.55 

+.75 

0.26 

-.06 

1.42 

+1.09 

0.26 

+.20 

0.13 

+.11 

Deer 0.13 

-.28 

0.13 

-.08 

0.26 

-.27 

0.39 

-.10 

0.0 

-.13 

0.0 

-.07 

0.0 

-.04 

0.0 

-.06 

0.0 

-.08 

0.0 

-.02 

Other livestock 0.13 

-.24 

0.0 

-.04 

0.0 

-.11 

0.13 

+.09 

0.0 

-.03 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

Flowers/ornamental 0.39 

-.77 

0.0 

-.05 

0.0 

-.04 

0.0 

-.02 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

0 

Vegetables 0.90 

-.50 

0.0 

-.05 

0.13 

-.13 

0.13 

-.05 

0.0 

-.09 

0.0 

-.02 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

-.03 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

Fruit & viticulture 3.35 

-3.66 

0.0 

-.27 

0.26 

-.26 

0.0 

-.16 

0.0 

-.07 

0.0 

-.03 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

-.01 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

Other 2.32 

+2.32 

0.13 

+.13 

1.29 

+1.28 

0.64 

+.64 

0.0 

0 

0.13 

+.13 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.13 

+.13 

0.0 

0 

Total percentage      14.82      6.58    21.22     26.05   10.69     6.31     2.58      6.84       2.46        2.32 

*As obtained from ‘Farms by size of farm and farm type’ ANZSIC06 Agricultural Production Statistics 

June 2012. 

 

The Mann-Whitney U test between the sample and NZ Statistics showed there were no significant 

differences between the farm type groups for any of the area groups.  
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Chapter 3  
Background Information on the Sample Farmers … Labour, Years 

on the Current Farm, Years of Managing the Farm, Number of 

Farms Held, and the Proportion of Decisions made by the Farmers 

 

To enable analysing succession and governance factors and whether systems are related to various 

variables a number of farm and farmer characteristics were collected. These are provided in the 

tables that follow and involve the labour input (reflects size and complexity of the farm business), 

the years of experience the manager has on the current farm, the number of different farms the 

farmer has a financial interest in (again a measure of the size and complexity of the overall 

business), and the proportion of the decisions that need making that are made by the farm manager. 

This reflects ownership and management assistance factors.  

Table 3.1: Distribution of farm types by labour (including the manager) units … sample 

percentages 

Farm type/No 

units   

<1.01 <2.01 <3.01 <4.01 <5.01 <6.01 <7.01 <8.01 <9.01 <10.01 >10.0 

Sheep specialised 7.77 11.02 2.12 0.66 0.13 0.40 0.0 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Beef cattle 7.03 5.97 0.66 0.13 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 

Sheep/beef 3.18 9.02 1.86 0.93 1.19 0.0 0.0 0.26 0.0 0.0 0.13 

Cropping 0.66 1.33 0.93 0.13 0.13 0.0 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Dairy 1.99 10.87 6.51 4.65 2.40 2.13 1.34 0.68 0.81 0.13 1.60 

Deer 0.93 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other livestock 0.13 0.0 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Flowers/ornam’tal 0.26 0.0 0.0 0.13 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetables 0.26 0.26 0.53 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fruit & viticulture 0.80 1.59 0.53 0.40 0.13 0.13 0.0 0.13 0.0 0.13 0.0 

Other 2.39 1.19 0.26 0.13 0.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.13 

Totals 25.33 41.25 13.53 7.16 4.37 2.66 1.60 1.20 0.81 0.26 1.99 

Note … The F test gives a significance level of 0.000 showing the ‘farm type treatment’ differences are 

highly significant.  
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Table 3.2: Background information. Averages for time and management involvement in farms, 

investment interest time, proportion of decisions made by manager, and number of farms held … 

all by farm types  

Farm type    

Category 

Ave years 

A* 

Ave years 

B* 

Ave years 

C* 

Percentage* No of 

farms* 

Sheep specialised 29.97 26.02 25.80 88.58 1.45 

Beef cattle 28.83 27.15 25.01 90.68 1.57 

Sheep/beef 31.06 27.20 27.26 87.84 1.70 

Cropping 35.2 31.48 30.12 91.72 1.72 

Dairy 27.36 24.32 23.46 78.85 2.11 

Deer 26.43 26.43 24.00 97.14 1.86 

Other livestock 29.00 20.33 17.00 88.33 1.67 

Flowers/ornamental 22.00 22.00 22.00 99.75 1.00 

Vegetables 26.11 23.78 24.56 83.78 1.17 

Fruit & viticulture 26.72 23.55 23.59 91.79 1.65 

Other 30.58 25.85 26.58 89.85 1.33 

Total average 29.07 25.81 25.15 85.85 1.75 

Significance F test 0.219 0.289 0.152 0.000 0.000 

*Ave years A = years involved in current farm/s   Ave years B= years of managing current farm/s 

 Ave years C = years of ownership of at least some assets in current farm 

 Percentage = proportion of decisions (operational AND governance) made by respondent 

 No of farms = number of farms in which the farmer has an ownership interest  

The first three columns tend to exhibit similarities between farm types with the significance levels 

for differences being relatively high. In contrast, the differences between the proportion of long 

term decisions made by the manager are significantly different between farm types, as is the 

number of farms held.  

Table 3.3: Background information.  Distributions for experience and management 

involvement in farms (years), period of investment interest (years), proportion of decisions 

made by manager (%), and number of farms held.  Percentages of farmers in each 

category for each column. 

Year 

ranges    

Years 

on* 

Years 

‘ment* 

Years $ 

in’v* 

 Range  

% 

Decis’n 

%* 

 Range No of 

farms* 

Less than 

5 

2.15 2.93 3.10  <10 0.88  =<1 57.60 

5 to 10 5.45 7.76 6.59  10-20 1.13  1-2 27.81 

10 to 15 10.77 11.70 11.76  20-30 1.76  2-3 7.14 

15 to 20 7.10 9.03 8.40  30-40 1.51  3-4 3.95 

20 to 25 15.72 17.43 19.51  40-50 0.50  4-5 1.67 

25 to 30 8.24 9.41 10.21  50-60 12.09  5-6 0.46 

30 to 35 13.18 13.61 15.76  60-70 1.51  6-7 0.30 

 35 to 40 8.11 7.63 7.88  70-80 4.53  7-8 0.46 

 40 to 45 11.53 9.92 7.88  80-90 4.66  >8 0.61 

 45 plus 17.74 10.56 8.91  >90 71.4    

* ‘Years on’ = years on the current farm in any capacity     ‘Years ’ment’ = years managing current farm 

   ‘Years $ in’v’ = years with some asset ownership in current farm 

   ‘Decis’n %’ = proportion of decisions (both operational and governance) farmer is involved in 

within each defined range 
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   ‘No of farms’ = percentage of farmers that have an ownership interest in the number of farms 

within each defined range.  

Note … the Kruskal-Wallis test shows the distributions in all columns are the same across 

categories  

 

Clearly there is a wide range of years of involvement and investment reflecting a constant turnover 

of managers indicating that young managers are constantly replacing the previous generation. This 

is a positive aspect reflecting the confidence some younger managers have in the primary 

production industries. It will also be noted by far the majority of decisions are made by the manager 

with 71 per cent making at least 90 per cent of the decisions. 
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Chapter 4  
Strategic and Long Term Policy Decisions. Information on how 

these Decisions are covered. Also, their Relationship to profit Levels 

and Net Asset Levels  

 

With the constantly increasing size of farm and horticultural businesses it is important to 

understand to what level the managers seek assistance in decision making. This information 

reinforces the 71 per cent figure quoted above, and gives more detail into who provides decision 

making assistance. The tables below provide the details for strategic decisions. The next Chapter, 

Chapter 5, provides the same information for tactical, or short term, decisions. The farmers in both 

cases were asked to rate various statements on a 1 (true) to 5 (not true) scale. The answers have 

been related to a number of break down categories as shown in the following tables. The first table, 

Table 4.1, relates the answers to farm type. The statements rated are given at the bottom of the 

table (and also in section C of the questionnaire. (See Appendix). 

Table 4.1: Degree of farmer involvement with respect to decisions and assistance provided for 

‘strategic and long term policy’ by farm type. Average rating on a scale of 1 (true that ‘assistance’ 

provided) to 5 (not true). (see below table for definitions of each column) 

Farm type Make 

all 

Confer Com’t’ee Board Partner- 

ship 

Sole 

decider 

Trustees Other 

Sheep specialised  1.84 3.35 4.61 4.87 2.76 2.45 3.69 1.00 

Beef cattle 1.83 3.71 4.69 4.89 2.61 2.03 3.94 * 

eep/beef 1.78 3.52 4.69 4.77 3.02 2.43 3.64 1.00 

Cropping 1.96 2.46 4.52 4.74 3.22 2.28 3.35 * 

Dairy  2.09 2.62 4.19 4.50 2.34 2.80 3.55 1.0 

Deer 1.71 3.57 5.00 5.00 2.86 2.29 3.57 * 

Other livestock 2.00 3.33 5.00 5.00 1.33 1.67 4.00 * 

Flowers/ornamenta

l 

2.67 4.67 5.00 5.00 3.00 2.67 5.00 * 

Vegetables 2.22 3.50 4.86 5.00 2.50 2.86 4.71 * 

Fruit & viticulture 1.79 3.02 4.55 4.79 2.18 2.07 3.32 * 

Other 1.80 2.50 4.61 4.87 2.41 2.53 4.19 1.00 

         

Column average 1.92 3.11 4.50 4.73 2.62 2.49 3.68 1.00 

Significance (F 

test) 

0.405 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.004 0.135 * 

% With score 

<=2 

74.87 37.42 6.83 4.37 55.56 58.53 29.37 * 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ = decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that in this ‘other’ column most cells are blank as no farmers answered the ‘other’ question 
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The last row in the table makes it clear by far the majority of farmers make strategic and long term 

policy decision by themselves either with, or without, advice from family, friends and/or 

colleagues. The number of farms with any kind of formal committee or board control is minimal. 

Note that the row total is much greater than 100 per cent as there is overlap in the questions (see 

the questionnaire in the appendix). 

Table 4.2: Degree of farmer involvement with respect to decisions and assistance provided for 

‘strategic and long term policy’ by net investment level. Average rating on a scale of 1 (true that 

‘assistance’ provided) to 5 (not true). (see below table for definitions of each column) 

Asset range($) Make 

all 

Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnership Sole 

decider 

Trustees Other 

< 5 million  1.78 3.28 4.60 4.85 2.68 2.34 3.80 1.00 

5 to 10 million 2.11 2.79 4.45 4.62 2.48 2.79 3.48 * 

10 to 15 million 2.23 2.73 3.91 4.13 2.19 3.47 3.23 * 

15 to 20 million 1.73 2.42 3.42 4.33 2.83 3.17 3.82 * 

20 to 25 million 2.83 2.33 4.00 3.67 2.83 3.17 3.00 * 

 >  25 million 3.00 2.54 4.00 2.91 2.91 4.11 3.82 * 

Significance (F 

test) 

0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.493 0.000 0.137 * 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ =  decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that in this ‘other’ column some cells are blank as no farmers answered the ‘other’ question 

Table 4.3: Percentage of farmers (cell based) with respect to decisions and assistance provided for 

‘strategic and long term policy’ by both net investment level AND scoring each category <=2 on a 

scale of 1 (true that assistance provided) to 5 (not true) 

Asset 

range($) 

Make 

all 

Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnership Sole 

decider 

Trustees 

<10 million 78.01 35.34 5.36 2.70 55.17 61.32 27.86 

>10 million  59.68 53.97 19.67 21.67 62.29 30.51 36.07 

> 15 million 53.57 62.07 27.59 24.14 55.17 25.93 28.57 
‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ = decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that the total percentages will not add to 100% as there is double counting in some cases with the 

ranges overlapping.  
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This data clearly shows the importance of ‘farmer’ control relative to making use of advisors in 

various guises. In interpreting the figures it is important to examine individual rows due to the overlap 

of the categories.  

Friedman’s two way analysis shows there is not a significant difference between the rows (P=0.459) 

but the columns are significantly different at 5 per cent (P=0.035). 

When comparisons were made for different profit ranges significant differences were also found 

showing, as you expect, that profit levels are related to scoring associated with the various decision 

support systems. Table C1 in the table appendix gives this data and related discussion.  
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Chapter 5  
Tactical and/or Short Term Questions including Day to Day 

Decisions. Information on how these Decisions are made. Also their 

Relationship to Profit Levels and Net Asset Levels 

 

The analysis provided in Chapter 4 is repeated below but in this case for tactical decisions relative 

to the long term decisions shown in Chapter 4.  You would expect long term or strategic decision 

making to involve more outside help than short term decisions.  

Table 5.1: Degree of farmer involvement with respect to decisions and assistance provided for 

‘tactical and/or short term questions including day to day decisions’ by farm type. Average rating 

on a scale of 1 (true that ‘assistance’ provided) to 5 (not true). (see below table for definitions of 

each column) 

Farm type Make 

all 

Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnershi

p 

Sole 

decider 

Trustees Other 

Sheep specialised  2.00 3.02 4.44 4.87 2.83 2.73 3.89 1.00 

Beef cattle 2.09 3.49 4.60 4.85 2.60 2.46 4.16 1.00 

Sheep/beef 2.04 3.20 4.65 4.70 3.02 2.52 3.87 1.00 

Cropping 2.07 2.27 4.32 4.82 3.21 2.64 4.35 * 

Dairy  2.48 2.55 4.18 4.63 2.35 3.31 3.62 1.00 

Deer 1.43 2.86 4.71 5.00 2.86 1.86 3.71 * 

Other livestock 2.33 2.00 3.33 5.00 1.67 2.67 3.67 * 

Flowers/ornamental 3.67 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.75 2.67 5.00 * 

Vegetables 1.83 4.17 4.67 5.00 1.86 4.33 4.71 * 

Fruit & viticulture 1.89 2.64 4.52 4.69 2.46 2.71 3.61 * 

Other 2.06 2.78 4.50 4.87 2.48 2.90 4.17 * 

         

Column average 2.17 2.92 4.41 4.75 2.64 2.86 3.85 1.0 

Significance (F 

test) 

0.010 0.000 0.004 0.221 0.006 0.000 0.067 * 

% With score <=2 68.19 45.37 8.46 4.72 54.43 48.41 24.01 * 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ =  decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that in this ‘other’ column most cells are blank as no farmers answered the ‘other’ question 

  



 

14 

Table 5.2: Degree of farmer involvement with respect to decisions and assistance provided for 

‘tactical and/or short term questions including day to day decisions’ by net investment level. 

Average rating on a scale of 1 (true that ‘assistance’ provided) to 5 (not true). (See below table for 

definitions of each column) 

Asset range($) Make 

all 

Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnership Sole 

decider 

Trustees Other 

< 5 million  2.08 3.00 4.50 4.86 2.66 2.69 3.97 1.00 

5 to 10 million 2.39 2.71 4.34 4.70 2.65 3.20 3.60 1.00 

10 to 15 million 2.73 2.82 4.03 4.33 2.47 3.84 3.29 1.00 

15 to 20 million 2.08 2.09 3.73 4.36 2.60 3.45 3.91 1.0 

20 to 25 million 2.83 2.17 3.87 3.17 2.60 3.80 3.00 * 

 >  25 million 2.91 2.82 3.91 3.64 3.36 4.00 4.10 1.00 

Significance (F 

test) 

0.022 0.114 0.009 0.000 0.778 0.000 0.051 * 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ =  decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that in this ‘other’ column some cells are blank as no farmers answered the ‘other’ question 

Table 5.3: Percentage of farmers(cell based) with respect to decisions and assistance provided for 

‘tactical and/or short term questions including day to day decisions’ by both net investment level 

AND scoring each category <=2 on a scale of 1 (true that assistance provided) to 5 (not true) 

Asset range($) Make all Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnership Sole decider Trustees 

<10 million 69.13 45.33 7.07 2.97 54.41 50.94 23.23 

>10 million  53.22 52.45 18.96 18.03 50.00 20.69 30.36 

> 15 million 55.17 60.71 19.23 25.00 46.15 22.22 20.00 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ =  decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that the total percentages will not add to 100% as there is double counting in some cases with the 

ranges overlapping.  

This data clearly reinforces the importance ‘farmer’ control relative to making use of advisors in 

various guises. And note it is important to examine individual rows due to the overlap of the 

categories.  
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When comparisons are made for different profit level ranges there are quite a few significant 

variations across profit levels. The full data is provided in Appendix C2. 

When comparing strategic and tactical decision making surprisingly the respondents tend to 

suggest they seek less help with long term decisions than for tactical decisions (rating of 1.92 out 

of 5 for strategic decisions compared with 2.17 for tactical decisions with 1 being ‘true’). And no 

matter what the grouping factor is (farm type, profit, asset range…) the same conclusion seems to 

apply. That is farmers seek more help with short term decisions than for longer term factors. 

Perhaps this reflects the availability of family and friends when thinking through shorter term 

decisions whereas with strategic decisions the manager believes more formal assistance is required 

and that they must take more responsibility.  
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Chapter 6  
Expenditure on Funding Decision Help  

 

When asked to indicate the expenditure on decision help other than the costs of normal accounting 

fees, 317 respondents provided an answer. The average over the 317 was $2790.63 whereas if it is 

assumed those not answering had zero expenditure, the average over all respondents was $1080.13. 

Table 6.1 provides information on the expenditure in various categories.  

Table 6.1: Expenditure on decision help* 

$ Exp range Sample 

% 

Farm type Mean 

Exp$ 

$Profit 

range  

Mean 

Exp $ 

$ asset 

range 

Mean 

Exp$ 

<= $0 75.58* Int sheep 1407.91 <50000 1603.89 <5 

million 

1327.72 

$1-2000 9.57 Sheep/cattle 2686.73 50-100000 1808.82 5-10 

million 

3806.12 

$2001-4000 5.48 Deer 0.00 100-150000 2062.00 10-15 

million 

6361.76 

$4001-6000 3.99 Cattle 635.33 150-200000 2240.95 15-20 

million 

13300.33 

$6001-8000 1.63 Dairying 4237.81 200-250000 2225.00 20-25 

million 

5133.33# 

$8001-10000 1.14 Other Animal 1200.00 >$250000 6273.82 >25 

million 

17725.00 

$10001-12000 1.01 Fruit/viticult. 1649.90     

$12001-14000 0.39 Cash crop 5818.18     

$14001-20000 0.52 Flowers/orn 0.00     

>$20000 0.64    Vegetable 0.00     

  Other 1481.25     

F prob 

significance 

  0.031  0.000  0.000 

* Assumes null answers implies $0 expenditure; # There were only 3 farmers in this category.  

Dairying managers pay for much more advice than other farm types reflecting the growth and 

intensity of dairy farming in current times. And as might be expected, the larger the farm both in 

profit and asset terms, the more is spent on decision assistance. Note that the differences between 

farm types, profit and asset ranges are all significant.  Overall, however, this data reinforces the fact 

that most managers tend to rely on their own skills for decisions even if after consulting any industry 

funded advice available in its various forms.  
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Chapter 7  
Details of Overseeing Boards and Committees 

 

Comments in the media and discussion among professionals suggests more farmers are seeking, 

and should seek, help with decisions, particularly strategic decisions. The distribution of net assets, 

and the number of farms held by each manager, would all tend to suggest some farmers are 

becoming quasi corporate operators. Thus it is important to determine the extent of the move to 

have formal advisory systems. The following tables present data covering the details of the 

advisory committees/boards used by farmers.  Overall, 3.97 per cent of all respondents have a 

formal board overseeing operations, and an additional 5.34 per cent have an advisory committee 

of some sort. It is clear from Table 7.1 that there is a tendency for larger farms to use boards and 

committees, as do dairy farmers.  

Table 7.1: Percentage of farms with a formal board or an advisory committee according to farm 

type, profit level, and net asset range (percentage of farmers in each cell) 

Farm type % 

with 

board 

% 

with 

com’te 

$Profit 

range  

% with 

board 

% with 

com’te 

$ asset 

range 

% 

with 

board 

% 

with  

com’te 

Int sheep 1.70 4.54 <50000 1.17 5.47 <5 million 1.74 5.04 

Sheep/cattle 4.54 0.75 50-100000 2.78 2.78 5-10 million 3.97 6.35 

Deer 0.0 0.0 100-150000 0.0 8.47 10-15 

million 

14.71 11.76 

Cattle 3.54 1.77 150-200000 7.84 3.92 15-20 

million 

16.67 8.33 

Dairying 6.34 10.45 200-250000 13.04 13.04 20-25 

million 

50.00 0.0 

Other 

Animal 

0.0 0.0 >$250000 12.16 8.11 >25 million 36.37 0.0 

Fruit/viticult. 3.45 3.45       

Cash crop 0.0 8.00       

Flowers/orn 0.0 0.0       

Vegetable 0.0 0.0       

Other 2.70 2.70       

 

Boards and committees are most important on dairy farms, and on farms with relatively higher 

profit and assets. 
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Table 7.2: Number of members in the boards/committees, and meeting details for governance 

boards/committees … column percentages 

Range – 

No. 

involved 

No of  

Participants 

(%) 

Range -  

Meetings/year  

No of 

meetings 

 per year 

(%) 

Range - 

days 

 per year 

Days Involved 

for  

each member 

(%) 

<=2 23.2 <=1 24.7 <=1 19.1 

 3 29.3 2 17.3 2 6.4 

4 20.7 3 8.6 3 4.8 

5 14.6 4 19.8 4 3.2 

6 8.5 5 0.0 5 4.8 

>=7 3.7 6 9.9 6 9.5 

  7 0.0 7 6.4 

  8 2.5 8 to 9 4.8 

  9 0.0 10 to 11 9.5 

  10 1.2 11 to 12 4.8 

  11 0.0 12 to 22 6.4 

  12 12.3 23 to 33 4.8 

  >12 3.6 > 33 16.0 

Mean 3.64  5.41  21.84 

 

 

Table 7.3: Details of governing boards or committees by farm types 

Farm type No. of people on  

Board/com’t’ee 

No. of meetings 

per year 

Days/year devoted 

by members 

Int sheep 3.89 5.37 23.09 

Sheep/cattle 4.10 3.34 31.03 

Deer 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cattle 2.500 14.8 133.83 

Dairying 3.49 5.35 68.61 

Other animal 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fruit/viticult. 4.00 3.50 12.50 

Cash crop 3.50 2.00 22.00 

Flowers/orn’al 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetables 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other 6.00 2.00 55.05 

F significance 0.367 0.187 0.457 

 

It is only in the number of meetings per year that there approaches significant differences between 

the farm types. For the number on the boards/committees, and the number of days members devote 

to their work, there is little difference between farm types with respect to statistical tests. The 

variability must be quite wide.  
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Table 7.4: Details of governing boards or committees by profit ranges 

$ Profit range No. of people on  

Board/com’t’ee 

No. of meetings 

per year 

Days/year devoted 

by members 

<$50000 3.25 3.31 59.47 

50-100000 3.64 4.67 51.67 

100-150000 3.00 4.75 4.00 

150-200000 3.75 5.64 79.50 

200-250000 3.50 4.50 20.50 

>$250000 4.14 5.23 45.47 

F significance 0.594 0.968 0.888 

 

The varying profit and net assets levels (see Table C3 in the appendices) does not appear to 

influence the details of the governing boards or committees in that the significance levels are well 

above conventional standards for differences. While you would guess from the figures that both 

the number of board/committee members and the number of meetings per year tend to increase 

with profit and asset value increases, it is only in the case of net asset variations that the differences 

are moving towards significance.  

Overall, however, most committees/boards involve few members who meet infrequently, perhaps 

every three months. Surprisingly, the number of days members devote to their duties is high. It is 

suspected that some boards involve the farmers themselves as well as their spouses and together 

they regard themselves as spending many days on farm business.  
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Chapter 8  
Details of Partnerships Arrangements 

 

Partnerships arrangements of various kinds are a popular form of ownership and management. Of 

all farms in the survey 69.44 per cent reported having a partnership setup.  

Farmers who reported ‘I’m in partnership with my spouse’ made up 50.19 per cent of the 

respondents, and 15.78 per cent said they were in partnership with one or more family members 

these being by far the most common arrangements. Only 1.37 per cent reported they were in 

partnership with one or more non-family members, whereas 2.11 per cent noted they were in 

partnership with both family and non-family members. The remaining 30.93 per cent did not utilise 

any kind of partnership arrangement.  

Table 8.1 contains the data on partnership arrangements relative to farm type which is followed 

by a table giving the same percentages but based on asset levels.  

Table 8.1: Partnership arrangements across farm types … percentages based across columns 

Farm type Spouse 

partnership 

Partnership with 

one or more family 

members  

Partnership 

with 

non family 

members 

Partnership with both non 

& family  members  

Intensive sheep 72.56 22.76 1.62 3.25 

Sheep/cattle 60.92 37.93 0.0 1.12 

Deer 83.33 16.67 0.0 0.0 

Cattle 80.77 16.67 0.0 2.56 

Dairy  70.53 19.47 4.74 5.26 

Other animal 100.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fruit/viticulture. 75.00 25.00 0.0 0.0 

Cash crop 62.50 37.50 0.0 0.0 

Flowers/orn’al 100.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetable 83.33 16.67 0.0 0.0 

Other 91.67 8.33 0.0 0.0 

 

The Chi square for the cross tab table was 0.111 indicating there is a reasonable probability that 

type of farm does relate to partnership arrangements.  

Table 8.2: Partnership arrangements across net asset ranges … percentages based across rows 

Asset range($) Spouse 

partnership 

Partnership with 

one or more family 

members  

Partnership with 

 non family 

members 

Partnership with both non  

& family  members  

< $5 million 77.53 18.82 1.40 2.25 

5-10 million 65.88 27.06 3.53 3.53 

10-15 million 55.17 34.48 0.0 10.34 

15-20 million 57.14 28.57 14.29 0.0 

20-25 million 16.67 83.33 0.0 0.0 

>$25 million 60.00 0.0 0.0 40.00 
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Chi square for the cross tab table was 0.000 indicating the asset level is impacting on the 

partnership situations.  

There are clear differences across farm types, but more so across asset ranges. With greater 

investment partnerships decrease. The variations according to profit levels is given in Appendix 

C4.  

To provide a more succinct report on the partnership situation each type of partnership was given 

a score which was then averaged and related to farm type, profit and net asset ranges. The scoring 

was based on 1 for a simple spouse partnership, 2 for a partnership with one or more family 

members (which could include a spouse), 3 for a partnership with non family members, and a 4 

for a mixed family and non family member partnership. Table 8.3 presents the results.  

Table 8.3: Partnership score by  farm type, profit range and net asset range 

Farm type Ave. rating $ Profit range Ave. rating $ Net asset rating  Ave.  rating  

Intensive sheep 1.36 < $50000 1.24 <$ 5 million 1.28 

Sheep/cattle 1.41 50-100000 1.30 5-10 million 1.45 

Deer 1.17 100-150000 1.22 10-15 million 1.65 

Cattle 1.24 150-200000 1.38 15-20 million 1.57 

Dairy 1.00 200-250000 1.56 20-25 million 1.83 

Other animal 1.25 >$250000 1.75 >$25 million 2.20 

Fruit/viticulture 1.37     

Cash crop 1.00     

Flowers/ornamental 1.17     

Vegetable 1.08     

Other 1.36     

F significance prob. 0.210  0.000  0.000 

 

The profit and asset range differences are highly significant, but the differences from variations in 

farm type is less significant with a 21 per cent probability that the differences are not real. Overall 

there is a clear tendency for partnerships with a spouse to dominate, but less so as farm size 

increases (both profit and asset wise). But there are few real differences across farm types.  
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Chapter 9  
Details of Farmers’ Financial Interest in the Farms they Manage 

 

Discovering the financial interest in the farm held by the survey respondents was important as it 

may well influence their attitude to governance and succession.  The respondents were asked to 

indicate the degree of financial ownership and interest they held. The following tables outline this 

data.  

Table 9.1: Percentage of the sample falling into a range of financial interest categories0 

1 A paid manager with NO financial interest in the farm 1.70 

2 A paid manager with SOME financial interest in the farm 5.70 

3 In a partnership and receive a share of the profits, but no salary 44.1 

4 In a partnership and receive a share of the profits & a fixed salary 12.8 

5 Receive profits but no salary and not in a partnership 28.6 

6 Share milker with some ownership of assets & receive profit share 1.50 

7 Share milker with little ownership of assets but receive a share of profits 0.20 

8 Other or missing 5.30 

 

The predominance of partnerships is clear, but so is the sole proprietor situation.  

Table 9.2: Financial interest in the farm relative to farm type … column percentages 

Farm type 1 

Mang’r 

2 

Mang’r 

& $ 

3 

Partn’ip 

4 

Partn’ip 

+ $ 

5 

Profits 

6 

Milker 

$ 

7 

Milker 

8 

Other 

Int sheep 28.57 21.74 23.45 21.57 19.56 8.33 0.0 40.00 

Sheep/cattle 28.57 26.09 14.69 19.61 17.83 0.0 0.0 20.00 

Deer 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.98 0.43 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cattle 21.43 8.70 15.54 9.80 15.65 0.0 0.0 10.00 

Dairy 14.29 34.78 30.22 39.22 32.17 91.67 100.00 20.00 

Other animal 0.0 0.0 0.56 0.0 0.43 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fruit/viti’ure 0.0 0.0 4.80 1.96 3.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cash crop 7.14 2.17 2.82 2.94 3.91 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Flowers/orn’l 0.0 2.17 0.28 0.0 0.43 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetable 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.98 0.87 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other 0.0 4.35 4.80 2.94 5.65 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Note .. refer to Table 9.1 for a fuller description of the columns. The rows in Table 22 have the same 

number as the columns in this table.  

 

Chi square for this table is 0.873 indicating there is little difference between the farm types/types 

of financial interests. (Likelihood ratio 0.740, Kendall’s tau b 0.176) 
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Table 9.3: Financial interest in the farm relative to net asset ranges … column percentages 

Asset 

range 

1 

Mang’r 

2 Mang’r 

& $ 

3 

Partn’ip 

4 Partn’ip 

+ $ 

5 

Profits 

6 Milker 

$ 

7 

Milker 

8 

Other 

<$5 

million 

50.00 65.91 74.92 57.83 80.00 71.43 0.0 55.55 

5-10 

million 

16.67 20.45 16.72 25.30 16.50 14.29 0.0 0.0 

10-15 

million 

8.33 6.82 6.19 8.43 0.50 14.29 0.0 11.11 

15-20 

million 

8.33 0.0 1.24 1.20 2.50 0.0 0.0 11.11 

20-25 

million 

0.0 4.54 0.62 2.41 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

>$25 

million 

16.67 2.27 0.31 4.82 0.50 0.0 0.0 22.22 

Note .. refer to Table 9.1 for a fuller description of the columns. The rows in Table 24 have the same 

number as the columns in this table. Note that column 7 is blank as the farmers in this category chose to 

leave this data blank. 

 

Chi square for the table is 0.000 indicating the differences are relatively important (Likelihood 

ratio 0.000, Kendall’s tau b is 0.184). 

Overall, however, as columns 3 and 5 hold the majority of farmers (Shared partnership profits and 

sole trader profits), the percentages in the various categories between these two columns do not 

vary much indicating simple partnership and sole trader ownership tend to dominate across all 

farm types and sizes. The percentages for different profit ranges are given in Appendix table C5. 
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Chapter 10  
Knowledge and Attitudes to Governance Questions 

 

While the previous tables provides the actual use of various farm governance systems, they do not 

provide information on the farmers views of various related issues. Table 10.1 provides the 

answers to such questions, and the subsequent tables provide a means to differentiate the answers.  

For the full questions asked refer to the copy of the questionnaire in the appendix (Questions C7, 

C8, C9, and C10) 

Table 10.1: Beliefs on the governance knowledge levels and the skill of governors, and 

farmers’ views of their ‘happiness’ at their current system. Column percentages for each 

degree of belief with 1 being total agreement, through to 5 ‘not true’. 

Score on  

‘degree of belief’ 

Aware of  governance 

 structures 

Trust in advisors Need others to  

control risk 

Happy with current 

 governance system 

  One 33.6 27.3 28.7 54.6 

Two 22.2 28.8 23.4 26.9 

Three 23.3 27.3 21.7 13.4 

Four 9.3 7.2 11.6 3.2 

Five 11.7 9.4 14.5 1.9 

Average 2.43 2.42 2.59 1.71 

 

Quite a large number of farmers belief they are not familiar with the alternative structures, and this 

probably leads to the last column where farmers are not totally happy with their current system. 

On the other hand, many farmers have a high level of trust in their advisors. Many also don’t 

believe that help from others is required in controlling risk.  

Table 10.2: Beliefs on governance relative to farm type …. Average rating on a one to five 

scale (1=true, … , 5 =not true) 

Farm type Aware of governance 

structures 

Trust in 

advisors 

Need others to  

control risk 

Happy with current 

 governance system 

Intensive sheep          2.56 2.57 2.74 1.85 

Sheep/cattle 2.45 2.50 2.69 1.52 

Deer 1.57 2.00 2.86 1.57 

Cattle 2.70 2.81 3.01 1.66 

Dairying 2.19 2.21 2.32 1.73 

Other animal 3.00 3.33 2.00 1.33 

Fruit/viti’ure 2.70 2.04 2.30 1.81 

Cash crop 2.41 2.16 2.43 1.61 

Flowers/ornam’l 3.67 4.00 3.67 1.67 

Vegetables 3.37 2.75 3.00 1.86 

Other 2.37 2.21 2.47 1.71 

F significance 0.006 0.001 0.003 0.436 

 

The first three columns are significantly different across farm types suggesting these governance 

issues are impacted by farm type. But generally farmers, on average, seem happy with their 

governance system as shown by the last column, furthermore, the differences across farm types is 

not significant.  
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Table 10.3: Beliefs on governance relative to profit levels …. Average rating on a one to five 

scale (1=true, … , 5 =not true) 

Profit range ($) Aware of governance 

structures 

Trust in 

advisors 

Need others to  

control risk 

Happy with current 

 governance system 

<$50000 2.63 2.61 2.77 1.73 

50-100000 2.42 2.38 2.56 1.64 

100-150000 2.48 2.41 2.75 1.61 

150-200000 2.10 2.19 2.00 1.73 

200-250000 2.35 2.36 2.81 1.59 

>$250000 2.06 2.09 2.11 1.68 

F significance 0.020 0.030 0.000 0.918 

 

As you might expect there is a tendency for the farmers to be more comfortable with understanding 

governance as profit levels increase, and similarly there is more trust in the advisors involved. 

When it comes to requiring help from others over risk, there is only a very slight trend in an 

increasing need with higher profit. But again, the current system used by farmers across all profit 

levels appears to meet their needs.  

When the data is related to farm net asset levels similar differences occur. This data is given in 

Appendix C. 
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Chapter 11  
Managerial Style 

 

Managerial style is closely related to a farmer’s personality and impacts on managerial success. 

As managerial style may well influence choice of governance and succession systems, and their 

success, it was important to ask the farmers to express their style through answering a series of 

well tested questions (Nuthall, 2009). 

Table 11.1: Frequencies for the twenty five managerial style questions with respect to the 

farmers’ rating of the truth of each statement on a one (true) to five (not true) scale. 

Percentages for each row  

Precis of question One 

(true) 

Two Three Four Five (not 

true) 

Mull over decision before acting 43.2 29.2 14.5 6.3 6.8 

Easy to contact strangers on technical questions 26.4 20.9 16.5 11.5 24.7 

Consult widely before deciding to change 16.9 21.1 22.2 20.0 19.8 

Discussions with family &/or colleagues helpful 30.1 27.2 23.1 11.0 8.6 

Become anxious if too many jobs on hand 18.9 22.4 20.3 15.5 22.8 

Tolerate employee & contractor mistakes 17.4 22.8 21.2 15.4 23.2 

Share successes and failures with neighbours 14.7 18.8 21.0 14.8 30.7 

Keeping extensive records important 34.8 25.4 20.8 12.6 6.5 

Admire financially logical and stable farmers 37.1 29.5 22.3 5.4 5.7 

Worry about decisions during the night 12.4 15.2 18.4 20.4 33.6 

Investigating new methods exhilarating/challenging 35.9 30.4 20.7 7.7 5.4 

Write down and calculate $ outcomes before 

decision 

33.3 27.9 17.1 10.2 11.4 

Worry about what others think of methods used 3.4 6.0 13.7 25.6 51.3 

Happy to make do with material to hand 32.2 28.2 25.1 10.4 3.9 

Talking to others stimulates, excites and enthuses 34.5 36.7 19.0 6.4 3.4 

Making changes to established systems is a real 

pain 

15.7 16.7 24.5 21.5 21.6 

Don’t rest until the job is done 28.3 27.8 23.3 13.0 7.7 

Enjoy involvement in producer organisations 19.5 19.3 25.2 18.3 17.7 

Stickler for checking and double checking actions 10.0 17.2 29.1 23.4 20.3 

With pressure become cross and short with others 15.4 23.4 21.4 19.8 19.9 

Use experience in decisions in preference to  

hunches 

37.7 38.1 18.5 3.7 1.9 

Let employees and contractors ‘do it’ their way 13.0 24.6 28.1 18.4 15.9 

Enjoy verbal interactions at farmer meetings 17.5 21.7 21.0 18.0 21.8 

Stick to management principles under all 

circumstances 

19.6 25.7 32.9 12.1 9.7 

Happier if plan well ahead 45.4 31.1 16.2 4.8 2.5 

 

This data is, of course, from the total sample and gives only a general guide for it is the individual 

farmer responses that define each and every farmer’s managerial style. It will be noted the 

‘general’ farmer has quite definite views on ‘its’ attitudes. For example, this theoretical person 

does not worry much about what others think, though, some individuals will for the ‘agree’ 

statements (answers 1 & 2) has 9.4 per cent falling into this category. Nationwide this would be 

approximately 3750 farmers. In contrast, for example, the theoretical farmer tends to rely on 
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experience rather than hunches, and most farmers do some paper work with calculations before 

making a decision. Of course, the form of this paper work is not specified.  

To consider whether farm type and business size is correlated with managerial style attitudes the 

averages of the 1 to 5 scores were calculated for each farm type grouping, and each profit and asset 

level grouping. The following tables present this data. The F statistic values for the columns are 

given in table 11.4. These enable deciding whether the differences between, for example, farm 

types is significant.  

Table 11.2: Average score for each managerial style statement (see questions D1 to D25 in 

the questionnaire) by farm type (agreement score based on 1 for ‘true’ through to 5 for 

‘not true’) 

Style 

quest 

number 

Sheep Sheep/ 

cattle 

Deer Cattle Dairy Other 

animal 

Fruit Crop Flowers 

Orn’l 

Veges Other 

1 2.05 2.05 2.00 1.86 2.17 1.00 1.83 1.92 3.00 2.43 1.69 

2 2.92 3.08 2.57 3.03 2.66 2.33 2.72 2.83 3.67 4.14 2.83 

3 2.88 3.27 3.29 3.63 2.78 1.33 2.93 3.08 4.00 4.14 3.09 

4 2.45 2.51 2.57 2.61 2.27 1.67 2.28 2.56 4.00 1.71 2.22 

5 3.02 3.08 3.29 2.96 3.20 2.00 2.90 2.62 2.33 2.43 2.81 

6 3.16 2.89 4.00 3.31 2.91 4.00 3.07 2.56 3.67 3.00 3.22 

7 3.02 3.14 3.29 3.38 3.43 3.00 3.25 3.56 4.00 5.00 3.06 

8 2.30 2.39 2.71 2.32 2.37 2.00 1.93 2.12 2.67 2.00 1.92 

9 2.11 2.08 2.29 2.24 2.11 3.33 1.83 2.37 4.00 2.00 2.06 

10 3.43 3.46 3.86 3.61 3.46 4.67 3.65 3.36 4.33 2.86 3.34 

11 2.13 2.30 2.43 2.47 2.08 2.33 2.03 1.72 3.00 2.14 1.78 

12 2.33 2.53 3.14 2.49 2.21 3.33 2.48 2.42 3.67 3.37 2.31 

13 4.03 4.27 4.43 4.14 4.16 5.00 4.31 4.20 4.67 4.25 3.89 

14 2.16 2.23 2.57 1.97 2.48 1.67 2.10 2.28 2.67 1.87 2.14 

15 2.03 2.05 2.14 2.18 2.12 1.33 2.00 2.12 3.67 1.87 1.69 

16 3.14 3.34 3.29 2.92 3.20 4.33 3.00 3.20 3.33 3.25 3.11 

17 2.32 2.39 2.29 2.50 2.53 2.33 2.62 2.52 2.67 2.12 2.19 

18 2.89 3.16 2.86 3.12 2.88 3.00 2.36 3.08 4.33 2.50 3.00 

19 3.29 3.34 3.43 3.28 3.19 4.33 3.55 3.24 4.00 2.62 3.08 

20 2.92 3.18 3.43 2.96 3.08 1.33 3.14 3.44 4.00 2.75 3.06 

21 1.85 1.93 2.29 2.03 1.94 1.67 2.17 2.04 2.00 1.75 1.89 

22 2.82 2.91 3.29 3.00 3.07 4.33 3.61 2.84 4.67 3.62 2.86 

23 3.01 3.23 3.33 3.11 2.93 2.33 2.79 3.42 3.67 3.00 3.15 

24 2.6 2.94 2.71 2.84 2.50 3.67 2.39 2.72 2.00 2.37 2.81 

25 1.83 1.86 2.57 1.98 1.91 3.00 1.86 1.76 1.33 1.62 1.67 

 

There certainly appear to be differences in attitudes across farm types. Examining Table 11.4 

shows which are significantly different. The differences tend to show farmers ending up in 

different farm types tend to have a different management style. Whether this is due to a farm type 

influence, or something more basic like the sociology associated with the population in an area is 

not clear.  
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Table 11.3: Average score for each managerial style statement (see questions D1 to D25 in 

the questionnaire) by profit level (agreement score based on 1 for ‘true’ through to 5 for 

‘not true’) 

Style quest 

number 

<$50000 50-

100000 

100-

150000 

150-

200000 

200-  

250000 

>$250000 

1 1.93 1.97 2.02 2.04 2.00 2.30 

2 2.98 2.84 2.79 2.76 2.77 2.23 

3 3.21 2.84 3.14 2.82 2.86 2.78 

4 2.53 2.34 2.54 2.29 2.26 2.17 

5 3.01 3.04 2.93 3.78 2.86 3.15 

6 3.14 3.01 2.90 3.43 2.04 2.82 

7 3.23 3.34 3.14 3.06 3.64 3.46 

8 2.36 2.33 2.17 2.10 2.04 2.23 

9 2.19 2.16 2.07 1.92 1.91 1.97 

10 3.50 3.49 3.36 3.65 3.18 3.28 

11 2.19 2.07 2.25 2.06 1.82 1.70 

12 2.40 2.32 2.24 2.53 2.14 1.96 

13 4.17 4.08 4.00 4.22 4.23 4.15 

14 2.13 2.36 2.20 2.28 2.73 2.58 

15 2.13 2.08 2.08 1.74 1.91 1.68 

16 3.20 3.09 2.90 3.59 3.23 3.44 

17 2.47 2.45 2.49 2.39 2.30 2.40 

18 3.12 2.91 2.88 2.71 2.64 2.52 

19 3.32 3.20 3.39 3.27 2.86 3.30 

20 3.06 3.06 2.95 3.06 3.18 3.00 

21 2.00 1.99 1.67 2.04 1.83 1.90 

22 2.90 3.03 2.68 3.23 3.27 2.99 

23 3.17 3.13 3.00 2.82 2.57 2.42 

24 2.84 2.62 2.63 2.57 2.35 2.18 

25 1.92 1.79 2.05 1.85 2.00 1.60 

 

There are some definite trends shown in Table 11.3. For example, question 24 (important to stick 

to management principles no matter what other pressures) does tend to become more highly ranked 

as profit levels increase. Does this mean compliance with this statement leads to higher profit? 

Another example is question 10 (sleeplessness due to worry) … worrying less is associated with 

higher profit.  

For the same analysis with respect to the asset levels, refer to Appendix C7. The trends are similar 

to the profit effects.  
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Table 11.4: F statistic values for significant differences between the famer management style 

statement scores and farm type, profit level and asset range levels (see the questionnaire in 

the appendix for the question details.. see section D Managerial Style AND see the previous 

tables for the farm types, profit and asset range groups) 

Style question  

Number  

Farm type differences Profit range differences Asset range differences 

(see appendix C7) 

1 0.171 0.319 0.000 

2 0.117 0.020 0.002 

3 0.000 0.047 0.015 

4 0.081 0.218 0.032 

5 0.739 0.138 0.248 

6 0.070 0.002 0.926 

7 0.013 0.445 0.272 

8 0.467 0.583 0.529 

9 0.094 0.424 0.022 

10 0.703 0.602 0.682 

11 0.020 0.021 0.000 

12 0.057 0.123 0.002 

13 0.498 0.840 0.962 

14 0.013 0.017 0.009 

15 0.109 0.009 0.014 

16 0.565 0.067 0.043 

17 0.775 0.984 0.564 

18 0.125 0.017 0.018 

19 0.506 0.560 0.802 

20 0.240 0.985 0.980 

21 0.798 0.231 0.153 

22 0.010 0.151 0.387 

23 0.569 0.001 0.000 

24 0.030 0.001 0.024 

25 0.276 0.119 0.385 

 

There are many significant differences expressed as noted above. However, for questions 10, 13, 

17, 19 and 20 the differences are not significant across the categories. For all other questions at 

least one column has relatively significant differences.  

In the sense that there could be correlations between people who have been successful and their 

style, it is important to consider which questions might show significant differences. As the F 

statistic relies on variance explanation through the probability of the distributions being different, 

while any cut off is arbitrary, it is reasonable to work on any difference with a probability of 0.3 

or less as being important (though this depends on the likely benefits from any differences). Thus, 

questions like number 14 (‘happy to make do with the materials at hand’) clearly vary according 

to farm type, and profit and asset levels. In contrast, question 8 attitudes (‘keeping records on just 

about everything is important’) is most unlikely to be different between farm types, or profit and 

asset levels. This table needs to be considered in the light of the previous three tables to see the 

score differences relative to the significance levels.  

Many of the management style statements are similar so you would expect correlations between 

answers. Having similar statements enables checking answer consistency and strengthening 
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conclusions. Thus, listed below are each variable and the questions for which the correlation is 

greater than 0.25 and is significant at least at the 5 per cent level.  

1 ‘you tend to mull over decisions before acting’ is correlated by 0.25 or greater with statement 

number (see the D section for the questionnaire for the statements) 5 (become anxious if too many 

jobs…) 

2 ‘easy to ring up strangers for technical information’ …. 3 (seek views of many people) 

3 ‘seek views of many people…’ 3, 4 (helpful to discuss with family/colleagues) 

4 ‘helpful to discuss with family/colleagues…’ 3, 15 (talking to others stimulates and increases 

enthusiasm….) 

5 ‘become anxious if too many jobs….’ 1, 10 (worry and don’t sleep…), 20 (with pressure 

become cross….), 

6 ‘tolerant of others’ mistakes’ … 22 (let others do it their way….) 

7 ‘share outcomes…’ 15(talking stimulates and increases enthusiasm) 

8 ‘keep many records…’ 12 (write and calculate outcomes) 

9 ‘admire unemotional and logical decisions …’ 11 (investigating new things exhilarating), 15 

10 ‘awake worrying about decisions’ …. 5, 20, 

11 ‘investigating new things exhilarating’ …. 12 (write down and calculate pre decision), 15, 18 

(enjoy organisation involvement), 23 (enjoy and speak your mind at meetings) 

12 ‘write down and calculate pre decision … 8, 11, 15 

13 ‘worry about others’ thinking’ … 5(become anxious if too many jobs), 10(awake worrying 

about decisions) 

14 ‘happy with materials to hand’ …. No important correlations 

15 ‘talking stimulates and increases enthusiasm’ … 7, 9, 11, 18 (enjoy organisation 

involvement), 23 (enjoy and speak your mind at meetings) 

16 ‘making changes to systems is a real pain’…. No important correlations 

17 ‘finish jobs now’ …. 19 (too much checking) 

18 ‘enjoy organisation involvement’ … 11, 23 

19 ‘too much checking’ … 17 

20 ‘cross under pressure’ … 5, 10 

21 ‘use experience rather than hunches’ … No important correlations 

22 ‘let others do it ‘their way’ … 6 

23 ‘speak and enjoy industry meetings’ … 11, 15, 18 



 

34 

24 ‘use principles no matter what ..’ … No important correlations 

25 ‘happier if plan well ahead’ … 8 

Questions 14, 21 and 24 seem to stand on their own (make do, experience used, use principles) 

whereas the rest are highly correlated with one or more others. These correlations show which 

groupings tend to be independent factors in a farmer’s managerial style. For example, statements 

5, 10 and 20 form a group expressing anxiety, and statements 11, 15, 18 and 23 form a group 

stemming from, probably, the ‘extroversion’ personality factor. Not all groupings are unique. For 

example 8, 12, 11, and 15 form a group involving records, calculations, and enthusiasm for new 

ideas. All these groupings, or factors as they are called, are important components of how a farmer 

operates.  
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Chapter 12  
Farmer Objectives 

 

Section E of the questionnaire is designed to learn the structure of farmers’ objectives and goals. 

It is important to have this information for it colours how a farmer operates and consequently helps 

explain the reason for attitudes and decisions taken.  Table 12.1 lists the frequency of farmers’ 

answers using a five point scale to express the importance of a wide range of possible objectives 

as listed in the E series questions (20 in total). 

Table 12.1: Percentage of farmers nominating each degree of truth (1 (true) to 5 (not true) 

scale) for 20 statements expressing a range of possible objectives. (row percentages) 

Precis of statement One 

 (true) 

Two Three Four Five  

(Not true) 

1  Important to pass property to family 32.0 15.5 21.3 9.8 21.4 

2  Important to earn colleagues’ respect 27.1 26.6 27.1 10.6 8.6 

3  Making a comfortable living is important 64.6 25.2 8.3 1.1 0.8 

4  Keep debt as low as possible 45.3 20.8 18.4 9.7 5.8 

5  Need reasonable holidays and leisure 34.5 24.5 23.4 9.8 7.9 

6  Attending field days is vital 15.7 23.7 28.4 15.1 17.2 

7  Important to reduce risk 30.1 31.8 23.0 9.4 5.7 

8  Developing good working conditions crucial 49.2 36.0 12.0 1.6 1.0 

9  Ensure employees enjoy their job 59.6 30.0 8.7 0.5 1.0 

10 Doing jobs I enjoy is very important 49.1 30.0 16.0 2.7 2.1 

11 Minimising pollution is important 60.1 28.1 8.8 2.5 0.5 

12 Enjoy new products and production systems 22.9 29.9 30.8 9.9 6.4 

13 Retirement planning is a major consideration 35.6 23.5 20.7 10.5 9.7 

14 Strive to increase total value of assets 34.9 27.3 23.6 8.4 5.7 

15 Expand size of business very important 6.8 13.9 26.3 19.6 33.3 

16 Maximum sustainable net cash important 42.5 31.4 16.9 5.6 3.7 

17 Involved in community activities important 26.6 23.7 28.1 12.3 9.3 

18 Important to improve condition of property 61.8 28.8 8.2 1.0 0.1 

19 Giving to children for educ/business important 29.1 25.2 24.8 11.3 9.6 

20 Farm even though don’t enjoy as can’t shift 3.6 3.6 6.9 9.2 76.8 

 

Over the whole sample there are some very dominant objectives. A ‘comfortable living’, ‘making 

sure employees enjoy the job’, ‘minimising pollution’ and ‘improving the property’ are all 

dominant objectives. On the other hand it is clear farmers do not think farm expansion is in itself 

that important, and surprisingly, passing the property to family is not dominantly high on the list 

of objectives, though this should be related to the farmer’s age.  
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Table 12.2: Farmer objectives relative to farm types. Average importance score on a 1 (true) 

to 5 (not true) scale (see the questionnaire for the details of each objective. Table 12.1 gives 

a precis of each) 

No of  

objective 

Inten 

sheep 

Sheep/ 

beef 

Deer Cattle Dairy Other 

Anim. 

Fruit Crop Flowers 

ornam’l 

Vege-

table 

Other 

1 2.61 2.66 3.29 3.07 2.66 1.67 3.47 2.54 4.00 3.00 2.47 

2 2.31 2.57 3.14 2.48 2.53 1.00 2.41 2.12 2.67 1.89 2.70 

3 1.47 1.56 1.86 1.53 1.42 1.67 1.31 1.60 1.33 1.22 1.56 

4 1.96 2.06 2.43 1.62 2.43 4.00 1.90 2.36 1.00 1.33 1.84 

5 2.59 2.57 2.00 2.42 2.09 3.00 2.00 1.88 2.00 2.22 1.97 

6 2.80 3.27 2.14 3.35 2.85 3.00 2.34 2.52 3.00 3.11 2.81 

7 2.21 2.22 2.43 2.20 2.50 1.67 1.62 2.32 2.67 2.11 2.06 

8 1.77 1.75 2.14 1.67 1.57 2.00 1.59 1.80 2.00 2.00 1.67 

9 1.57 1/58 2.21 1.60 1.45 2.00 1.52 1.46 2.00 1.67 1.39 

10 1.72 1/83 1.71 1.67 1.82 1.67 2.10 1.72 2.50 2.00 1.78 

11 1.67 1.75 1.86 1.35 1.44 1.67 1.41 1.84 1.75 1.56 1.42 

12 2.44 2.69 2.43 2.64 2.38 2.67 2.21 2.24 3.33 2.44 2.31 

13 2.40 2.37 2.00 2.30 2.35 2.67 2.10 2.40 3.00 2.33 2.29 

14 2.26 2.21 2.29 2.39 2.09 3.00 2.24 2.32 2.75 2.44 2.19 

15 3.64 3.46 3.14 3.90 3.46 5.00 3.62 3.64 3.67 3.11 3.75 

16 1.84 2.19 2.57 2.12 1.92 1.67 1.68 1.48 2.00 1.67 2.03 

17 2.35 2.61 2.86 2.77 2.58 2.00 2.34 2.44 3.33 2.11 2.40 

18 1.45 1.57 1.71 1.49 1.45 1.33 1.55 1.32 2.25 1.33 1.59 

19 2.33 2.48 3.00 2.60 2.56 2.67 2.59 1.83 3.00 2.78 2.14 

20 4.40 4.63 5.00 4.53 4.54 4.67 4.21 4.40 4.33 4.56 4.72 

 

Table 12.3: Farmer objectives relative to profit levels. Average importance score on a 1 

(true) to 5 (not true) scale (see the questionnaire for the details of each objective. Table 12.1 

gives a precis of each) 

No of  

objective 

<$50000 50-100000 100-150000 150-200000 200-250000 >$250000 

1 2.85 2.61 3.00 2.51 2.52 2.66 

2 2.50 2.52 2.56 2.45 2.22 2.47 

3 1.59 1.48 1.30 1.33 1.35 1.40 

4 1.95 2.11 2.03 2.51 2.48 2.92 

5 2.54 2.20 2.22 1.98 2.09 2.20 

6 3.10 2.94 2.93 2.63 2.61 2.42 

7 2.29 2.22 2.07 2.14 2.48 2.64 

8 1.74 1.68 1.69 1.61 1.61 1.48 

9 1.59 1.56 1.65 1.46 1.61 1.40 

10 1.68 1.95 1.80 1.90 1.83 1.99 

11 1.51 1.56 1.66 1.61 1.43 1.52 

12 2.44 2.44 2.62 2.35 2.87 2.08 

13 2.28 2.26 2.60 2.06 2.65 2.20 

14 2.27 2.18 2.39 2.14 2.13 2.07 

15 3.75 3.61 3.86 3.39 3.09 3.08 

16 2.16 1.83 1.90 1.84 1.70 1.57 

17 2,58 2.48 2.71 2.47 2.26 2.29 

18 1.54 1.42 1.40 1.55 1.26 1.37 

19 2.51 2.44 2.66 2.20 2.48 2.33 

20 4.44 4.69 4.45 4.59 4.77 4.74 
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Table 12.4: Farmer objectives relative to asset levels. Average importance score on a 1 (true) 

to 5 (not true) scale (see the questionnaire for the details of each objective. Table 12.1 gives 

a precis of each) 

No of  

objective 

<$5 

million 

5-10 

million 

10-15 

million 

15-20 

million 

20-25 

million 

>$25 

million 

1 2.83 2.55 2.16 2.17 1.83 2.82 

2 2.48 2.43 2.79 2.33 2.5 2.54 

3 1.50 1.36 1.54 1.50 1.5 1.82 

4 1.95 2.57 2.85 2.92 2.83 3.45 

5 2.40 2.12 2.22 2.33 2.00 2.18 

6 3.06 2.50 2.61 2.58 2.33 2.27 

7 2.23 2.33 2.79 2.50 2.67 2.64 

8 1.75 1.49 1.58 1.58 1.33 1.27 

9 1.59 1.33 1.39 1.42 1.50 1.73 

10 1.80 1.70 1.94 2.17 1.50 1.64 

11 1.55 1.51 1.54 1.83 1.50 1.27 

12 2.53 2.19 2.21 2.17 2.00 2.00 

13 2.41 2.05 2.27 2.00 1.67 3.09 

14 2.31 2.08 1.88 1.33 1.33 1.82 

15 3.76 3.28 2.94 2.92 2.83 2.45 

16 2.05 1.62 1.94 1.75 2.00 1.36 

17 2.56 2.40 2.51 2.50 2.33 2.27 

18 1.53 1.30 1.30 1.42 1.17 1.54 

19 2.53 2.22 2.48 1.73 1.83 3.10 

20 4.43 4.66 4.88 4.92 4.83 4.73 

 

Table 12.5: F statistic values for significant differences between the famer objective 

statement scores and farm type, profit level and asset range levels (see the questionnaire in 

the appendix for the question details.. see section E Objectives AND see the previous tables 

for the farm types, profit and asset range groups) 

Objective question  

Number  

Farm type differences Profit range differences Asset range differences 

1 0.025 0.300 0.032 

2 0.101 0.924 0.804 

3 0.536 0.039 0.286 

4 0.000 0.000 0.000 

5 0.000 0.010 0.317 

6 0.000 0.002 0.000 

7 0.009 0.054 0.080 

8 0.309 0.271 0.012 

9 0.185 0.390 0.015 

10 0.517 0.063 0.444 

11 0.000 0.737 0.644 

12 0.158 0.031 0.019 

13 0.982 0.206 0.015 

14 0.594 0.662 0.002 

15 0.067 0.000 0.000 

16 0.018 0.000 0.001 

17 0.247 0.356 0.834 

18 0.314 0.160 0.008 

19 0.117 0.446 0.019 

20 0.424 0.050 0.024 
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There are quite a few highly significant differences as the farm type changes, and similarly for the 

profit and asset levels. But note there is inconsistency over some objectives. For example, 

objective 14 (You must always be striving to increase the total value of assets) is only significantly 

different for the asset levels. You would of course expect this. In contrast, the attitude to objective 

6 (strive to attend field days) is very much significantly different across farm types, profit and 

asset levels. Another interesting one is objective 11 (minimise pollution) over which farmers’ 

attitude is very different across farm types, but not across profit and asset levels.  

Some of the objective (goals and aims) statements could be considered similar so you might expect 

correlations between answers. The similar statements allow checking answers and strengthening 

conclusions. Thus, listed below are each variable and the questions for which the correlation is 

greater than 0.25 and is significant at least at the 5 per cent level. See section E of the questionnaire 

for the detailed wording of each objective and the associated number.  

1 (‘important to pass the property to family members’) is correlated with 19 ‘giving assets to 

children’ as you would expect, but also with  2 ‘important to earn the respect of local community’ 

which is surprising but perhaps it is felt the passing of assets to kith and kin is lauded by the locals.  

2 (‘earning respect of local community’) is correlated with 1 (as above), 17 (‘maintaining a 

presence in the local community’, and 18 (‘important to improve the condition of the property’. 

This latter correlation probably means farmers are conscious of others looking ‘over the fence’.  

3 (‘making a comfortable living is important’) is correlated with 9 (‘ensure employees enjoy their 

job’), and 16 (‘maximum sustainable net returns very important’). 

4 (‘keep debt as low as possible’) is correlated with 7 (‘reduce risk’). 

5 (‘need holidays and leisure time’) is correlated with 6 (‘attend field days’) and 13 (‘retirement 

planning important’). 

6 (‘attending field days’) is correlated with 12 (‘enjoy experimenting with new products and 

systems’) and 17. 

7 (‘important to reduce risk’) is correlated with 4. 

8 (‘developing good working conditions’) is correlated with 7, 9, 10 (‘doing enjoyable jobs 

important’), 11 (‘minimising pollution’) and 16.  Clearly this bunch tend to go together in the eyes 

of a significant number of farmers.  

9 (‘ensure employees enjoy job’) is correlated with 3, 8, 10, 11, and 18. Again, this is a significant 

grouping according to many farmers. The group is all about enjoying life, protecting the 

environment, and having a reasonable income.  

10 (‘doing jobs I enjoy’) is correlated with 8 and 9. Again, an ‘enjoyment’ grouping.  

11 (‘minimising pollution’) is correlated with 8, 9, and 13 (‘retirement planning’). 

12 (‘experimenting with new products and systems’) is correlated with just no. 6. 

13 (‘retirement planning’) is correlated with 5, 11, and 14 (‘striving to increase the value of 

assets’). 
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14 (‘striving to increase the value of assets’) is correlated with 13, 15 (‘expand size of business’), 

16 and 18.  

15 (‘expand size of business’) is correlated with 14 and 16. 

16 (‘maximum sustainable cash returns’) is correlated with 3, 8, 14, 15, 17 (‘presence in 

community’) and 18. Again a logical group held by many farmers. 

17 (‘Presence in local community’) is correlated with 2, 6, and 16.  

18 (‘improve condition of property’) is correlated with 2, 8, 9, 14, 16, 19 (‘assets to children for 

education/business’). Another popular grouping expressing farmer priorities for some.  

19 (‘assets to children for education/business’) is correlated with 1 as expected.  

20 (‘carry on with farming as no alternative’) is not correlated with any other objective.  
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Chapter 13  
Intentions Regarding Succession  

 

Succession considerations can only be reported on as currently seen by the farmers. The survey 

also elicited some interesting comments from retired farmers, largely explaining what had gone 

wrong. Some of the outcomes had clearly devastated ageing parents and grandparents. At some 

future stage it would be useful to find a sample of retired farmers to learn the lessons of experience. 

Clearly many well laid plans did not turn out as expected. The lesson from this was that a modicum 

of flexibility should be included in succession plans. Many of the adverse anecdotes involved 

changed circumstances, changes of views, and changes in offspring requirements that had not been 

foreseen.  

Table 13.1 lists farmers’ intentions if they believe they will leave their farm before retirement.  

Table 13.1: Intentions of farmers leaving current farm before retirement ... percentages of 

all farmers 

Intention percentage 

Sell up and invest off farm 12.3 

Sell up and purchase another farm      3.0 

Sell up & gift some or all to heirs 6.5 

Pass farm to heirs 31.9 

Do NOT expect to leave farm 46.3 

 

 

When compared to farm type (F probability 0.000), profit (F probability 0.007) and asset (F 

probability 0.000) levels and age of farmer (F probability 0.076) there were significant differences 

as you would expect indicating, particularly, a different view as the years go by, and similarly as 

the size of the business increases. The figures in brackets are the F ratio probability. On the other 

hand, the education level (F probability 0.667) of the farmers with different intentions did not 

significantly relate to intention.  

A critical factor in succession is the number of children in each involved family, and the number 

expressing an interest in becoming farmers. Table 13.2 gives the distribution of the number of 

children in various age groups as at around August 2013, and associated averages and the 

percentage of the sample having children in each age group.  
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Table 13.2: Number of children in each farming family. Percentage of total sample falling 

into each age range cell with the last two columns giving the average number of children 

per family in each range, and the percentage of the total sample represented in each row  

Age 

range  

(years) 

% 

with  

one  

% 

with  

two 

% 

with  

three 

% 

with  

four 

% 

with  

five 

% 

with 

>five 

 Average 

no. 

children  

% of total 

sample  

0 to 5  2.6 1.5 0.9 0.1 0 0  1.71 5.1 

6 to 10 4.6 2.5 0.2 0 0 0  1.41 7.3 

11 to 15 7.1 4.2 1.0 0 0 0  1.51 12.3 

16 to 20 10.8 6.0 1.0 0.1 0 0  1.47 17.9 

21 to 25 10.2 8.8 1.7 0.2 0.1 0  1.64 21.1 

26 to 30 9.9 11.1 1.4 0 0 0  1.62 22.4 

31 to 35 10.4 6.6 3.0 0.2 0 0  1.66 20.2 

> 35 4.7 8.7 6.0 2.6 1.0 0.7  2.58 23.7 

 

Note that the last column sums to 130 per cent indicating some families span the children age 

groupings. And the older children were members of larger families, but now the family size is 

declining except for the last few years. Overall, it should be noted 60.3 per cent of the farmers in 

the sample with children have one child (at the time of the survey) which means succession is 

relatively simple for them relative to the remaining nearly 40 per cent with two or more children. 

Currently 22.9 per cent of the sample families do not have any children. The questionnaire did not 

contain any questions about other close family or contacts that might potentially be considered by 

farmers for succession.  

With respect to family size Table 13.3 gives the percentage of the sample with each family size. It 

also gives the percentage of children for each family size that have received some kind of tertiary 

agricultural/horticultural education.  

Table 13.3: Family size and the number receiving tertiary education 

Number of children Percentage of sample *Percentage with tertiary qualification 

Zero 22.9 61.7 

One 3.7 25.9 

Two 22.5 10.4 

Three 33.2 1.7 

Four 12.4 0.4 for 4 children and greater 

Five 3.6  

> Five 1.7  

* You might ask how 62% of zero children have tertiary education. But this is incorrect…. The 61.7% 

simply means 62% of children have no tertiary education, 26% have one child with tertiary education, 

and so on.  

 

Clearly the popular family size was 2 to 3 children. Of course it might be thought that of the 22.9 

per cent without children they may well be younger. In fact the mean age was similar for each 

family size, but the youngest group had a slightly lower average family size as shown in Table 

13.4.  
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Table 13.4: Mean number of children in a family according to the respondents’ age and 

asset level 

Age range 

years 

Mean no of  

children 

 Asset range 

$ 

Mean no of  

children 

26 to 35 1.47  < 5 million 2.25 

36 to 45 2.00  5–10 million 2.67 

46 to 55 2.34  10-15 million 2.41 

56 to 65 2.33  15-20 million 3.17 

> 65 2.38  20-25 million 3.00 

   > 25 million 2.73 

F prob 0.110   0.037 

 

Younger respondents have smaller families, and there is clearly a trend for respondents with larger 

assets to have larger families. These differences are relatively significant.  

When it comes to just how many children have expressed an interest in being a farmer (perhaps 

on the ‘home’ farm), Table 13.5 gives the number in each family with a ‘serious’ interest in 

farming. The first column gives the percentages of the sample, and the subsequent columns give 

the mean number expressing an interest in respect to each age group. Note that 38.9 per cent of 

the sample indicated they had no children seriously interested in farming.  

Table 13.5: Offsprings’ interest in becoming farmers ... percentage of sample, and, for each 

age grouping, the mean number interested in farming.  

No of # 

Children 

intr’sted 

% of 

sample 

Mean  

1-5 

yrs  

Mean  

6-10 

yrs  

Mean  

11-15 

yrs  

Mean  

16-20 

yrs 

Mean  

21-25 

yrs 

Mean 

26-30 

yrs 

Mean 

31-35 

yrs 

Mean  

 > 35 

yrs 

1 30.3 0.40 0.60 0.72 0.79 0.86 1.12 1.09 0.71 

2 17.5 0.50 1.053 0.91 0.89 1.13 1.08 0.91 0.99 

3 5.1 0.83 1.00 1.25 0.87 1.43 0.73 1.08 1.11 

4 1.2* 0 0 0 1.00 3.00 0 1.50 0.98 

5 0 0 0 0 0 2.00 0 0 1.86 

>5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.33 

F prob  0.637 0.164 0.394 0.943 0.007 0.446 0.595 0.147 
# Number from each family expressing an interest in farming (according to the respondent) 

* This 1.2 covers not only families with 4 children, but also families with more than 4 children. Note that 

this column adds to less than 100 as it does not include the 38.9% of farm families with NO children 

interested in a farming career. 
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Table 13.6: Number of years since first starting to pass assets onto the chosen heirs  

No of years since starting  

to pass on assets 

Percentage of the sample 

 in each category 

0 years 54.7 

1 to 5 years 9.1 

6 to 10 years 14.5 

11 to 15 years 8.1 

16 to 20 years 5.7 

21 to 25 years 2.9 

25 to 30 years 2.4 

> 30 years 2.6 

 

Table 13.7: Number of years since first starting to pass assets to chosen heirs by age of 

respondent. Percentages of the total sample  

No of years since  

asset transfer start 

Age 26 to 

35 years 

Age 36 to 

45 years 

Age 46 to 

55 years 

Age 56 to 

65 years 

Age > 65 

 years 

Zero 1.03 6.02 19.97 18.06 9.69 

1 to 10 years 0.15 1.91 7.05 7.63 6.90 

11 to 20 years 0.15 0.59 3.08 5.14 4.85 

21 to 30 years 0.15 0 0.73 0.88 3.38 

> 30 years 0 0 0.15 1.03 1.47 

 

Table 13.8: Relationship between years since starting asset transference and farmer age, 

farm net assets, number of children in the farm family, and education level. Cells give the 

mean number of years for each category  

Farmer age 

years 

Mea

n  

years 

Assets 

$ 

million 

Mea

n  

years 

No of 

childre

n 

Mea

n  

years 

Education 

level 

Mean 

years 

26 to 35 4.90 < 5  5.03 0 4.59 Primary 5.00 

36 to 45 2.49 5 to10 9.39 1 4.93 Sec <= 3 

yrs 

6.55 

46 to 55 3.85 10 to15  11.93 2 7.02 Sec >3 yrs 5.37 

56 to 65 5.95 15 to 20 9.95 3 6.81 Tert <=2 

yrs 

7.30 

> 65  10.45 20 to 25 11.67 4 5.91 Tert >2 yrs 5.83 

  > 25 1.78 > 4 3.38   

F 

probability 

0.000  0.000  0.411  0.547 

 

Clearly there is a relationship between farmer age and asset level with the asset transfer start time, 

but number of children and the farmers’ education levels are not significantly different.  

Table 13.9 presents the data on the progress made in passing assets to chosen heirs. It gives the 

percentage of the sample falling into each ‘transfer to heirs’ percentage category, and Table 13.10 

similarly for each farm type.  The Chi square test for % transfer relative to farm type was 0.002 

indicating the differences were quite real. 
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Table 13.9: The percentage of the sample falling into various current degrees of net asset 

transfer to chosen heirs  

Ranges of asset transfer to chosen 

 heirs. Current percent transfer. 

Percent of total sample falling  

Into each transfer % range.  

Zero percent 68.3 

0 to 10 % 7.8 

11 to 20% 2.7 

21 to 30% 4.3 

31 to 40% 3.0 

41 to 50% 4.1 

51 to 60% 0.6 

61 to 70% 1.1 

71 to 80% 2.6 

81 to 90% 1.7 

> 90% 3.6 

 

Table 13.10: Current level of asset transfer to the chosen heirs by farm type. Percentage of 

sample that have started transferring in each cell  

Ranges 

of  

asset 

transfer 

Sheep Sheep 

Cattle  

Deer Cattle Dairy Other 

animal 

Fruit Cash 

crop 

Flowers 

Ornm’tal 

Vege Other 

0 to 

10% 

3.92 3.14 0.39 3.14 9.41 0.0 2.35 0.39 0.0 0.0 1.96 

11 to 

20% 

1.57 0.39 0.0 1.57 4.71 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.39 

21 to 

30% 

5.1 1.96 0.0 1.96 2.74 0.0 0.39 0.39 0.0 0.0 1.18 

31 to 

40% 

2.74 2.74 0.0 0.39 1.96 0.0 0.39 0.39 0.0 0.0 0.78 

41 to 

50% 

3.14 2.35 0.39 1.18 3.53 0.0 0.39 1.18 0.0 0.0 0.78 

51 to 

60% 

0.0 0.39 0.0 0.39 0.78 0.39 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

61 to 

70% 

1.96 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.57 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

71 to 

80% 

1.57 3.53 0.0 0.39 1.96 0.0 0.0 0.39 0.0 0.0 0.39 

81 to 

90% 

0.78 1.57 0.0 0.0 2.74 0.0 0.0 0.39 0.0 0.0 0.0 

> 90% 3.53 3.14 0.0 0.78 2.74 0.0 0.0 0.39 0.0 0.39 0.39 

Average 

% 

30.34 38.97 19.00 23.41 25.49 60.00 10.20 49.00 0.0 5.00 23.09 

 

The values for some types are not particularly important as the number answering (started transfer) 

is not high. For example, the number of ‘other animal’ is very small. The F statistic for comparing 

the means by farm type was 0.022 again indicating the significance of the farm differences. Notice 

the sheep/cattle (extensive sheep) has the highest transfer figure given the higher figures are for 

small numbers of farms. Perhaps these are traditional long standing family farms that emphasise 

asset transfers.  
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Surprisingly the relationship between level of assets, age and number of children bore little 

relationship with the percentage of net assets transferred (Chi squared of 0.679, 0.659 and 0.482 

respectively).  

As the ownership structure of a farm should influence the succession arrangements it was 

important to discover information on the actual arrangements. Table 13.11 contains the number of 

respondents, out of a total respondent number of 805, having an involvement in the various 

ownership titles, and also the percentage of the net assets held by each ownership system.  

Table 13.11: Number of respondents out of 805 involved in the listed ownership 

arrangements, and also the average percentage of net assets held in each arrangement  

Ownership arrangement Number of respondents Percentage of assets held 

Held personally 456      (56.64%) 48.60 

Held by spouse 299      (37.14%) 35.22 

Held by a trust 379      (47.08%) 74.38 

Held by a partner of some kind 62         (7.70%) 32.46 

Held in private company shares 117       (14.53%) 60.05 

Held in public company shares 10         (1.24%) 10.10 

Other 25         (3.11%) 29.14 

 

The percentage figures should be read in conjunction with the number of respondents giving rise 

to the figure. The total percentages sum to much greater than 100 per cent as the respondents are, 

mainly, involved in around two categories. The first three ownership categories are by far the most 

important, though the number of private company arrangements is interesting.  

To give more detail Table 13.12 presents the distributions of percentage of assets held by each 

category.  

Table 13.12: Percent of respondents holding the given proportion of their assets in the 

categories and ranges given (column percentages) 

Percentage 

assets held 

Personally Spouse Trust Other 

partner 

Private 

 co. 

Public 

Co. 

Other 

0 to 10 % 13.8 19.7 4.5 37.1 12.8 90.0 28.0 

11 to 20 % 7.5 8.1 3.7 11.3 11.1 0.0 16.0 

21 to 30 % 8.7 11.0 4.7 6.4 14.6 0.0 16.0 

31 to 40 % 7.5 8.4 5.3 11.3 1.7 0.0 12.0 

41 to 50 % 38.6 51.8 9.5 17.8 7.7 0.0 16.0 

51 to 60 % 2.0 0.0 4.0 1.6 4.2 0.0 16.0 

61 to 70 % 1.7 0.0 5.0 1.6 0.9 0.0 8.0 

71 to 80 % 1.3 0.7 12.9 3.2 4.3 0.0 4.0 

81 to 90 % 0.9 0.0 7.7 1.6 1.7 0.0 0.0 

91 to 100 % 18.0 0.3 57.3 8.1 41.0 10.0 0.0 

% of sample 

 using the type 

56.64 37.14 47.08 7.7 14.53 1.24 3.11 

 

A significant number of farmers and their spouses hold around 50 per cent of the net assets. The 

other important vehicle are trusts with a large proportion holding around 100 per cent of the assets. 

In terms of the number of farms involved the first three columns are by far the most important 

though private companies are not insignificant.  
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The Friedman’s analysis of variance statistic for the table is 0.037 reinforcing the significance of 

the differences.  

One question of relevance is the proportion of net assets the farmer wishes to pass onto the 

immediate next generation and a spouse in contrast to any other possible beneficiaries. Table 13.13 

contains this information.  

Table 13.13: Proportion of net assets the respondent farmers intend to pass onto the next 

generation and spouse. Percentage of respondents nominating the defined range in each 

column   

Proportion ranges Passed to the next generation Passed to the farmer’s spouse 

0 to 10% 2.5 4.7 

11 to 20% 1.9 5.0 

21 to 30% 2.1 4.4 

31 to 40% 2.2 3.6 

41 to 50% 18.8 27.4 

51 to 60% 1.9 0.4 

61 to 70% 2.2 1.1 

71 to 80% 5.8 2.1 

81 to 90% 4.7 0.0 

91 to 100% 58.1 51.3 

No of respondents 363 277 

Mean percentage 80.65 71.45 

 

Note that the numbers answering this question is relatively small given there were 805 respondents 

in total. While each individual respondent did not allocate more than 100 per cent to either of the 

choices, some allocated less than 100 per cent indicating additional beneficiaries were planned. 

Recall, also, that many farmers had yet to make succession plans. The total of both mean 

percentages is greater than 100 per cent due to this pattern of answers.  

Also note over half were to allocate 100 per cent or thereabouts to the next generation or spouse. 

In reality the actuality would depend on whether the farmer or spouse dies first. The Chi squared 

test showed the differences were highly significant. 

It would be expected that the disbursement plans would be related to the number of children, age 

of farmer, farm type, and net asset level. Accordingly the data was split according to these criteria. 

However, the relationship with the number of children was only very slight with the mean 

differences having F values around 0.600. In contrast the other variables did seem to be related to 

the farmers’ plans. Table 13.14 provides the details.  
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Table 13.14: Mean percentage of net assets proposed to be passed to the next generation and 

farmer’s spouse according to farm type, farmer age and net asset level  

Farm type % to next 

generation 

% to  

spouse 

 Age 

band 

% to next 

generation 

% to 

spouse  

 Asset  

band 

% to next  

generation 

% to  

spouse 

Sheep 78.38 70.14  26-35 90.00 83.33  <$5 mill 78.98 75.32 

Ext sheep 84.97 70.56  36-45 79.12 67.00  5-10 mill 85.87 53.88 

Deer 96.67 77.50  46-55 87.66 73.93  10-15 mill 85.45 68.08 

Cattle 73.93 80.40  56-65 76.24 67.82  15-20 mill 90.00 53.33 

Dairy 82.55 67.95  >65 78.47 74.21  20-25 mill 97.80 13.00 

Other an’l 100.00 NA      >$25 mill 47.50 50.00 

Fruit/viti 88.12 90.67         

Cash crop 74.09 47.00         

Flowers/orn 100.00 100.00         

Vegetables 100.00 100.00         

Other  72.74 61.94         

F prob’lity 0.207 0.100   0.016 0.533   0.005 0.000 

 

All but the ‘% to spouse’ by age groups are reasonably significant differences. Note, however, that 

the numbers of respondents for the horticultural properties involving flowers and vegetables, and 

‘other animal’, are relatively small. Overall, the patterns of the differences in asset distribution are 

not particularly regular.  

For situations where there are more than one child the succession arrangements can become more 

complicated. For this case, Table 13.15 provides the percentage of the answering sample making 

use of the listed options.  

Table 13.15: Choice of succession possibility for famers with more than one child 

Option Percentage of sample using 

each option 

Pass on assets equally even if need to sell farm 47.13 

Pass onto one child expecting this child to compensate the others 18.79 

Give equal share to each child wanting to be a farmer 19.27 

If more than one child interested, pass to one and expect giving a 

share of the income to the other/s 

7.32 

Pass on an unequal share to the children 0.64 

Miscellaneous 1.43 

Not decided 5.41 

 

The most important preference, as you would expect, is to share the assets equally among the 

children, and you might add the 18.79 per cent to this as this still involves equal shares at least in 

theory.  

With respect to any pattern of responses correlated with farm type, the number of children, the 

farm size in terms of the asset level, and the age of farmer, the following tables provide the data. 

They give the percentage of the total sample falling into each category as listed in table 13.15 on 

a row by row basis. The total percentage in a row may not add to 100 per cent due to the 

respondents not all completing every question.  
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Table 13.16: Percentage of the total sample numbers in each row (representing each farm 

type) with respect to the farmers’ choice of distributing assets where there is more than one 

child 

Farm type *Pass 

assets 

equally 

*One  

child 

on farm 

*Equal shares 

 of farm to 

 interested  

children 

*Give to 

 one who 

 pays  

others 

*Unequal 

payments 

*Misc- 

ellan- 

eous 

*Undecided 

Sheep 30.11 21.59 11.36 7.95 7.95 0.0 1.14 

Ext sheep 35.61 15.15 15.91 7.58 3.78 1.51 0.0 

Deer 42.86 14.29 14.29 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cattle 37.17 10.62 9.73 0.88 4.42 3.54 1.77 

Dairy 37.31 13.43 19.40 5.22 2.98 0.75 0.0 

Oth’r an’ml 33.33 33.33 33.33 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fruit/vitic’re 65.52 6.90 6.90 6.90 3.45 3.45 0.0 

Cash crop 24.00 12.00 20.00 16.00 4.00 0.0 0.0 

Flowers/orn 50.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Vegetable 44.44 11.11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other 51.35 10.81 18.92 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

* See table 13.15 for a full description of the headings … listed in the rows.  

 

The Friedman 2 way analysis of variance probability value is 0.517 indicating the rows are not 

particularly different inferring farm type differences are not really occurring. This would suggest 

the sociology of farm succession is not different between farm types.  

Table 13.17: Percentage of the total sample numbers in each row (representing number of 

children) with respect to the farmers’ choice of distributing assets where there is more than 

one child 

No of  

children in  

the farm 

family 

*Pass 

assets 

equally 

*One  

child 

on farm 

*Equal shares 

 of farm to 

 interested  

children 

*Give to 

 One who 

 pays  

others 

*Unequal 

payments 

*Misc- 

ellan- 

eous 

*Undecided 

Zero# 16.85 4.35 6.52 2.17 1.63 1.63 0.54 

One 23.33 16.67 6.67 3.33 3.33 0.0 0.0 

Two 42.54 17.13 19.34 5.52 5.52 1.66 0.55 

Three 43.82 20.22 16.85 7.12 4.87 0.0 0.37 

Four 50.00 12.00 19.00 9.00 5.00 1.00 1.00 

Five 27.59 24.14 24.14 6.90 3.45 6.90 0.0 

> Five 42.86 7.14 7.14 7.14 7.14 0.0 0.0 

* See table 13.15 for a full description of the headings … listed in the rows.  

# Intentions when, and if, have children. 

The Friedman 2 way analysis of variance probability value is 0.019 indicating the rows are 

significantly different showing the number of children is a real factor in the farmer’s decision (as 

you would expect).  
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Table 13.18: Percentage of the total sample numbers in each row (representing the farm’s 

net assets) with respect to the farmers’ choice of distributing assets where there is more 

than one child 

Asset 

level  

$ million 

*Pass 

assets 

equally 

*One  

child 

on farm 

*Equal shares 

 of farm to 

 interested  

children 

*Give to 

 one who 

 pays  

others 

*Unequal 

payments 

*Misc- 

ellan- 

eous 

*Undecided 

< 5  37.79 16.08 11.82 5.23 5.04 1.16 0.77 

5-10  39.68 9.52 24.60 7.14 2.38 0.79 0.0 

10-15  29.41 29.41 20.59 8.82 2.94 0.0 0.0 

15-20 58.33 16.67 0.0 8.33 0.0 0.0 0.0 

20-25 28.57 28.57 28.57 0.0 14.29 0.0 0.0 

> $25  36.36 0.0 27.27 0.0 0.0 9.09 0.0 

* See table 13.15 for a full description of the headings … listed in the rows.  

 

The Friedman 2 way analysis of variance probability value is 0.923 indicating the rows are 

definitely not significantly different … different from expectations the farm size in terms of net 

assets does not relate to the farmer’s intentions.  

Table 13.19: Percentage of the total sample in each row (representing the farmer’s age) with 

respect to the farmers’ choice of distributing assets where there is more than one child 

Farmer  

Age  

(years) 

*Pass 

assets 

equally 

*One  

child 

on farm 

*Equal shares 

 of farm to 

 interested  

children 

*Give to 

 one who 

 pays  

others 

*Unequal 

payments 

*Misc- 

ellan- 

eous 

*Undecided 

26-35 5.88 29.41 23.53 0.0 5.88 0.0 0.0 

36-45 27.94 17.65 17.65 2.94 7.35 0.0 1.47 

46-55 33.33 13.65 20.08 5.22 4.02 1.61 0.80 

56-65 43.25 12.70 11.51 5.55 4.76 1.19 0.40 

> 65 yrs 39.15 16.51 11.79 7.55 2.83 0.94 0.0 

* See table 49 for a full description of the headings … listed in the rows.  

 

Table 13.20: Degree of happiness with succession plans with respect to the number of 

children in the family …. column percentages. 

Happiness with  

succession plans* 

Zero  

children 

One  

child 

Two  

children 

Three 

children 

Four 

children 

Five  

children 

> than Five 

children 

Very happy 52.71 52.00 42.50 35.40 36.14 32.00 22.22 

Reasonably happy 17.83 24.00 28.12 24.78 19.28 32.00 11.11 

Ambivalent 22.48 16.00 18.12 25.22 26.51 20.00 55.55 

Unhappy 4.65 0.0 5.00 7.96 12.05 8.00 0.0 

Most unhappy 2.33 8.00 6.25 6.64 6.02 8.00 11.11 

* The row descriptions are paraphrases of the originally rated statement…see F10 of the questionnaire.  
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Table 13.21: Degree of happiness with succession plans according to the farmer’s age …. 

column percentages 

Happiness with  

succession plans* 

< 35 

years 

36 - 45 

years  

46 - 55 

years 

56 – 65 

years 

> 65 

years 

Very happy 46.15 28.85 28.71 42.36 57.30 

Reasonably happy 23.08 34.61 23.92 24.14 19.66 

Ambivalent 23.08 19.23 29.66 21.18 17.98 

Unhappy 0.0 7.69 10.53 5.91 2.81 

Most unhappy 7.69 9.61 7.18 6.40 2.25 

* The row descriptions are paraphrases of the originally rated statement…see F10 of the questionnaire.  
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Chapter 14  
Farmers Views on a Range of Experience Factors 

 

The farmers’ ability to learn from experience may well influence their use, and attitude to, the 

various aspects of governance and succession and the related ownership systems. To this end the 

farmers were asked to rate the truthfulness of a number of statements voicing experience factors. 

This is the G series of questions in the questionnaire (provided in the appendix). The farmers were 

also asked how far was the furthest they would travel to a field day assuming the distance could 

well be related to the keenness to obtain further experience. They were also asked to record the 

time they spent on recording information about their farm and its operation. The hypothesis is that 

recording time is related to learning from experience.  

The table that follows describe the farmers’ responses.  

Table 14.1: The farmers’ views of a range of experience related statements (the average 

score is based on a 1 to 5 scale with 1=true and 5=not true) and differences according to 

farm type, farm size (net assets) and farmer age as expressed in the F statistic  

Statement precis Average 

Score  

Standard 

deviation 

F prob. * 

farm types  

F prob. + 

asset ranges 

F prob. # 

age 

groupings 

Gain from reviewing decisions 2.27 1.12 0.172 0.205 0.004 

Learn from making mistakes 3.57 1.29 0.029 0.220 0.417 

Should reflect more 3.22 1.23 0.465 0.464 0.015 

Help from employing manager 3.43 1.38 0.053 0.092 0.579 

Management of employees improved 2.61 1.19 0.001 0.116 0.001 

Not encountered many problems as 

employee 

3.70 1.46 0.102 0.183 0.028 

Initially made mistakes, but no longer 2.72 1.26 0.624 0.350 0.923 

Get cross in hindsight over bad 

decisions 

2.86 1.38 0.331 0.585 0.725 

Furthest travelled to a field day (kms) 1920 26,616 0.943 0.000 0.665 

As manager, haven’t had major 

problems 

4.40 1.13 0.002 0.076 0.090 

Contractors and employees 

cooperative 

2.24 1.20 0.041 0.740 0.008 

Learnt from situations not going to 

plan 

2.82 1.21 0.216 0.845 0.236 

Need to constantly change 

management 

2.42 1.22 0.016 0.065 0.402 

Now spend less time analysing 

problems 

2.56 1.25 0.685 0.021 0.014 

Learnt most from reviewing decisions 2.59 1.16 0.200 0.112 0.000 

Discuss & review decisions with my 

spouse 

2.50 1.40 0.519 0.861 0.624 

Discuss & review decisions with others  3.16 1.34 0.024 0.000 0.010 

Hours spent per week on recording 4.80 7.12 0.002 0.001 0.303 

* See Table 13.16 for list of farm types. + see table 52 for the asset range definitions. # see Table 13.21 for 

age range groups.  

 

The statement ‘over my managing career I’ve been lucky in that the majority of employees and 

contractors have been cooperative and have produced good results’ expressed a situation that, on 

average, rated the most truthful expressing that most farmers believe they work well with their 
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helpers. Furthermore, the standard deviation is one of the lowest at 1.20 (68.27 per cent of answers, 

assuming a normal distribution, are within the mean plus or minus one standard deviation).  

The statement ‘over my managing career I have been lucky not to encounter major problems in 

any form (e.g. extreme prices/costs, weather, interest rates, diseases…. )’ was rated as being the 

most untruthful with an average score of 4.40. The respondent farmers clearly believe they have 

had significant shocks in one form or another.  

The most distance travelled to a field day is high at 1920 kms and the standard deviation is very 

high. It is likely an appreciable number of farmers have attended field days in far flung lands. And 

also note the farm type does not correlate with this statistic, nor the farmer’s age, in that the 

differences with farm type, and age, are totally insignificant according to the F statistic. But the 

farm size, according to the net assets, does correlate with field trip distance… perhaps the larger 

farms can afford to travel more! 

The hours spent per week on recording is close to half a normal working day. This suggests farmers 

are seriously recording what they regard as important factors around their farms. Farmers prepared 

to respond to the survey could, however, be at the top of the range relative to the total population.  

It is also worth noting that many farmers do believe they gain from making careful reviews of past 

decisions and deciding what they have learnt. Similarly, many do believe that they learn from 

mistakes in that the scores on these and related comments are also quite low. Logically, this is 

what you would expect a good manager would comment on. Similarly the statement on constantly 

changing plans is scored with importance.  

Examining the F statistic on farm type, asset range and farmer age also shows these more ‘lowly’ 

scored statements do seem to be impacted by at least two of the variables.  

Some of the experience statements could be considered similar so you might expect correlations 

between answers. The similar statements allow checking answers and strengthening conclusions. 

Thus, listed below is each variable and the questions for which the correlation is greater than 0.25 

and is significant at least at the 5 per cent level. See section G of the questionnaire for the detailed 

wording of each objective and the associated number.  

1 ‘gained a lot of knowledge from reviewing outcomes’ was correlated with 15 ‘I learn most from 

reviewing each decision’ (0.270 **) 

2 ‘make mistakes several times before improving’ was correlated with 3 ‘should spend more time 

reflecting (0.381**) and 12 ‘learnt from situations not going to plan’ (0.293 **) 

3 ‘should spend more time reflecting was correlated with 2, 8 ‘I get cross with myself with wrong 

decisions’ (0.334**) and 12 (0.278**) 

4, 5, and 6 have no correlations greater than 0.25. 

7 ‘made mistakes when first a manager, but not again’ (0.293**) and 12 (0.257**). 

8   3(0.334**) and 7 (0.293**). 

9, 10. And 11 have no correlations greater than 0.25. 

12 2 (0.293**) and 3 (0.278**). 



 

55 

13, to 18 have not correlations greater than 0.25. 

It was quite surprising that there were not more correlations though the correlations quoted are 

understandable and reinforce the results obtained.   
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Chapter 15  
Personal Attributes of the Respondents 

Table 15.1 gives the distribution of respondent ages both for the full sample and for each farm 

type.  

Table 15.1: Percentage of the sample falling into each age category as well as farm type 

Age 

band  

years 

Sample 

% 

Sheep 

% 

Extensive 

sheep 

% 

Deer 

% 

Cattle 

% 

Dairy 

% 

Other 

animal 

% 

Fruit 

& 

viti 

% 

Cash 

crop 

% 

Orn 

% 

Vege 

% 

Other 

% 

26 – 

35 

2.1 2.86 2.29 0.0 1.80 2.26 0.0 0.0 4.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 

36 – 

45 

8.5 11.43 9.92 14.29 2.70 8.65 0.0 3.45 12.00 0.0 11.11 8.11 

46 – 

55 

31.2 27.43 23.66 28.57 27.03 41.35 33.33 37.93 32.00 25.00 11.11 16.22 

56 – 

65 

31.6 33.43 39.69 28.57 31.53 26.32 66.67 20.69 20.00 25.00 44.44 32.43 

> 65  26.6 22.86 24.43 28.57 36.94 21.43 0.0 37.93 32.00 50.00 33.33 43.24 

 

The Chi square for the original farm type numbers by age was 0.072, and the F value for the farm 

numbers in each box relative to the farmer age as the treatment was 0.055 both indicating that 

farmer ages relative to farm type does have real differences. Over the whole sample farmers are 

relatively senior, with extensive sheep/cattle farmers being even more senior. Dairy farmers, on 

the other hand, tend to be younger.  

Another important aspect of the respondents is their educational background. Table 15.2 provides 

information giving the percentage of farmers finishing their formal education at various levels. 

The education levels are also related to farmer age enabling an assessment of how educational 

attitudes have changed. Education could well be associated with governance and succession plans 

and attitudes.  

Table 15.2: Farmer education levels both in the whole sample and by age. Column 

percentages  

Education 

levels 

Sample 

% 

26-35  

yrs % 

36-45 

yrs % 

46-55 

yrs % 

56-65  

yrs % 

> 65 

yrs % 

Primary 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.60 2.37 

< 4 yrs secondary 33.7 25.00 25.00 25.81 32.40 47.87 

> 3 yrs secondary 27.6 31.25 26.47 33.06 27.60 21.33 

< 3 yrs tertiary 16.5 18.75 10.29 17.34 20.40 12.80 

> 2 yrs tertiary 21.1 25.00 38.23 23.79 18.00 15.64 

 

The Chi square on the table of raw data (farmer numbers in each cell) was 0.000, and the F statistic 

on the effect of the ‘year’ treatment was similarly 0.000. Both figures indicate the differences are 

highly significant. It is clear younger farmers tend to reach higher levels of education.   

With respect to education the farmers were also asked to give the average grade they received in 

their last year of formal education. Table 15.3 provides the distribution of the grade and other 

grade aspects.  
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Table 15.3: Distribution of grade in the final year of formal education, and the relationship 

between age, education level and grade 

Grade  

range % 

% of sample Age bands 

years 

Mean 

 grade 

Education level Mean 

grade 

< 41% 5.4 26 to 35 61.43 Primary NA 

41 to 50% 16.5 36 to 45 65.35 < 4 yrs secondary 56.23 

51 to 60% 29.1 46 to 55 62.67 > 3 yrs secondary 59.67 

61 to 70% 24.7 56 to 65 63.44 < 3 yrs tertiary 66.06 

71 to 80% 17.5 > 65 years 64.30 >2 yrs tertiary  74.76 

81 to 90% 5.3     

> 90% 1.5     

 

The differences in grade by age are not significant at any level. Perhaps this suggests the education 

system has remained equally as efficacious with passing years. But the differences in final year 

grade by highest education level are highly significantly suggesting the better students stay on for 

higher levels of education as you would expect (F = 0.000 for the education treatment). According 

to the respondents, the majority obtained at least the classical 50 per cent pass grade.  

While there is a trend for more farm managers to be female, the male form is still in the ascendancy 

with 88.6 per cent being male.  

While not exactly a personal feature of the respondents, the net profit and net asset value changes 

over time do portray something about the farmer’s managerial ability when compared across peers. 

This data is important for assessing the success, or otherwise, of governance and succession 

systems. Table 15.4 provides this data, and subsequent tables divides sub groups according to farm 

type, asset levels, and also age and education groupings.  

Table 15.4: Profit and net asset changes over the last five years. Percentage of farmers in 

each change percentage range as listed  

Percentage 

range 

Average change in yearly net 

profit over 5 years (% of farmers) 

Change in net assets over 

the last five years (% of 

farmers) 

< -5% 15.6 18.1 

-5.1 to 0% 16.1 9.6 

0.1 to 5% 24.9 18.3 

5.1 to 10% 22.4 16.4 

10.1 to 15% 4.8 4.9 

15.1 to 20% 6.7 14.2 

20.1 to 25% 2.2 4.2 

25.1 to 30% 2.3 5.1 

> 30% 4.8 9.0 

 

The annual mean increase in net profit over the last five years was 5.73 per cent, and the mean 

increase in total net assets was 11.14 per cent. But, in addition, some farmers did not give a figure, 

but just an indication of whether they had had increases relative to a decline. For the net profit 9.94 

per cent of the total sample indicated they had had an increase, but 6.83 per cent noted a decrease. 

For net assets, 10.68 per cent of the total sample reported an increase over the last five years, and 

3.97 per cent a decrease. The percentage of farmers in each column for each percentage range is 

not significantly different according the Wilcoxon signed rank test (0.859). 
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When the changes in profit and assets over five years is divided into groups for farm type, farmer 

age, education and average grade in final year, and asset level, the following tables are produced.  

Table 15.5: Average change in annual profit and five year total net asset increase according 

to farm type and net asset levels  

Farm type Ave profit 

increase 

Total net asset 

increase 5 years 

Asset range 

Net $ 

Average profit 

increase 

Total net asset  

increase 5 years 

Sheep 8.17 11.28 < 5 million 4.48 9.88 

Ext sheep 8.11 6.37 5–10  million 9.09 16.10 

Deer -11.50 14.50 10-15 million 7.55 18.35 

Cattle 3.24 17.97 15-20 million 10.14 4.29 

Dairy 7.45 10.78 20-25 million 10.00 9.80 

Oth animal -32.50 55.00 >25 million 11.00 14.04 

Fruit/vitic -11.37 -11.10    

Cash crop 0.50 21.68    

Orn/flowers -0.50 -2.50    

Vegetable -2.22 6.67    

Other 9.80 19.34    

 

The differences according to farm type are both significantly different according to the F statistic 

(profit increase differences 0.002, and asset increase differences 0.000). Also note there are several 

farm types where net profit has declined, and similarly the net asset change has been negative in 

two of the four cases as, economically, you would expect given the profit declines. The number of 

farms in these grouping is, however, relatively small.  

The differences in the five year change when related to net investment (farm size) are not 

significant (F 0.539 and 0.325 respectively). However, there does seem to be a tendency for the 

increases in profit to be greater for the bigger farms. 

Table 15.6 provides the same data (profit increase, and net asset increase) for categories of the 

farmer’s age, education level, and final year average student grade (%).  This together with Table 

15.4 allows assessing the influence of the presented variables on making money.  

Table 15.6: Average increase in profit, and total increase in net assets, over the last five 

years. Average percentage for farmers in each category  

Grade  

range 

Ave 

profit 

increase 

Asset 

inc 

over 5 

yrs 

Age(yrs) 

ranges 

Ave 

profit 

increase 

Asset 

inc 

over 5 

yrs 

Education 

level 

Ave profit 

increase 

Asset inc 

Over 5 yrs 

<40% 4.70 4.53 26-35 -2.50 8.50 Primary -5.0 18.75 

40-50 7.07 9.89 36-45 8.79 18.45 <4 yrs sec. 7.10 16.56 

50-60 4.59 8.56 46-55 6.17 10.30 >3 yrs sec. 6.17 8.87 

60-70 8.63 11.79 56-65 6.85 9.34 <3 yrs tert. 2.69 9.41 

70-80 2.65 8.82 > 65 yrs 3.44 11.99 > 2yrs tert. 5.63 7.53 

80-90 9.61 8.13       

>90 

% 

1.86 22.5       
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No major correlations appear in this table, though it does appear that education is reversely 

correlated with asset increase. In calculating the F statistic for each variable, for the grade range 

for the farmer’s final year of formal education, the values are 0.135 and 0.011 for profit and asset 

increases respectively. Thus, both are relatively significant, especially the asset increase over five 

years, showing that success at formal studies could well relate to creating increasing value. The F 

values for the other groupings were 0.345 and 0.325 for age relative to profit and asset increase 

respectively (age does not significantly relate to success in a simple progression, but it might be 

said youth is not very successful, and profit increase declines with older age), and 0.676 and 0.033 

for education level relative to profit and asset increase respectively. Again, education level relates 

to asset increase, but not profit increase, though in a negative way. Staying in formal education 

seems to be related to smaller asset increases, but not necessarily in absolute terms.  

The farmers were also asked to give their current net asset value in absolute terms, and similarly 

for the average profit over the last five years. This combined with the percentage increase figures 

just described provides a reasonable picture of the farmers’ financial situation. The average net 

asset value was $5,145,186, and the average net profit for the last five years $142,963. This is a 

return of something less than 2.8% for the profit figure has not had a manager’s cost, or equivalent, 

deducted.  

Table 15.7: Percentage of farmers with net assets and profit in the defined ranges  

Net asset range 

$ 

Percentage 

of farmers  

Net profit 

Range $ 

Percentage  

of farmers 

< 1 million 13.9 < - 20000 6.6 

1 to 2 million 16.3 -20000 to 0 7.4 

2 to 3 million 19.2 0 to 20000 9.6 

3 to 4 million 12.4 20 to 40000 11.3 

4 to 5 million 11.4 40 to 60000 10.7 

5 to 6 million 5.7 60 to 80000 8.1 

6 to 7 million 4.1 80 to 100000 12.2 

7 to 8 million 4.1 100 to 120000 3.6 

8 to 9 million 1.6 120 to 140000 2.8 

9 to 10 million 2.3 140 to 160000 4.6 

10 to 11 million 1.0 160 to 180000 2.0 

11 to 12 million 2.5 180 to 200000 5.1 

12 to 13 million 0.6 200 to 220000 0.8 

13 to 14 million 0.4 220 to 240000 0.4 

14 to 15 million 0.3 240 to 260000 2.9 

15 to 16 million 0.0 260 to 280000 0.2 

16 to 17 million 0.7 280 to 300000 3.3 

17 to 18 million 0.1 300 to 400000 3.5 

18 to 19 million 0.2 400 to 500000 2.8 

19 to 20 million 0.7 500 to 600000 0.8 

20 to 21 million 0.1 600 to 700000 0.2 

21 to 22 million 0.5 700 to 800000 0.6 

22 to 23 million 0.2 800 to 900000 0.2 

23 to 24 million 0.0 900 to 1000000 0.1 

24 to 25 million 0.0 > $1000000 1.2 

25 to 26 million 0.2   

> 26 million 1.3   
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Note in the second column that the gradation jumps to $100000 units at $300000. Like the net 

asset values, the bulk of the profit figures lie below $200000 with quite an appreciable number of 

farmers reporting losses in the last five years. Both distributions have long tails. In interpreting the 

figures also note the asset values are net of debt.  Average debt per farm is in the order of $3-

400000. (Dairy farms 2013 approx $278000 (Financial stability report, RBNZ, 2014) and 

sheep/beef farms estimate 2013/14 $651000 (Whole farm analysis :NZ, Beef & lamb, 2014). 

When it comes to variations in the average net assets and net profit on different farm types and 

other variables, Tables 15.8 and 15.9 present this information. The variables include farmer age, 

education and grade in the final year of formal education.  

Table 15.8: Net assets and profit according to farm type and farmer’s age. Also, profit for 

net asset mid points. Average values for each cell  

Farm type Average 

net  

assets $ 

Average  

profit $ 

Asset range 

bands* …. ave 

net assets $ 

Average  

Profit $ 

Farmer 

age 

bands 

yrs 

Average 

net 

assets $ 

Average  

Profit $ 

Sheep 3753092 74153 2537711 89176 26 to 

35  

7606667 95153 

Ext sheep 6128435 110134 7222408 181461 36 to 

45 

3624576 96259 

Deer 2550000 26000 12156794 364083 46 to 

55 

5790232 163907 

Cattle 3206325 54569 18345167 343562 56 to 

65 

5224208 173855 

Dairy 7196830 277248 22000000 97000 > 65 

yrs 

4595814 95145 

Oth animal 1916666 50000 58400000 1736187    

Fruit/viticul 2670000 64274      

Cash crop 5527826 155000      

Orn/flowers 625000 -333      

Vegetable 1442750 71875      

Other 5149653 41236      

F statistic 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.335 0.339 

* The bands are < $5 million, $5-10 million, $10-15 million, $15-20 million, $20-25 million, > 25 

$million 

 

Table 15.9: Net assets and profit according to the farmers’ highest level of education, and to 

the average grade in the last year of formal education. Average for each cell  

Highest level of  

formal education 

Average net  

assets $ 

Average  

profit $ 

Grade bands in 

final year % 

Average net 

assets $ 

Average  

Profit $ 

Primary 1831123 67000 < 41% 4322467 421423 

<4 yrs secondary 4915914 163993 41 to 50% 4195500 99392 

> 3yrs secondary 4311106 111006 51 to 60% 5035662 134409 

<3 yrs tertiary 6799285 150407 61 to 70% 5787693 139802 

>2 yrs tertiary 5523352 153203 71 to 80% 4558291 139022 

   81 to 90% 4988464 62634 

   > 90% 5121428 118571 

F statistic 0.146 0.772  0.995 0.204 
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While dairying has the highest net asset value, it also has by far the highest net profit. The next 

highest investment is extensive sheep/cattle with about a million dollars less net assets, but half 

the net profit. It is clear that farm type is impacting on investment and profit and the differences 

are highly significant. It is also interesting to note the profit relative to investment when the sample 

is divided into net asset bands. The differences here are also significant, though this is not the case 

for variations in farmer age, though it looks as though both younger and older farmers are making 

lower net profits relative to middle aged farmers. Younger farmers seem to have higher 

investments, but some of this difference could well be to the younger farmers having a more 

realistic view of net worth.  

While education level seems to relate to net asset levels, it does not impact on net profit. Somewhat 

similarly, the final year grade does not seem to be related to net assets, but partially to net profit, 

though on the surface you might say low grades reflect the highest average profit! 
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Chapter 16  
Physical Production Parameters Achieved by the Sample Farmers 

 

For physical production values Table 16.1 lists the average outputs. Subsequent tables present the 

average value of each physical measure for the farm types (some not relevant e.g. milk production 

on a sheep farm), according to net asset ranges, to farmer age, farmer education level and grade 

achieved in the last year of formal education.  This data was collected as it reflects the level of 

efficient management and helps determine managerial ability when exploring governance systems 

and succession. Can the choice of systems be related to ability? 

Table 16.1; Physical production parameters … average output 

Type of output Average output 

Lambing % survival to sale 127.07 

Calving % survival to sale 89.93 

Wool production per ha (kgs greasy) 31.97 

Wool production per ewe (kgs greasy) 5.00 

Carcass meat production per ha(Kgs) 164.64 

Milk solids production per ha (kgs) 1134.33 

Milk solids production per cow (kgs) 382.38 

 

Table 16.2: Physical output according to farm type. Average values for each cell  

Farm type Lambing 

% 

Calving  

% 

Wool per 

hectare 

(kgs) 

Wool per  

Ewe (kgs) 

Carcass 

meat per 

Ha (kgs) 

Milk solids  

per ha (kgs) 

Milk solids 

per cow 

(kgs) 

Sheep 133.12 89.49 37.53 4.73 174.30 NA NA 

Ext sheep 121.54 88.50 28.37 5.25 105.56 NA NA 

Deer NA NA NA NA 184.50 NA NA 

Cattle 118.89 90.83 16.47 4.26 226.03 541.54 (n=5) 313.00 (n=5) 

Dairy 122.5 

(n=10) 

90.81 NA NA 103.33 1156.18 385.85 

Oth animal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Fruit/viticul NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Cash crop 131.62 NA 45.19 4.47 231.6 NA NA 

Orn/flowers NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Vegetable NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Other 130.0 

(n=9) 

89.67 

(n=3) 

17.00 

(n=4) 

12.00 

(n=4) 

135.75 

(n=4) 

NA NA 

F prob 0.000 0.896 0.002 .004 0.000 0.006 0.000 

NA = not applicable given the farm types and output. And note the small numbers in some cells. 

Note where an ‘n’ figure is given this highlights the small the number of farms making up the cell. 

Clearly some farms have mixed enterprises such as sheep on predominantly dairying! 
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Table 16.3: Physical output according to farm net assets. Average for each cell  

Asset 

range 

$ 

Lambing 

% 

Calving 

% 

Wool per 

hectare 

(kgs) 

Wool per 

ewe (kgs) 

Carcass 

meat 

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk solids 

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk solids 

per cow 

(kgs) 

< 5 

million 

125.82 89.53 28.93 5.03 163.38 1044.79 367.94 

5-10 

million 

130.04 92.08 34.70 4.76 167.26 1220.43 394.14 

10-15 

million 

136.33 89.37 46.42 4.48 172.07 1261.63 419.71 

15-20 

million 

138.33 86.43 43.20 5.80 214.75 1365.00 385.83 

20-25 

million 

122.00 88.50 35.40 5.75 186.00 900.00(n=1) 400.00(n=1) 

>25 

million 

116.67 88.00 21.00(n=1) 5.30(n=1) 7.80(n=1) 1546.87 425.00 

F prob 0.258 0.733 0.155 0.983 0.783 0.132 0.064 

Note that some cells have very small numbers as noted.  

 

Table 16.4: Physical output according to farmer age. Average for each cell  

Farmer age 

band (years) 

Lambing 

% 

Calving 

% 

Wool per 

hectare 

(kgs) 

Wool 

per 

ewe 

(kgs) 

Carcass 

meat 

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk 

solids 

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk 

solids 

per cow 

(kgs) 

26 to 35  123.25 89.21 40.32 4.50 194.90 1186.67 402.33 

36 to 45 135.22 88.30 31.82 4.66 169.77 1102.41 381.38 

46 to 55 129.69 90.16 29.89 5.41 172.55 1109.64 383.80 

56 to 65 124.46 88.99 28.04 4.64 153.83 1300.54 397.27 

> 65 years 125.49 91.72 38.60 5.40 165.13 992.56 358.57 

F prob 0.064 0.502 0.117 0.582 0.855 0.135 0.182 

 

Table 16.5: Physical output according to farmer education. Average for each cell  

Education 

levels 

Lambing 

% 

Calving 

% 

Wool per 

hectare 

(kgs) 

Wool 

per 

ewe 

(kgs) 

Carcass 

meat 

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk 

solids 

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk 

solids 

per cow 

(kgs) 

Primary NA 93.40 NA NA NA 1075.00 400.00 

< 4yrs secon’ry 126.48 90.30 35.50 4.65 155.28 1071.01 390.56 

>3yrs secon’ry 128.36 88.79 30.90 5.11 174.20 1241.96 384.28 

<3yrs tertiary 126.92 91.02 30.33 5.63 161.69 1076.80 364.76 

>2 yrs tertiary 128.28 89.67 29.38 4.93 167.10 1164.91 379.57 

F prob 0.296 0.713 0.542 0.538 0.856 0.562 0.614 
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Table 16.6: Physical output according to the farmers’ grade in their last year of formal 

education. Average for each cell 

Grade  

range 

Lambing  

% 

Calving 

% 

Wool per  

hectare(kgs) 

Wool 

per 

ewe(kgs) 

Carcass 

meat  

per ha 

(kgs) 

Milk solids 

per ha (kgs) 

Milk solids per 

cow(kgs) 

<40% 123.38 86.00 25.50 4.19 147.333 1106.32 481.25 

40-50 125.71 88.91 36.39 5.26 160.95 1116.60 383.66 

50-60 128.00 89.91 28.83 4.92 154.87 1194.14 369.21 

60-70 129.48 87.71 32.94 5.48 216.99 1153.39 385.45 

70-80 123.26 91.69 32.69 4.68 158.11 1172.72 384.53 

80-90 131.27 91.64 44.54 5.06 133.78 1114.29 370.86 

>90 

% 

129.00 93.33 55.00 7.25 153.00 1327.20 419.60 

F 

prob 

0.758 0.606 0.455 0.266 0.996 0.002 0.680 

 

The physical output averages (Table 16.1) are all around what would be expected. And similarly, 

as expected, the average output figures do vary with the different farm types with the differences 

all being significant other than the calving %. When it comes to the variations according to the net 

asset levels there are also some differences that are close to the traditional significance level with 

the greater investment farms tending to greater productivity which is not altogether expected. For 

example, larger dairy farms seem to have higher production.  

Similar comments can be made about the variations according to age. With maturity tends to come 

less production other than the lambing % category. You might think maturity would bring 

experience in production which would offset physical prowess. Output variations across education 

levels and grades are largely insignificant except for dairy output. Here, output tends to increase 

with education and grade which is reassuring.  
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Chapter 17  
Hours of Advice on Succession, Governance and General Farm 

Consultancy Obtained by the Same Farmers 

 

The last information sought in the questionnaire was on the extent of using professionals, of 

various types, for advice on succession plans and governance, and also for general farm advice. 

The following tables present the data.  This data enables relating advice to the type of systems 

selected.  

Table 17.1: Hours per annum spent with various advisors on succession and governance 

plans and arrangements. Percentages of farmers using a particular type of advisor for 

specified times (range of hours)  

Type of advisor 0 to 2 

hrs 

2 to 4 

hrs 

4 to 6 

hrs 

6 to 8 

hrs 

8 to 10 

hrs 

> 10 

hrs 

Farm consultant 62.6 6.1 10.2 0.7 10.9 9.5 

Accountant 52.8 15.7 12.9 2.8 7.5 7.5 

Lawyer 66.8 6.3 12.4 1.1 7.8 3.3 

Business consultant 75.8 4.4 4.4 2.2 6.6 6.6 

Banker 61.9 4.8 14.3 2.3 14.3 2.4 

Company representative 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 

Trusted person (eg 

relative) 

5.0 0.0 5.0 10.0 35.0 40.0 

 

The table differences are significant with a Chi squared probability of 0.02. Certainly the 

distributions of hours of use are skewed to the left as would be expected. The number of hours 

used is not great but it must be remembered in some years the hours are probably much higher 

then, once the plans are made, the hours drop away. Certainly there are an appreciable number at 

the higher hour levels.  

Table 17.2: Hours per annum spent with various advisors on farm advice. Percentages of 

farmers using a particular type of advisor for specified times (range of hours)  

Type of advisor 0 to 2 

hrs 

2 to 4 

hrs 

4 to 6 

hrs 

6 to 8 

hrs 

8 to 10 

hrs 

> 10 

hrs 

Farm consultant 22.9 5.3 6.5 4.3 14.3 47.7 

Accountant 45.1 17.2 12.5 2.5 12.0 10.7 

Lawyer 75.6 5.5 11.7 1.6 3.4 1.1 

Business consultant 64.3 3.6 3.5 1.2 13.1 14.3 

Banker 43.8 3.1 8.7 0.0 21.9 12.5 

Company representative 0.0 25.0 12.5 6.3 18.7 37.5 

Trusted person (eg 

relative) 

0.0 7.4 7.4 0.0 11.1 66.7 

 

The hours spent per year on farm advice is not as high as might be expected. The levels are not 

much greater than for the ‘one off’ advice on succession/governance, though the percentage of 

farmers using more than 10 hours of a farm consultant is significant.  The percentage figures across 

the table are significant with Chi square at 0.023. The variations are clear from inspecting the 

figures. Lawyers and business consultants are used frequently, but not for long hours. 
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This base data was also used to calculate the average time spent by each type of advisor. Table 

17.3 contains this information.  

Table 17.3: Average hours of various advisor types’ use on succession/governance and farm 

advice  

Type of advisor Average hours per annum  

on succession/governance 

Average hours per annum 

spent on farm advice 

Farm consultant 7.01 20.74 

Accountant 4.94 5.68 

Lawyer 3.60 2.95 

Business consultant 4.13 7.64 

Banker 3.40 8.75 

Company representative 7.40 (n=5)* 13.56 (n=16)* 

Trusted person (eg relative) 31.95 (n=20)* 50.59 (n=27)* 

* The starred figures are the number of farmers answering the question and are presented where the 

numbers were low.  

As expected, farm consultants are important in ‘farm advice’, and while the number of farmers 

falling into the ‘trusted person’ category is small, for those with such people they clearly rely on 

them for considerable help.  

The table of information has significant differences with Chi square at 0.059. 

Overall, it is clear farmers on average do not seek a lot of help from others for both 

succession/governance, and general farm advice. However it must be remembered that succession 

and governance questions do not constantly arise once plans are in place. If a farmer spans, say, 

20 years as a manager, spending two hours on average per annum gives a total of 40 hours of 

advice and help.  

To consider whether the use of advisors varies with variables that may well be associated with this 

activity, a series of tables comparing means were constructed and are presented below.  

Table 17.4: Use of various advisor types on succession/governance issues according to farm 

type. Average hours per annum used on each type  

Farm type Farm 

consultant 

Accoun- 

tant 

Lawyer Business  

consultan

t 

Banker Company  

representativ

e 

Trusted 

person 

Sheep 3.60 3.96 2.56 9.07 3.43 10.00 54.00 

Ext sheep 3.24 4.24 3.05 1.29 1.25 4.00 12.50 

Deer NA 2.67 2.67 NA NA NA NA 

Cattle 2.00 3.19 1.80 0.77 1.67 NA NA 

Dairy 11.11 5.61 4.67 4.56 4.89 NA 32.11 

Oth animal NA 9.00 3.00 NA NA 20.0 NA 

Fruit/viticul 11.50 6.61 4.92 NA NA NA NA 

Cash crop 1.86 4.69 3.27 2.60 3.00 1.50 NA 

Orn/flowers NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Vegetable 0.0 8.00 8.00 0.0 NA NA NA 

Other 3.33 10.85 5.57 6.75 0.0 NA 15.00 

F prob 0.851 0.016 0.276 0.704 0.423 0.057 0.576 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category. 
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The use of accountants and company representatives seem to be the only categories with farm type 

differences of any note, though in the case of the company representative the number of farmers 

involved is small.   

As the farm type gets more complex the hours of accountancy time tends to increase.  

Table 17.5: Use of various advisor types on farm advice according to farm type. Average 

hours per annum used on each type  

Farm type Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

Sheep 17.33 5.94 3.93 8.93 5.10 9.33 54.86 

Ext sheep 13.06 5.08 1.67 5.31 7.67 18.14 64.17 

Deer 4.00 9.00 10.00 NA NA NA NA 

Cattle 8.92 3.87 2.68 2.20 1.12 20.00 60.00 

Dairy 24.93 6.07 3.32 4.18 6.60 6.00 47.70 

Oth animal 18.00 10.00 2.00 NA NA NA NA 

Fruit/viticul 24.45 9.17 2.60 15.50 0.0 4.00 NA 

Cash crop 27.92 4.00 0.40 31.17 53.00 20.00 25.00 

Orn/flowers NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Vegetable 20.00 3.25 3.67 0.0 20.00 NA NA 

Other 21.50 6.43 1.80 11.67 2.00 NA 17.50 

F prob 0.300 0.464 0.979 0.009 0.019 0.697 0.978 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by a very small number of 

farmers falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category. 

 

The differences of note involve the business consultant, banker and possibly farm consultants. 

Certainly it appears the use of consultants seems to vary quite appreciably with dairying being an 

important user of consultants.  

Table 17.6: Use of various advisor types on succession/governance issues according to 

farms’ net asset investment. Average hours per annum used on each type  

Asset 

range $ 

 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

< 5 million 7.46 4.20 2.41 1.23 1.67 11.33 8.17 

5-10 

million 

6.78 4.55 5.19 11.43 4.67 1.50 79.50 

10-15 

million 

5.45 7.60 6.61 1.80 10.00 NA 26.00 

15-20 

million 

3.50 5.40 3.14 NA NA NA 8.00 

20-25 

million 

6.67 23.17 9.33 5.00 NA NA 10.00 

>25 million 12.20 12.43 11.43 9.33 0.50 NA 20.00 

F prob 0.998 0.000 0.000 0.051 0.001 0.202 0.189 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category. 

Certainly farm size seems to be related to hours on succession/governance advice with all but the 

farm consultant column seemingly relatively significantly different. Again, for the accountant and 

lawyers the larger the farm the more time used.  
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Table 17.7: Use of various advisor types on farm advice according to farms’ net asset 

investment. Average hours per annum used on each type  

Asset 

range $ 

 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

< 5 million 15.64 4.95 1.91 6.86 5.70 13.67 64.92 

5-10 

million 

21.84 6.67 3.33 11.06 21.57 12.67 62.33 

10-15 

million 

30.74 6.62 3.00 5.83 6.00 15.00 37.00 

15-20 

million 

28.86 11.50 1.50 15.75 NA NA 40.00 

20-25 

million 

76.67 10.50 20.00 10.00 NA NA 10.00 

>25 million 79.43 10.20 22.40 6.67 1.00 NA 5.00 

F prob 0.000 0.024 0.000 0.931 0.177 0.987 0.915 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category.  

 

For farm advice the time spent on consultants clearly increases with farm size. Similarly for lawyer 

and accountant use the same applies. 

Table 17.8: Use of various advisor types on succession/governance issues according to 

farmers’ age. Average hours per annum used on each type  

Age range 

(yrs) 

 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

26 to 35 8.75 3.33 4.57 0.0 1.00 2.00 NA 

36 to 45 21.50 5.10 2.76 14.60 2.80 NA 10.00 

46 to 55 3.60 4.03 2.34 2.42 5.57 11.33 32.00 

56 to 65 4.63 5.21 3.80 3.53 2.00 1.00 30.50 

> 65 years 8.16 5.82 5.06 2.32 2.86 NA 38.60 

F prob 0.218 0.394 0.076 0.109 0.259 0.529 0.960 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category. 

 

It does appear as though farmers in the 36 to 45 age band are doing the right thing by putting in 

significant hours on succession/governance planning, particularly through farm consultants, 

relative to other age groups. This would be about the right age to plan. The variations across all 

age groups that are significant relate to lawyers and business consultants. Despite this there is not 

a clear pattern other than the decline in hours with age for business consultants.  
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Table 17.9: Use of various advisor types on farm advice according to farmers’ age. Average 

hours per annum used on each type  

Age range 

yrs 

 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

26 to 35 41.82 5.56 1.80 0.0 52.5 10.00 NA 

36 to 45 24.26 5.12 1.39 9.50 4.25 28.33 55.00 

46 to 55 17.02 6.30 3.26 9.35 6.04 8.20 28.57 

56 to 65 21.09 5.50 2.83 4.47 6.32 10.67 74.25 

> 65 years 21.68 4.90 3.58 11.83 4.00 13.00 27.50 

F prob 0.107 0.702 0.908 0.563 0.005 0.252 0.417 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category. 

 

There is a strong link with age and use of consultants for general farm advice with the hours used 

decreasing with farmer age. You would expect this trend. The same applies to using a banker 

whereas for the other sources of advice there is little variation with age.  

Table 17.10: Use of various advisor types on succession/governance issues according to 

farmers’ education (highest level attained). Average hours per annum used on each type of 

advisor  

Highest 

education 

level 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

Primary  0.0 9.00 5.00 0.0 0.0 NA NA 

<4 yrs 

secondary 

5.34 4.42 4.00 1.69 3.45 5.33 10.83 

> 3 yrs 

secondary 

5.22 4.16 2.83 3.07 7.44 NA 42.50 

<3 yrs 

tertiary 

6.32 7.21 4.92 5.07 2.83 20.00 13.33 

> 2 yrs 

tertiary 

11.05 4.82 2.95 7.46 1.40 1.00 52.00 

F prob 0.870 0.046 0.320 0.573 0.017 0.140 0.366 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category. 

 

It might be suggested that the use of farm consultants increases with higher education, but the 

differences are totally non significant. On the other hand variations in accountant use hours is 

significant, but without a very clear pattern. For banker use the trend to use less hours with higher 

education, is however, clear. Overall, you could conclude education level does not have a major 

impact on the use of advisors in succession/governance work.  

 

  



 

72 

Table 17.11: Use of various advisor types on farm advice according to farmers’ education 

(highest level attained). Average hours per annum used on each type of advisor  

Highest 

education 

level 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

Primary 8.33 7.40 5.00 0.0 10.00 NA NA 

< 4 yrs 

secondary 

19.71 5.48 1.94 3.80 30.20 16.00 85.75 

>3 yrs 

secondary 

19.68 5.31 1.63 11.53 4.58 16.17 41.40 

< 3 yrs 

tertiary 

20.06 6.24 4.28 9.61 1.70 NA 31.00 

> 2 yrs 

tertiary 

24.11 5.47 4.27 8.10 5.24 9.33 34.90 

F prob 0.799 0.887 0.408 0.565 0.053 0.610 0.413 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category.  

 

For general farm advice there are even less clear patterns other than for the use of bankers. Here 

the same trend of less use with higher education is significant.  

Table 17.12: Use of various advisor types on succession/governance issues according to 

farmers’ grade in final year of formal education. Average hours per annum used on each 

type of advisor.  

Grade 

band 

% 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

< 40 7.20 3.91 2.08 0.33 2.00 NA NA 

41 to 50 2.82 4.23 3.22 2.75 3.86 NA NA 

51 to 60 9.57 4.94 3.78 6.13 3.91 4.00 35.00 

61 to 70 13.41 6.45 3.34 1.20 3.60 NA 12.29 

71 to 80 3.60 5.18 3.56 3.71 0.40 2.00 35.00 

81 to 90 3.29 6.66 3.32 29.25 4.00 NA 100.00 

91 t0 100 0.0 1.90 1.40 0.67 1.00 1.00 NA 

F prob 0.882 0.537 0.870 0.031 0.646 NA 0.212 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category 

 

Taking into account a farmers’ final year of formal education grade explains little other than for 

business consultant use which, however, only partially indicates more use with higher marks. Of 

course, these results do not allow for ‘grade/education level’ combinations.  

 

  



 

73 

Table 17.13: Use of various advisor types on farm advice according to farmers’ grade in 

final year of formal education. Average hours per annum used on each type of advisor.  

Grade 

band 

% 

Farm 

consultant 

Accountant Lawyer Business  

consultant 

Banker Company  

representative 

Trusted 

person 

< 40 16.54 6.07 1.29 3.33 10.50 NA 220.00 

41 to 50 12.69 4.90 1.23 5.71 2.33 50.00 180.00 

51 to 60 26.67 6.80 4.68 9.25 10.50 7.00 22.86 

61 to 70 19.90 4.74 1.75 3.07 6.20 13.60 21.00 

71 to 80 22.57 5.90 1.95 10.50 15.44 12.00 35.00 

81 to 90 27.54 9.80 3.85 17.67 3.00 NA 75.00 

91 to 100 11.33 3.60 1.75 5.00 4.00 NA 4.00 

F prob 0.517 0.182 0.651 0.757 0.956 0.008 0.005 

Note … where NA is given usually means no answer has been provided by the small number of farmers 

falling into the category, or no farmers are in the category 

 

Again, as for succession/governance advice, the use of general farm advice does not really relate 

to the grade achieved by the farmer in her/his final year of formal education. The story on deciding 

how much of each potential advisor to use is probably much more complicated. One variable might 

well be the personal relationship that exists between the farmer and potential advisors. No data 

was available to test this theory.  
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Chapter 18  
Concluding Comments 

 

The survey has revealed a large body of information about succession and governance practices 

and plans on NZ farms. A wealth of associated information was also obtained which can be used 

for detailed analysis of the data which will help to fully explain the approaches used by the farmers. 

Such studies are the next step in this project to better understand succession and governance as 

well as the impact of experience factors, and other important variables such as farm profitability, 

on succession and governance systems.  

It is clear farm governance still largely resides with the owner operator of the farms with more 

sophisticated systems yet to emerge in any great numbers. The use of formal boards and advisory 

committees is minimal. It is also clear that ownership and profit sharing systems are very much 

the preserve of partnership arrangements. This does not mean other arrangements are not in 

existence, but are yet to become dominant systems. They will probably take several generations 

with increasing farm sizes and value to become more important. Despite this, private company 

ownership is significant within the confines of family systems.  

It is also clear succession systems in place and planned are largely relatively simple compared with 

some of the recommendations (see, for example, Blackman, 2011). The proportion of farm assets 

held by older farmers is still very high with most not worrying about succession systems until late 

in life. The current tax regime encourages this state of affairs.  

Overall decision help and systems are similarly simple with the manager/farmer largely controlling 

both strategic and tactical decisions her/himself.   

A further necessary step on succession studies will be to obtain and analyse data on the success of 

plans through finding as many retired farmers as possible and reviewing the plans and outcomes 

achieved. Anecdotal information offered by some farmers in the survey suggested there have been 

many failures of succession plans and they too can provide a wealth of information. One of the 

real problems in succession is the change of circumstances that can occur post considering and 

putting in place what the farmer and her/his family thought was ideal. So many turn out to be far 

less than ideal suggesting that allowing flexibility in all plans may well be an important factor. 

Such analyses wait for the future.  

Prior to this survey very little factual information was available on the governance of NZ farms, 

nor on farm succession plans. Information on farm ownership structures is also sparse. This survey, 

therefore, provides bench mark data from which future trends can be measured. It also provides 

much contemporary information on financial and physical performances that is associated with the 

farms surveyed enabling matching comparisons. The same applies to the personal data obtained 

including information on the managers’ management style, objectives, and experience which is all 

important for exploring the influence of these factors on governance and succession.   A 

governance or succession system suitable for one farm/farm family may not be suitable for another 

due to their different situations.  

The data collected on farmers’ personal features provided valuable benchmarks. Notable was the 

38% reporting having tertiary education of various kinds. With the average net investment now 
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$5.145 million, with some farms ranging over $25 million, education and management experience 

is becoming increasingly important. It would be expected the tertiary educated numbers will grow.  

Most farmers are males, but the numbers for female managers is growing. The current data 

revealed 89 per cent of managers were male. Managers overall reported profit was, on average, 

increasing with a 5.7 per cent increase per year over the last five years. Net assets have also 

averaged out at a 11.4 per cent increase per year. For farmers’ overall gain, to this 11.4 per cent 

return must be added the average return on capital of 2.8 per cent. The old saying that farmers are 

asset rich and cash poor still holds in many cases.  

While most farmers are owner operators in various forms including partnership arrangements, they 

do seek advice. On average farmers use 20.74 hours of farm consultant contact per annum, and 

7.01 hours per year for succession and governance professional help. The detailed data reveals 

some farmers use much higher levels of advice, particularly the larger farms which means the 

majority are well below the 21 and 7 hour averages.  

The data presented will now form the basis of further analyses such as fathoming out why farmers 

leave succession arrangements to so late in their careers … is this a block of some kind? Other 

investigations must include exploring the impact of alternative governance systems on profit and 

net asset growth. As these studies are carried out reports will be disseminated.  
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Appendix A 

Introduction Letter 
 

 

                                                                                                              Department of Agricultural Management, 

                                                                                                              P O Box 85084, Lincoln University, Lincoln 7647 

                                                                                                                      DDI    03 4230279 or 423027 

                                                                                           June 2013 

 

PRINT HERE THE RECIPIENT’S NAME AND ADDRESS          

Dear  < forename if available, otherwise initials and surname> 

 

NATIONAL  SURVEY  ON  SUCCESSION, GOVERNANCE  AND  EXPERIENCE 

 

With the increasing value of farms in this modern era we are keen to study succession and governance to 

see if we can assist farmers in designing good systems. To find out your plans and systems in these 

areas we enclose a questionnaire involving, mainly, ticking boxes.  

 

We see these areas as being linked and partially determined by your management approaches, 

objectives, and past experiences. Thus, the questions also cover these factors.   

 

We would be most grateful if you could take 30 minutes of your time to complete the enclosed 

questionnaire – mainly ticking boxes and entering some numbers. 

 

Currently there is little known about farmers’ plans in these important areas. This survey is designed to 

overcome this problem and lead into studying and developing better ways of succession and governance 

suited to individual owner characteristics. As farms get larger, excellence in these areas will become 

increasingly important.  

 

The results of the survey will be published in farming magazines and the media in general for you to 

discover the current situation and our conclusions on improvement. We can also send full details. 

 

All data will be kept strictly confidential and only group averages made public. Your selection was based 

on a random process using Assure Quality records. It is assumed that if you respond you are happy for 

your data to be anonymously included in the analysis. The survey has been approved by the Lincoln 

University Human Ethics Committee. Participation is of course voluntary. 

 

Please return the questionnaire in the Freepost envelope enclosed.  A STAMP IS NOT REQUIRED. 
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All participants are eligible to enter the draw to receive a copy of the Lincoln University Budget Manual – 

ten free copies will be distributed. The return envelopes (kept separately) are numbered to allow entry, 

and to send reminders. The survey is being funded by Lincoln University.  

 

If you would like to discuss anything related to this survey please don’t hesitate to contact one of us (ph 

03 4230279, email  Kevin.Old@lincoln.ac.nz  OR Peter.Nuthall@lincoln.ac.nz ph 03 4230276 OR the Head 

of our Department  (Richard Stevens Richard.Stevens@lincoln.ac.nz, ph 03 4230278).  

 

 

With very best wishes, and thank you for your invaluable help. 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

           

Kevin Old, Senior Lecturer and Peter Nuthall, Research Fellow 

 

 

PS. If you use the WWW you might like to read some of the press releases from previous surveys. Search 

for ‘nuthall’ on the site www.lincoln.ac.nz. The library has copies of the full reports. 
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Appendix B 

Survey Questionnaire 
 

 

 

 

Department of Agricultural Management  

& Property Studies                   June 2013 

NATIONAL SURVEY ON FARM SUCCESSION AND GOVERNANCE 

Please complete and return this questionnaire using the enclosed postage paid envelope.  All 

information provided will be kept in strictest confidence to the researchers involved.  If you 

are not the main owner of the property please pass the questionnaire on to this person. If you 

have different governance systems for different farms please photocopy this questionnaire, or 

ask for further copies, and complete one for each different system in place. Or answer for just 

the most significant farm.  

Many of the ‘questions’ are statements with five boxes beside them - tick only the ONE that best 

records the degree of truth in the statement.  For example,  if ‘TRUE        NOT TRUE’ is 

offered, tick the middle box if the statement is half true, or one of the other boxes if it is ‘truer’, 

or closer to ‘not true’.  Other questions require you to enter a number, or Y/N (YES/NO) in a box, 

or simply tick an option. For horticultural units, read ‘property’ in place of ‘farm’.  

A. GENERAL 
1. Farm Type.  Please tick ONE box representing the MAJOR enterprise type on the properties 

you operate. 

 intensive sheep extensive sheep deer cattle 

 dairying other animal fruit cash crop 

 ornamental/flowers vegetable other 

 

2. Labour.  Including  any manager and/or sharemilker/s, please give the number of 
equivalent full time adult people it takes to run the farm/s (use fractions if necessary,    
e.g., 1 ¾ ) 
 

3. Area.  What is the total land area used in the operation, including rental/leased/equity land? 
(cross out the acres or hectares sign depending on the unit used)      
        HAS / ACRES 

 

B. BACKGROUND 

1. How many years have you been involved, in any capacity, in your current farm/s?  (ave)   Years 

2. How many years have you managed, or significantly helped manage, your current farm/s? 

3. How many years have you had ownership of at least some of the financial assets in your current farm/s? 

Year

s 

Years 
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4. Please estimate the proportion of all farm decisions (both operational and governance) you are 

involved    % 

5. How many separate farms do you have an ownership interest in?           No.                 

C. GOVERNANCE OF YOUR FARM/S   

1. For strategic and long term policy, which of the following situations do you fall into?  

(if several apply, tick several box sets). 

  (i)You tend to make all the decisions, with advice from family/friends/colleagues where appropriate.  

    TRUE        NOT TRUE 

  (ii)You frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant (lawyer, agr/hrt adviser, accountant, financial 

management expert…)                                                      TRUE       NOT TRUE 

 (iii)You often have a committee of respected people, lay and professional, who help me/us make the decisions 

through formal meetings.                     TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (iv)You have a formal board of directors that frequently meet and consider the decisions and have the final 

say.             TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (v) As a partnership together we make most of the decisions.             TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (vi) Overall you make the decisions without formal discussions with others                                                                           

   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (vii) The farm is wholly/in part owned by a trust(s) and you frequently consult the trustees.         

   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (viii)Give details of any other set up.………………………………………… 

 

2. For tactical and/or short term questions including day to day decisions, which of the 

following situations do you fall into? (if several apply tick several boxes).  

  (i) You make all the decisions, perhaps with advice from family/friends/colleagues/a board.                   

   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

  (ii) For some decisions you confer and take advice from a professional consultant (lawyer, adviser, accountant, 

financial management expert.)                                                TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (iii)You have a committee of respected people, both lay and professional, who help me/us make the 

decisions in some cases.                                                  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (iv)You have a formal board of directors that I contact to affirm some of the decisions.                                  

                                                                                         TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 v) As a partnership together we make the decisions.                     TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (vi)You make all the decisions without formal discussions with others.  TRUE        NOT TRUE  

 (vii)The farm is wholly/in part owned by a trust(s) and you consult the trustees for some decisions.    

   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 (viii) Other. Give details……………………………………………………….. 

3.  IF you have people helping you make any type of decisions, please indicate 

approximately how much they charge in total for their time and/or expenses (note.. do 

not include $ accountant’s fees for standard accounting work).   

4.  IF you have some form of board/committee that provides advice and decision making 

please answer the following:  

  (i) how many people are members of the board/committee?                 No. in group                        

  (ii) how many times do they formally meet each year?                         No. of times 
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  (iii)how many days per year do you think each person, on average, devotes to their 

decision making for your farm?                                                                 Days 

5.  IF you are in a partnership, which of the options below applies (tick ONE box): 

  (i)   I’m in partnership with my spouse.                                                                    

  (ii)  I’m in partnership with one or more family members. 

  (iii) I’m in partnership with one or more non family members.  

  (iv) I’m in partnership involving both family and non-family members.  

  (v)  Other give details…………………….................................... 

 

6.  Your financial interest in the farm/s is best described by (tick appropriate box): 

  (i) You’re a paid manager with NO financial interest in the assets.  

  (ii) You’re a paid manager with some direct financial interests in the assets. 

  (iii) You’re in a partnership and receive a share of the profits, but no formal salary.  

  (iv)You’re in a partnership and receive a fixed salary as well as a share of the profits.  

  (v) You receive the profits from the farm AND you’re not a paid manager nor in a 

partnership.          

  (vi) You’re a share milker with some ownership of the farm assets and receive a share of 

the profits. 

  (vii) You’re a share milker with little ownership of the farm assets but receive a share    

of the profits.  

  (vii) Other. Give details……………………………………………………….. 

7.  You’re fully aware of all the alternative governance structures possible and their details, benefits and 

disadvantages.                                   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

8.  You have complete trust in all the people advising me in their various forms. 

                                                                                                                   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

9. To control and/or reduce risk it is very important to involve other people, either formally or informally, in 

the governance of the farm/s I’m involved in.              TRUE        NOT TRUE 

10. You are generally happy with the state of the governance system in place.    

                                                                                                                                                        TRUE        NOT TRUE 

D. MANAGERIAL STYLE 

For each statement tick ONE box that best records your degree of belief in the statement. 

1. You tend to mull over decisions before acting. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

2. You find it easy to ring up strangers to find out technical information. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

3. For most things you seek the views of many people before making changes to 

 your operations. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

4. You usually find discussing everything with members of your family and/or colleagues 

 very helpful. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

5. Where there are too many jobs for the time available you sometimes become  

 quite anxious. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

6. You tend to tolerate mistakes and accidents that occur with employees and/or contractors. 

   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

7. You share your successes and failures with neighbours.    TRUE        NOT TRUE 
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8. Keeping records on just about everything is very important.    TRUE        NOT TRUE 

9. You admire farming/grower colleagues who are financially logical and  

 don't let emotions colour their decisions.                                    TRUE        NOT TRUE 

10 You sometimes don't sleep at night worrying about decisions made.  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

11. You find investigating new farming/growing methods exhilarating  
 and challenging. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
12 You tend to write down options and calculate monetary consequences  
 before deciding. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
13. You tend to worry about what others think of your methods.  TRUE        NOT TRUE 
14. You are happy to make do with what materials you have to hand.  TRUE        NOT TRUE 
15. You find talking to others about farming/growing ideas stimulates and 

excites you as well as increasing your enthusiasm for new ideas.  TRUE        NOT TRUE 
16. Having to make changes to well established management systems and  

rules is a real pain. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
17. You normally don't rest until the job is fully completed. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
18. You normally enjoy being involved in farmer/grower organisations. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
19. You sometimes believe you are too much of a stickler for checking and 

double-checking that everything has been carried out satisfactorily. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
20. When the pressure is on you sometimes become cross and short 

with others. TRUE        NOTTRUE 
21. You generally choose conclusions from experience rather than from hunches 

when they are in conflict. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
22. You are inclined to let employees/contractors do it their way?   TRUE        NOT TRUE 
23. You not only speak your mind and ask questions at farmer/grower meetings,  

but also enjoy the involvement. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
24. It is very important to stick to management principles no matter  
 what the pressure to do otherwise. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

25. You are much happier if everything is planned well ahead of time. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
 

E. GOALS AND AIMS 

For each statement tick ONE box that best records your degree of belief in each statement. 

 

1. It is very important to pass on the property to family members. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
2.  It is important to earn the respect of farmers/growers in the local community. 

  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

3. Making a comfortable living is important. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

4.  It is very necessary to keep debt as low as possible. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

5.  It is essential to plan for reasonable holidays and plenty of leisure time. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

6. Attending field days and farmer/growers meetings is vital. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

7. It is very important to reduce risk using techniques like diversification, 

 farming conservatively, keeping cash reserves …. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

8. Developing facilities and systems that give good working conditions is crucial. 

   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

9. It is very important to ensure employees enjoy their jobs. TRUE        NOT TRUE 
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10. Doing jobs that I enjoy is a very important part of the operation. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

11. Minimising pollution is very important. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

12. I enjoy experimenting with new products and production systems. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

13. Proper retirement planning is a major consideration. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

14. You must always be striving to increase the total value of assets. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

15. Constantly expanding the size of the business is absolutely necessary. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

16. Aiming for maximum sustainable net cash returns is very important. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

17. Maintaining a presence in local community activities is important. TRUE       NOT TRUE 

18.  It is very important to improve the condition of the property (fertility, facilities ….). 
  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

19. Giving assets to the children so they can pay for education and/or set up businesses  

is very important. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

20. While I don’t particularly enjoy farming, I carry on as I don’t have a background that  

allows shifting into another occupation. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

F. SUCCESSION 

This is all about how you intend to pass on your assets to your heirs…. 

If you do not have a financial interest in the farm/s, skip this section and move onto 

section G. 

If you have no thoughts about how you might dispose of your assets when you leave 

the farm, move onto question 10 at the end of this F section.  

1.  If you expect to leave the farm before retirement, tick the one box below that 

applies, OR skip to the next question if you expect to stay farming till retirement): 

           (i) simply sell up all the assets when you leave the farm and invest the proceeds, 

           (ii) sell up and buy another farm,                                                                                   

           (iii) sell up and gift all, or part, of the proceeds to my heirs,                                         

           (iv) pass the farm onto one or more heirs (possibly keeping some interest).  

If you do not have children skip to question 5 

2.  Indicate how many children you have in each age group. (skip to 5 if no children).  

 0-5 yrs           6-10 yrs  11-15 yrs           16-20 yrs           21-25 yrs           26 – 30 yrs 

 31-35 yrs            greater than 35 yrs           

3.  Of your children, how many have expressed a serious interest in becoming a farmer? 

Use ‘0’ to indicate none.  

4.  Of your children, how many have been/are involved in tertiary education involving 

courses in agriculture/horticulture? Use ‘0’ if too young or none involved. 

5.  How many years ago did the ‘farm’ (you, the trustees, the directors or other owners) 

start giving away its assets to the next generation/owners? (perhaps through a trust, 

shares, or other mechanism…).   If not started enter ‘0’.                      Years 

6.  If you have started passing on assets, what % of the current NET ASSETS have now 

been passed onto the next generation/owners? (skip to 7 if not started).    %                   
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7.  Indicate the proportion (%) of the FARM NET ASSETS currently held by/through the 

following options  

                 (i)  Held personally                                                                     % 

                 (ii) Held by my spouse                                                               % 

                 (iii) Held by a trust                                                                     %                           

                 (iv) Held by a partner of some kind                                        %                          

                 (v) Held by the shares in a private company                         %       

                 (vi) Held by the shares in a public company                          %       

                 (vii) Other (please specify……………………)                               %      

                                                                                       Total of all should be 100%. 

8.  What proportion of your assets do you intend to pass on to: 

         (i) the next generation (in contrast to gifting/passing on to non-family  

          members such as a charity or other)?                                                 % 

         (ii) your spouse in her/his own right?                                                  %                                              

9.  IF you have more than one child will you (tick which alternative/s apply) 

         (i)   pass on your assets equally even if this means selling up the farm/s.          

         (ii)  assuming at least one child is interested in the farm, you will pass the farm/s in 

total to one child expecting this child to payout siblings 

             

         (iii) if more than one child is interested in farming, give an equal shares to each. 

         (iv) if more than one child is interested will you choose one to inherit and  

                expect the chosen child to pay a share of income to the other/s. 

         (v)  other, please specify ………………………………………………………….  

10.  I’m generally happy with the state of our/my succession plans.                             TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 

G. LEARNING FROM EXPERIENCE …  GENERAL 

 

1.  I gained a lot of knowledge from carefully reviewing the outcomes of my decisions and deciding what to 

do   in the future from the review.                                                   TRUE        NOT TRUE 

2.  I accept that I have to make a mistake several times before I improve  my managerial skills for the 

problem.                                                           TRUE        NOT TRUE 

3.  I should spend more time reflecting on what has occurred to tease out the lessons for improved 

management.       TRUE        NOT TRUE 

4.  For the farms I worked on before becoming a manager, generally the manager discussed with me all 

decisions that needed taking in a positive and thoughtful way.  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

5.My management of employees and/or contractors has improved out of all recognition over the years.      
  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

6.Prior to becoming a manager, my farming experience had not encountered major problems caused by 

extreme conditions of any kind (prices, weather, events, breakdowns….) 
  TRUE        NOT TRUE 
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7.  In hindsight, I made quite a few mistakes when I first became a manager but have seldom made the 

mistakes again.                                                TRUE        NOT TRUE 

8.  I get really cross with myself when in hindsight I discover I made the wrong decision. 
                                                                                                                             TRUE        NOT TRUE 

9.  What is the furthest you have ever travelled to attend a field day/instruction  

course/demonstration in order to further your agricultural management skills? Kms 

10.  Over my managing career I’ve been lucky not to encounter major problems in any 

form (e.g., extreme prices/costs, weather, interest rates, diseases…..)    TRUE        NOT TRUE 

11.  Over my managing career I’ve been lucky in that the majority of employees and  

contractors have been cooperative and have produced good results. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

12.  I have mainly learnt better management through situations that have not gone to plan and caused real 

headaches. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

13.I find my management is constantly challenged by new conditions and situations that mean  

I have to come up with different solutions and systems compared to the past. 
  TRUE        NOT TRUE 

14.  Increasingly over the years I’m finding I spend less time formally analysing/thinking about  

decisions before coming up with a solution and carrying it out. TRUE        NOT TRUE 

15.  I believe I learn most from reviewing each decision after the event.    TRUE        NOT TRUE 

16.  I regularly discuss and review with my spouse decisions I’ve made in the recent past. 
               TRUE        NOT TRUE 

17. I regularly discuss and review with people, other than my spouse, decisions I’ve made in the recent past.      
 TRUE        NOT TRUE 

18. How many hours, on average, do you spend each week on recording what happens round your 

farm/s?                                                                           Hours on physical and financial recording 

18. Other experience factors … specify TRUE        NOT TRUE 

 

 

 

 

H. PERSONAL FEATURES  AND  OUTPUTS 

 

1. Which age group do you fall into? (tick ONE box) 

 less than 25 years                                26 - 35 years                                       36 - 45 years 

 46 – 55  56 - 65 years greater than 65 years 
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2.  What was the level at which you stopped your formal education?   (tick ONE  box) 

 Primary school                                                               Secondary school - up to 3 years 

 Secondary school - 4 or more years                          Tertiary education - up to 2 years                 

 Tertiary education - 3 or more years 

3.  For your LAST year of formal study, what was your average % grade (as you recall)?   % 

4. Please indicate your gender by putting F(emale) or M(ale) in the box.                              

5.  For the last FIVE years, what is your estimate of the % your average annual cash surplus, 

after tax and mortgage payments, has been increasing/decreasing?    % 

                                                                       (delete one of  INCREASE/DECREASE) 

6.  For the last FIVE years, what is your estimate of the % that the farm/s’ current TOTAL 

NET  

 ASSET VALUE  has increased/decreased?     (delete one of  INCREASE/DECREASE) % 

 

 With respect to the production on your farm/s, where applicable and known: 

            

7.  What is your average lambing % survival to sale and/or into replacement flock? % 

                                                                      

8.  What is your average calving % survival to sale and/or into replacement herd? % 

 

9.  What is your estimate of your average wool production per hectare (greasy)? kgs 

 

10.  What is your average wool production per ewe (greasy)? kgs 

 

11.  What is your estimate of your average carcass meat production per hectare? kgs 

 

12.  What is your average ‘milk solids’ production per hectare? kgs 

 

13.  What is your average ‘milk solids’ production per cow? kgs 

 

14.  To the nearest $100000, please give your estimate of the farm/s’ total current NET ASSET value 

 (i.e. total capital value less debts).                                                                  $        $ 
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15.  To the nearest $5000 please give the total annual cash profit (gross income less all farm working 

expenses including depreciation but not a paid manager’s salary) of the farm/s you have an interest in, 

on AVERAGE, achieved over the last FIVE years?  

          (if the average is a loss, put a negative sign (-) in front of the estimate)     $ 

 

16.  If you discuss your affairs with the following professionals please indicate the number of hours per          

annum      you would spend with each.  

                                                On succession/governance.              On farm advice. 

Farm consultant                                                                                    

Accountant    

Lawyer        

Business consultant 

Other. Specify………………….. 

 

 

THANK YOU  VERY  MUCH  FOR  TAKING  THE  TIME  AND  THOUGHT 

TO COMPLETE  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE. 

 

The results will be used to develop our understanding of succession and governance methods. 

They will also be published in the popular and farming press for your general information. 

Please return the completed questionnaire using the enclosed envelope. 

A stamp is NOT required. 
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Appendix C 
 

 

Table C1  Degree of farmer involvement with respect to decisions and assistance provided for ‘strategic 

and long term policy’ by net profit level. Average rating on a scale of 1 (true that ‘assistance’ provided) 

to 5 (not true). (see below table for definitions of each column) 

Profit range($) Make all Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnership Sole decider Trustees 

< 50000  1.79 3.37 4.58 4.88 2.60 2.41 3.84 

50 to 100000 1.86 3.15 4.59 4.80 2.59 2.18 3.71 

100 to 150000 1.78 3.25 4.68 4.93 2.98 2.47 3.73 

150 to 200000 2.10 2.98 4.29 4.35 2.84 2.79 3.45 

200 to 250000 1.76 2.72 4.26 4.22 2.13 2.61 3.70 

 >  250000 2.04 2.47 4.08 4.27 2.21 3.30 3.42 

Significance (F test) 0.436 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.067 0.000 0.392 

 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ =  decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that in this ‘other’ column some cells are blank as no farmers answered the ‘other’ question 

When the profit groupings were based on $20000 ranges the results followed similar trends to that 

shown in table 9 but with variations in the F test significance results for the variation in profit. The 

probability values were, in the same order as in Table 9: 

0.048    0.027    0.001    0.000    0.647    0.000   and  0.202   

The ‘partnership’ differences were far less significant, and the ‘make all’ and ‘trustee’ decision 

categories more significant.  
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Table C2  Degree of farmer involvement with respect to decisions and assistance provided for ‘tactical 

&/or short term questions including day to day decisions’ by net profit level. Average rating on a scale 

of 1 (true that ‘assistance’ provided) to 5 (not true). (see below table for definitions of each column) 

Profit range($) Make all Confer Com’t’ee Board Partnership Sole decider Trustees 

< 50000  2.10 3.06 4.50 4.88 2.65 2.70 3.94 

50 to 100000 2.10 2.85 4.51 4.77 2.57 2.52 3.89 

100 to 150000 1.87 2.95 4.58 4.94 2.87 2.81 3.89 

150 to 200000 2.44 2.74 4.47 4.57 2.80 3.23 3.73 

200 to 250000 2.09 2.50 3.93 4.18 2.32 3.38 3.68 

 >  250000 2.51 2.49 3.96 4.47 2.43 3.66 3.65 

Significance (F test) 0.093 0.059 0.001 0.000 0.578 0.000 0.768 

 

‘Make all’ = make all decisions but with advice from family/friends/colleagues 

‘Confer’ = frequently confer and take advice from a professional consultant 

‘Com’t’ee’ = often have committee of lay and professional to help through formal meetings 

‘Board’ = have board of directors that frequently meet and has the final say 

‘Partnership’ = as a partnership we make most decisions 

‘Sole decider’ = make decisions without discussions with others 

‘Trustees’ = farm is owned at least in part by a trust and you consult the trustees 

‘Other’ =  decisions are mainly made by a manager/sharemilker/lease.   

* Note that in this ‘other’ column some cells are blank as no farmers answered the ‘other’ question 

When the profit groupings were based on $20000 ranges the results followed similar trends to that 

shown in table 5.1 but with variations in the F test significance results for the variation in profit. The 

probability values were, in the same order as in Table 13: 

0.331    0.187    0.010    0.000    0.516    0.003    0.316  

The ‘partnership’ differences were far less significant, and the ‘com’t’ee’ , ‘board’ and ‘sole decider’ 

decision categories relatively significant.  

Table C3 Details of governing boards or committees by asset ranges 

$ Asset range No. of people on  
Board/com’t’ee 

No. of meetings 
per year 

Days/year devoted 
by members 

<5 million 3.25 3.98 56.81 

5-10 million 3.64 5.67 75.12 

10-15 million 4.00 5.81 7.50 

15-20 million 4.25 2.75 11.70 

20-25 million 4.00 6.00 16.80 

> 25 million 4.50 5.71 51.08 

F significance 0.387 0.880 0.763 
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Table C4 Partnership arrangements across Profit ranges … percentages based across columns 

Profit 
range($) 

Spouse 
partnership 

Partnership with one 
or more family  
members  

Partnership 
with 
 non family 
members 

Partnership with both non  
& family  members  

< $50000 80.34 16.85 1.12 1.68 

50-100000 76.04 20.83 0.0 3.12 

100-150000 77.5 22.5 0.0 0.0 

150-200000 66.67 30.77 0.0 2.56 

200-250000 61.11 27.78 5.55 5.55 

>$250000 53.85 28.85 5.77 11.54 

The Chi square for the cross tab table was 0.002 indicating the profit level is impacting on the 

partnership situation. 

Table C5 Financial interest in the farm relative to profit ranges … column percentages 

Profit 
range 

1 
Mang’r 

2 Mang’r 
& $ 

3 
Partn’ip 

4 Partn’ip 
+ $ 

5 
Profits 

6 Milker 
$ 

7 
Milker 

8 
Other 

<$50000 36.36 26.19 43.90 31.34 48.19 20.00 0.0 50.00 

50-100000 18.18 30.95 23.34 19.40 24.10 60.00 0.0 33.33 

100-
150000 

9.09 9.52 10.10 8.95 9.64 0.0 0.0 0.0 

150-
200000 

9.09 7.14 9.06 10.45 6.63 0.0 0.0 0.0 

200-
250000 

0.0 7.14 4.88 2.98 1.81 0.0 0.0 0.0 

>$250000 27.27 19.05 8.71 26.87 9.64 20.0 0.0 16.67 

Note .. refer to Table 9.1 for a fuller description of the columns. The rows in Table 20 have the same 

number as the columns in this table. Note that column 7 is blank as the farmers in this category chose to 

leave this data blank. 

Chi square for the table is 0.128 indicating the differences are relatively important (Likelihood ratio 

0.143, Kendall’s tau b is 0.112) 

Table C6  Beliefs on governance relative to asset levels …. Average rating on a one to five scale (1=true, 

… , 5 = not true) 

Asset range ($) Aware of governance 
structures 

Trust in 
advisors 

Need others to  
control risk 

Happy with current 
 governance system 

<$5 million 2.51 2.50 2.68 1.68 

5-10 million 2.14 2.19 2.32 1.55 

10-15 million 2.00 2.30 2.24 1.84 

15-20 milion 1.54 2.00 1.83 1.45 

20-25 million 2.00 1.83 2.17 1.83 

>$25 million 2.00 1.91 2.36 2.00 

F significance 0.005 0.051 0.023 0.382 

 

The shifts as the farm investment increases is very similar, as you would expect, to the profit effects (see 

Chapter 10.  
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Table C7 Average score for each managerial style statement (see questions D1 to D25 in the 

questionnaire) by asset level (agreement score based on 1 for ‘true’ through to 5 for ‘not true’) 

Style quest 
number 

<$5 million 5-10 
million 

10-15 
million 

15-20 
million 

20-  
25 million 

>$25 million 

1 1.91 2.26 1.97 1.92 2.67 3.36 

2 2.96 2.44 2.97 1.83 2.00 2.45 

3 3.10 2.98 2.47 2.00 2.83 3.09 

4 2.47 2.30 1.97 1.73 1.67 2.64 

5 2.96 3.36 3.09 3.42 2.67 3.64 

6 3.06 3.04 2.79 3.00 3.00 3.27 

7 3.21 3.31 3.29 4.08 3.67 3.73 

8 2.35 2.19 2.29 1.75 2.17 2.18 

9 2.19 2.02 2.18 1.42 1.33 1.54 

10 3.54 3.37 3.21 3.42 3.33 3.54 

11 2.26 1.80 1.88 1.50 1.17 1.54 

12 2.47 2.15 2.00 1.50 2.00 1.54 

13 4.13 4.10 4.24 4.08 4.00 3.91 

14 2.17 2.47 2.61 2.58 2.67 2.82 

15 2.12 1.86 1.85 1.75 1.33 1.54 

16 3.14 3.27 3.48 3.67 4.67 3.45 

17 2.49 2.30 2.56 2.08 2.67 2.54 

18 3.06 2.73 2.51 2.42 3.33 2.45 

19 3.31 3.29 3.06 3.67 3.33 3.27 

20 3.10 3.03 3.03 3.08 3.00 2.82 

21 2.00 1.84 1.70 1.75 2.50 1.82 

22 2.95 2.91 3.24 3.17 3.83 3.09 

23 3.18 2.81 2.45 2.25 2.67 1.73 

24 2.74 2.52 2.15 2.25 2.50 2.27 

25 1.94 1.73 1.94 1.67 1.75 1.73 

 

As you would expect from the profit level analysis, differences also occur according to farm size as 

reflected in the net asset ranges. This again begs the question of whether different styles lead to greater 

success, or whether farmers without the ‘correct’ attitudes tend to leave larger farms as they are not 

coping.  
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