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PREFACE

In 1986 the AERU published Research Report No.187 on fanners' responses to economic
restructuring in Hurunui and Clutha Counties. At that time the focus was on the measures
fanners were adopting to cope with the rapid early changes in the fanning industry. The
present study builds on this base by reporting on fanners in the same areas in 1992. In this
way it is possible to gain some idea of the changes over time in these two locations and to
examine in depth fanners' current attitudes and practices in 1992. This report presents
findings from a resurvey which would be of value to people in the primary production
industry and others who seek to be infonned about changes in fanning.

A C Zwart
Director, AERU
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SUMMARY

This report presents results from a mail survey of 238 farms in Hurunui and Clutha Counties
in 1992, and compares them with a similar survey in 1986. The typically sheep/beef farmers
said that their financial position had improved. There were 85 per cent in a financial surplus
situation in 1992 compared with 64 per cent in 1986. On-farm investment had increased in
popularity and one quarter of farmers had increased their expenditure. Farm workers of all
types had increased in number, with the largest gain occurring in the number of paid
workers. Men and women in equal numbers worked off farm, accounting for 22 per cent
of the surveyed farm workforce. For full-time farmers there were 13 per cent working off
farm. In 1992 more farmers than in 1986 were satisfied with their management system, and
about half of the respondents had already developed new land uses or management systems,
compared to one quarter in 1986. Pasture development, subdivision and trees were important
new land uses. In 1992 there were four clusters of management strategies adopted and four
clusters of approaches to farming. Factor analyses of statements about farming showed some
consistent results over time.
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CHAPTER 1

NEW ZEALAND FARMERS' RESPONSES
TO ECONOMIC RESTRUCTURING

1.1 Introduction

An overview is presented here of the literature on the condition of the contemporary New
Zealand family farm. A summary of the earlier survey of the districts (Fairweather 1987)
is offered first with a preliminary statement of the contextual changes and responses of the
farming community in reaction to the deregulation of the agricultural sector. This review
will then be concerned with the major developments in pastoral farming between 1986 and
1992. The regular MAP Farm Monitoring Reports and other economic commentaries on the
changing conditions and responses are examined first prior to a discussion of the structural,
labour arrangements, and social variables. A brief review of the relevant sociology of
agriculture literature will highlight some of the diverse social factors involved in family farm
survival. This social emphasis then provides the background to the formulation of this
study's primary concerns to be examined in the resurvey of the Clutha and Hurunui districts.

1.2 Farmers' Situation and Responses: 1986

The actions of the state have always had a significant role in the determination of farmers'
policy decisions. Sheep and beef farmers have experienced a severe reduction in the terms
of trade for farm commodities in international trade since the 1970s. The New Zealand
government had implemented supplementary minimum prices (SMPs) for producers in 1978
to encourage confidence, maintain production, and sustain farmers' incomes while they were
receiving reduced commodity prices. New Zealand producers had also been the beneficiaries
of several long-term direct and indirect subsidies including assistance in finance, marketing,
tax, and input expenditure. The Labour Party entered government in 1984 with its "more
market" philosophy which sought to end the privileges enjoyed by some sectors of the
economy through government subsidized markets. The removal of all farming support prices
and subsidies was brought about soon after the installation of the new government.

Further changes in the financial market, including continuing high inflation, the removal of
financial controls, and the floating of the New Zealand dollar, exacerbated the farmers'
difficult position. Government policies increased the exchange rate, raised domestic interest
rates, and inflated the costs of inputs. The Meat and Wool Boards' Economic Service
described the condition of farmers as serious and noted that most were adjusting to the
changed economic environment by reducing inputs and production output. Farm income had
become insufficient to maintain the farm operations and farmers had been relying on
borrowing practices to support current business and farm development. At the time of the
first survey of the Clutha and Hurunui farmers in 1986, the Agricultural Review Committee
recorded that farmers' economic strife was aggravated by static world prices and the
economic policies initiated by the government (State of Agriculture Report 1986) and
commentators noted that "for farmers, the 1986 coincidence of policies and prices severely
threatened their livelihood and the farm itself as equity was eroded." (Fairweather 1987:5).
Droughts and the decline in land values were also faced by sheep and beef farmers at this
juncture. Most pastoral farms were to experience low incomes for the remainder of the
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decade (Benediktsson et al. 1990:3). Consequently, the climate in which fanners decided
on their fann strategy had rapidly altered and economic stress became a contributing factor
in fann management decision making.

1.3 1986 Survey of Hurunui and Clutha Farmers

An initial study of the fanning practices, management styles and fanners' attitudes was
conducted in 1986 in the Clutha and Hurunui counties to discover how fanners had reacted
to the economic restructuring and changing environment of New Zealand agriculture
(Fairweather 1987). A preview of the overseas literature had indicated a variety of fanners'
responses to economic change while a lack of infonnation on the New Zealand situation was
noted. Fairweather's survey was designed to indicate New Zealand pastoral fanners'
responses to the economic changes in 1986, how fanners perceived government policy, their
own situation, and what strategies they had employed to adjust to the changed circumstances
in primary production. The overall pattern of response was similar to that found in overseas
studies, namely fanners adopted a variety of responses to their changed situation that
reflected different management styles.

With a third of the respondents surveyed by Fairweather in a financial deficit situation, many
had indicated adjustments were required in both their financial circumstances and their
management strategies. The survey found 71 per cent of respondents in a poorer financial
condition than the previous year, that earlier borrowing practices had contributed to much
of the fann business downturn, and 60 per cent had indicated that some level of adjustment
was necessary (Fairweather 1987: 17-20). Nearly half of those surveyed were pursuing new
management strategies including new land uses, a low input policy, and reorganising fann
labour. A common response of fanners in the survey was the adoption of a low input policy
which was supplemented by the replacement of paid fann labour with family labour. Change
in land use was a common strategy and future off-fann investment was also planned. While
there was a significant feeling of opposition to the government's new agricultural agenda,
other respondents approved of the changes in government policy. Moreover, while financial
pressure had induced expenditure cutbacks by some fanners, others had expanded their fann
enterprise. The diversity of pastoral fanners' responses found in the Clutha and Hurunui
counties allows future analysis to examine how effective these differing strategies were in
meeting the challenges of the new agricultural economy.

The 1986 survey refers to fanners' responses recorded in a specific time frame and does not
indicate changes in strategy over time. It further raised the question of whether certain
management ~trategies that were associated with particular styles of fann management were
more prevalent as a response to the restructuring of fanning in the 1980s. This current
reappraisal of fanners' behaviour and attitudes will provide a broader time frame that will
allow an assessment of the evolution of management strategies, show overall fann structure
changes, and examine some of the effect of the application of differing fanning strategies.

Responses to agricultural restructuring also reflected attitudes that wer,-- either conducive or
resistant to change. The survey discovered that while some respondents felt their fanning
system was adequate, as many as 40 per cent replied that they had no choice but to maintain
their current management policy. Attitudes to change were also shaped by the fanning goals
held by individual producers. In light of the variety of responses, Fairweather explored a
typology of managerial styles to classify the differing strategies employed by the fanners
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surveyed. Four factor analysis categories illustrated how managers would pursue different
adjustment strategies through their commitment to different goals and approaches to farming
(Fairweather 1987:30-7). Management styles were to be the subject of another study
conducted by Fairweather and Keating (1990, 1993) where it was explained that management
styles reflected combinations of farmers' goals. Three categories were identified, the
Dedicated Producer, the Flexible Strategist, and the Lifestyler/Environmentalist, which
accounted for the variety in business and way-of-life goals held by farmers. Each managerial
type was found to prefer certain management strategies, including decisions made in
economic stress.

1.4 Farmers' Situation and Responses: 1986-1992

This review now concerns itself with the trends in the agricultural economy, structural
changes and farmers' behavioral and attitudinal responses since the initial study in 1986. A
number of sources are used including MAF Farm Monitoring reports and other relevant
literature. The background to these changes includes declining farm incomes in 1986, and
farmers had continued to receive a farm profit that remained below the 1975-1985 average
(Fairweather 1992). Farm expenditures paralleled the changes in farm income, with most
variability found in expenditure on fertiliser and maintenance. In the heavily indebted farm
industry, interest payments on loans remained the highest single item of expenditure
throughout the 1985 to 1991 period. The effect of the more market economic policy was
more positive on input prices as the reduced inflation rate steadily made a positive
contribution to the financial situation of farms. Financial pressure was eased to some extent
but remained a key variable in farm business decision making. In response, farmers made
several financial adjustments and many pursued new farm management strategies to modify
their operations in accordance with the new economic environment. Farmers responded to
the changes in regulatory environment through a reduction in capital investment, modifying
production and reducing expenditure on discretionary inputs, including hired labour. By the
late 1980s several new structural factors characterized the deregulated pastoral farming
economy (Fairweather 1992). Stock populations had altered in favour of dairy and deer
stock with a corresponding decline in sheep numbers. Farm size had changed with
movement toward expansion of larger units or continued development of small-holdings. In
1990 a reduction in the number of farms was first apparent although no increase in corporate
farming was evident (Fairweather 1992; MAF Farm Monitoring Reports 1988-92). Family
farm social relations were also reorganised with respect to an increase in pluriactivity, more
family members engaged in off-farm work, changes in gender roles and generational
succession (Alston 1991).

1.4.1 MAF Farm Monitoring

The MAF Farm Monitoring Reports have provided a regular summary of the conditions
within the pastoral sector of New Zealand agriculture (MAF Farm Monitoring Report.
National Reports, 1988-1992). The reports trace the slow recovery of gross farm income
from the dramatic slump of 1985/86, later compounded by problems related to a continued
depressed income and increased costs. Farm incomes remained low but were at a
considerably higher level than the income received in 1985/86 despite changes in commodity
prices. Sheepmeat incomes were recovering, three per cent up on the previous season in
1988/89, but remained low and the predicted continued decline in farm profitability prompted
farmers to remain pessimistic over their future. In 1991 farmers experienced another decline
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in the sheepmeats revenue. The following year provided a surprising increase in fanners'
income, much of which was budgeted for spending on postponed maintenance tasks (MAF
Fann Monitoring Reports June 1991:11; June 1992:6). Prices offered for live lamb
shipments were improving while meat schedule prices were poor. By 1992, the profitable
live sheep market also affected the prices offered for sheepmeat by the processed lamb
market (MAF Fann Monitoring Report June 1992: 10).

The high cost of debt servicing, high interest rates, the high value of the New Zealand dollar
and increased charges from the Rural Bank, all contributed to the continued difficult financial
circumstances faced by fanners. The 1988 report commented that the only financial aspect
of the national economy favourable to fanners was the arrested movement of inflation. Fann
cost inflation had remained low over the two preceding years. Capital restructuring was
considered crucial to the reorientation of the fanning community toward the new economic
conditions. Debt servicing as a percentage of gross fann income was found to be 25 per cent
in 1987-89. Sustainable low cost production required a reduction in the debt servicing
portion of the fann expenditure. MAP considered that the cutback in fann spending only
partially met this need and action from financiers, such as concessions or debt write off, was
needed. MAP reported in 1988 that few fanners had successfully negotiated a reduction in
their debt interest rate although debt servicing costs were noted to have been reduced by 9
per cent the following year (MAP Fann Monitoring Reports June 1988:14; December
1988:6,13; December 1989:9). However, by 1991 banks were concentrating on increasing
their market share because the number of fann sales had shrunk. New bank account
packages were being offered with interest rates below the current business interest levels.
Interests rates continued to fall in 1992 and were predicted to fall further, a reduction in
interest costs of 24 per cent from 1990 to 1993. In all but the drought-stricken districts of
the South Island, an increase in fanners' financial security was reported by 1992 (MAP Fann
Monitoring Reports June 1991:14; June 1992:6,14).

Fanners' confidence in their future was observed to fluctuate over the years by MAF
surveys, reflecting the variable nature of economic indicators such as fanngate prices or
interest rates, and the differing conditions faced by fanners throughout the country, from
drought to favourable markets for fine wool. Fanner confidence reportedly reached its
highest level in 1992 since the confidence index was first adopted by MAF surveys in 1989
(MAP Fann Monitoring Reports June 1988:5-6; December 1988:3-4; June 1992:13).

By 1988 the farmers' response pattern had become evident. They sought to decrease
breeding stock, augment trading stock numbers, lower production costs, and postpone fann
expenditure. Stock policies were developed to pennit farmers greater flexibility in
responding to the fluctuations of market prices for wool, lamb, or beef. A drop in breeding
ewe numbers was evident and reported by MAF in mid-1988. Premiums for lamb were paid
to some fanners to encourage supply. However, farmers were reluctant to respond to calls
for greater lamb production while prices were unfavourable. Although livestock prices began
to improve in 1989, fanners were constrained both biologically and financially from
increasing their sheep stock and any increase was expected to be gradual. This was
particularly true for the drought stricken areas. Fanners who were restocking kept below
past flock sizes in light of the recent drought, feed pressure and price regimes experienced.
In many cases, improved prices did not significantly affect farmers' overall revenue because
of reduced stock numbers on fanns. A continuing reduction in the sheep population was
predicted for 1993 (MAP Fann Monitoring Report December 1989:7,9,13; June 1992:6).
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There was a move away from sheep farming either towards beef, or farmers within the sheep
sector deriving more income from wool than sheepmeat. Farmers attempting a shift into
cattle found the high capital cost of purchasing beef stock remained prohibitive, although
many could affect the change by opting for the cheaper dairy origin cattle rather than the
high cost breeding cows. The Rural Affairs Unit (MAF) Outlook survey of 1990/91
described an increasing stocking rate on farms that indicated an increase in cattle stock rather
than replenishment of sheep flocks. Conversion of sheep farms to dairying had occurred,
particularly at the periphery of dairy districts (MAF Farm Monitoring Report December
1988:12). The move out of sheep farming into cattle was still evident as the stocking rate
of cattle continued to increase at the expense of sheep stocks in the 1990s. This trend
towards cattle farming was noted to have accelerated in 1992 despite the decline in the
profitability gap between the two sectors (MAF Farm Monitoring Report June 1991:13; June
1992:6,13).

More favourable wool prices in 1988 had fostered rationalisation of livestock policies towards
wool production. This involved

"dry ewe flocks, removing rams earlier from ewes during the mating period,
hogget flocks for wool combined with live export, breed changes to achieve
greater wool yields per head, reduced stock numbers aimed at greater per
head production, and a greater degree of within-farm specialisation." (MAF
Farm Monitoring Report December 1988:11-12).

By December 1988, MAF reported the trend in declining sheep numbers had slowed as
farmers were concerned with sustaining their income derived from wool. The wool inCOrrl~

in 1988 had increased by 9.5 per cent on June estimates but by 1989, wool prices were
already in decline. The continued drop in wool prices led to a significant reduction in farm
revenue over 1990-92. By 1992, wool prices had become highly volatile (MAF Farm
Monitoring Reports December 1988:1,3; December 1989:9; June 1991:11; June 1992:10).

Farmers also pursued options to diversify within their farming systems for instance, "stock
trading, stock finishing, fine wooled sheep flocks, and alternative mating practices such as
out of season lambing." (MAF Farm Monitoring Report June 1988:13). Horticultural
expansion and investment in exotic tree plantations were also evident although diversification
in alternative enterprises has been prevented by the financial commitments demanded. This
substitution in livestock and diversification in land use reflects a major response of farmers
to drought and changing profitabilities (MAF Farm Monitoring Reports 1989-1991).

Improved revenue of 1992 was reinvested on the farm primarily through fertiliser but also
in expenditure on, in order of magnitude, repairs, maintenance, feed, animal health, and
weed control (MAF Farm Monitoring Report 1992: 12). Many observers believed that
limited capital outlay on farm maintenance was eroding the carrying capacity of farmland
(MAF Farm Monitoring Report June 1991: 13). A growing number of farms had become
non-viable as a result and had lost their value on the market. Farmers still found land in
Otago and South Canterbury difficult to sell in 1992 (MAF Farm Monitoring Report June
1991:13; June 1992:14). Trends in expenditure on inputs also determined the extent and
form of innovation on farms. Farm innovation had focused on improved grazing systems in
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the 1970s and diversification in the 1980s. Most recent interest was held in production based
research such as exotic sheep breeds, improved pasture species, and new techniques in
animal health (MAP Farm Monitoring Report June 1992:14).

Farmers who transferred to wool production had also reduced labour inputs over the 1985-88
period. Moreover with shearing practised more regularly to enhance the farm's cash-flow,
labour systems were altered to favour open shed shearing over contract shearing (MAP Farm
Monitoring Report December 1988:12). Low labour systems and some off-farm employment
were noted as significant responses to the new environment. A decline in the level of
permanent farm labour employed was reported in 1988, a trend complemented by more
family farm labour and off-farm income providing funds for the family living expenses. It
was a particularly relevant option for farms in the North Island where higher population
densities presumably provided more employment opportunities (MAP Farm Monitoring
Reports June 1988:11-14; December 1988:3). Farmers did not replenish farm labour forces
even though a shortage of skilled labour was evident. The MAP Farmer Outlook Survey
conducted in 1989 discovered off-farm employment occurred in 30 per cent of farms studied
(MAP Farm Monitoring Report December 1989:13-14).

Overall, MAP perceived the changes to livestock policy and input adjustments as the basis
for a "new farming equilibrium" that would be "characterised by a high degree of market and
farming flexibility and low cost of production." (MAP Farm Monitoring Report June
1988:14). The MAF reports emphasise the economic aspects of the farmers' responses to
the changing agricultural environment.

1.4.2 Other Economic Commentators

Other commentators have also examined the economic variables associated with farmers'
changing environment. Some have considered farmers' responses to both government
assistance programs and the subsequent economic liberalisation measures as not unusual but
a reflection of a consistent pattern of response to changes in farmgate prices and seasonal
conditions. Reynolds and SriRamaratnam (1990) argue that farmers had remained rational
and consistent in their behaviour and had not changed their response to the market signals
they perceived. The changes in agricultural prices and costs arising from government
policies did force farmers to alter expenditure and production variables, but "the decisions
were made in a manner consistent with past decisions and the ongoing processes of structural
change." (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam 1990:157). Reynolds and SriRamaratnam used their
livestock response model, the 'New Zealand pastoral supply model', to both analyze the
impact of seasonal cQnditions, prices and government policy on livestock supply and to
forecast the medium term responses of farmers. Their model simulates responses in the
pastoral sector to changes in climate, prices, and costs as surmised from historical data. It
indicates how producers adjust their production decisions according to changes in these
variables and provides a dynamic view of their output responses. Reynolds and
SriRamaratnam found that the output and livestock inventory changes made by producers
with government assistance and later under deregulation did not indicate a structural change
in behaviour. The producers' aggregate supply responses could be explained as consistent
with a reaction to price, cost and seasonal variations (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam
1990:161-6).

A crucial element in the economy of the farm that is involved in the farmer's response to the
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changing environment is farm expenditure. In examining the expenditure levels during the
post-1984 period it was observed that overall expenditure on the farm was related to the level
of farm income available and was not merely a response to government policies (Reynolds
and SriRamaratnam (1990: 167-174). For instance, there was an increase in farm expenditure
in 1985 one year after government support for agriculture was withdrawn. It should be noted
that increases in farm gross incomes as experienced in the later period of 1988-1990 do not
necessarily indicate an increase in farm operating surplus. A decline in farmgate prices was
usually reflected in a reduction in the use of discretionary inputs such as hired labour,
repairs, maintenance and fertiliser. Farmers' reinvestment activities were treated with
caution in the MAF Reports. Such increases in expenditure were often forced by the strain
on unattended machinery rather than indicating any increase in business confidence.
Forestalled expenses, increased taxation and debt servicing demands have affected the farm's
overall economic condition. For instance, the continued low level of fertiliser application
will affect the pasture quality and thereby inhibit improved stock performance (MAF Farm
Monitoring Report June 1988:11). The most significant variable of expenditure in the farm's
economy has been indicated as the level of total debt serviced (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam
1990:167-174). With an increase in the debt load carried by farmers, particularly in the
1979-1985 period, the farm debt accelerated to a level that soon exceeded the rate of increase
of farm equity. Farmers vulnerability to the decline in their sector's terms of trade was
amplified.

Farmers also responded to their depressed net farm income through changes to both capital
investment and productivity. Capital expenditure had been strong until the early 1980s, "in
response to both favourable real farm incomes, and government policies which created an
environment conducive to investment in agriculture." (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam
1990:175-6). Resources were moved from agriculture to other sectors of the economy by
investors following the markets that were positively affected by deregulation. Moreover,
government policies had supported a higher level of investment than farmers would have
pursued given the level of their real farm incomes. With the decline in prices and net
incomes after 1984, capital investment slumped to very low levels. Investment was
postponed on items that would have little short term impact on the farm economy, namely
land development, farm plant and machinery, and buildings. With farmers also selling assets
to raise funds, the capital base of farming declined. However, livestock numbers were not
as severely reduced, indicating farmers' recognition that such a response would be more
disruptive to future earnings. This adjustment of expenditure in response to a changed
financial situation was identified by Reynolds and SriRamaratnam (1990: 177) as a rational
survival strategy. As both capital expenditure and discretionary input usage were reduced
while output had been maintained at slightly lower levels, the pastoral farming process over
this period must have increased its productivity. However insufficient research has been
undertaken on productivity measures for a more definitive statement on this possible feature
of the farmers' response to the changes in the agricultural economy (Reynolds and
SriRamaratnam 1990: 175-8, 181).

While the economic responses of the farmers to the new economic environment are
important, other variables need to be addressed for a more coherent understanding of their
complex response. In particular, the structural changes undergone by the family farm, the
new patterns of social organisation, and the attitudinal and behavioral changes of the farming
community of the restructured agricultural sector.
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1.4.3 Structural, Labour and Attitudinal Changes

There have been significant structural changes in the dimensions of the post-1984 farm. The
number of farms in New Zealand has increased at a slower rate until the total number of
farms decreased for the first time in 1990 (see Fairweather 1992 for more details). While
initially this trend marked the increase in small farms outweighing the decrease in mid-sized
farms, the sharemarket crash of 1987 was in part responsible for a decline in the demand for
small farms. Smallholders remain important numerically and 'other animal' farms are
expanding in number. There has also been a slight increase in the concentration of
production. This polarisation of the farming community between small units or much larger
farms pursuing economies of scale has been noted as a typical development in other
agricultural nations (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam 1990: 179). Thus one would expect further
declines in the number of mid-sized farms.

The ownership of farms has also undergone change in the post-1984 period. Corporate farms
do not appear to be numerous and business person involvement in farming became even less
significant after the 1987 sharemarket crash. Moreover corporate involvement in production
has been more focused on the buoyant dairy and horticulture sectors rather than in pastoral
farming. The main trend over the 1984 to 1990 period has been an increase in the number
of partnerships, indicating a greater involvement of women on the farm (Fairweather
1992:21-25, 38-44; Rivers 1992).

Prominent in the variety of individual responses to the deregulated economy were the
reorganisation of labour and the changing nature of women's participation in farming.
Labour changes in the family farm were evident in the post-regulation environment. Farmers
had adjusted to lower incomes through off-farm work and a reduction of discretionary inputs,
including the reduction of hired labour. A decrease in paid farm labour between 1984 and
1990 corresponded to greater participation of family labour on the farm (Fairweather 1992).
Thus family members contributed more labour on the farm and ventures involving high
labour inputs were postponed or avoided. Full-time employment of farm operators increased
which did not lend much support to the overseas trend of responding to adversity through
part-time farming and greater off-farm employment for farm operators. However,
pluriactivity has been significant in the organisation of many farm households with other
family members responsible for this revenue. Off-farm capital when introduced into the farm
economy primarily reduced the demands for on-farm financial drawings and served as a
marginal contribution to the household income. While pluriactivity may be evident in many
households, farmers have persisted in cutting expenditure and altering management strategies
as their main responses to financial pressure.

In contrast to the European situation where off-farm work has been undertaken by male farm
operators, the involvement of women in off-farm work was another strategy of household
survival found in New Zealand (Fairweather 1992:29-38,52,57; Benediktsson et al. 1990:73
78). Traditionally, the gender-based division of labour has contributed to the persistence of
the family farm. Recent labour arrangements reflected a new gender-based division of work
both on and off the farm. Pluriactivity appears to be more a response to changing women's
roles and not a significant work option for male farm operators. Moreover, with a greater
reliance on the family for farm labour, women have become noticeably more involved.
There was a significant increase in the number of women in agriculture as both working
owners and unpaid labour. Overall, family farms in New Zealand have shown flexibility in
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labour use in times of financial pressure.

Farmers' responses to the post-regulation economy can also be examined in terms of their
expressed desire to change their management strategies and through alterations they actually
made in their approach to farm management. Farmer surveys conducted in the South Island
from 1986 to 1991 are a tentative guide to how individual farmers responded to the change
in the regulatory environment. Surveys of the Clutha, Southland and Strathallan counties
indicated that although about a quarter of the respondents were satisfied with their current
farming system and a sightly larger portion felt they had no option to change, nearly half of
those surveyed said they have had to make some form of adjustment to their management
strategy (Fairweather 1992; 48). More changes have been made in the late 1980s, perhaps
indicating that the improved incomes have enabled more farmers considering modification
of their farming practices to invest in a new system. Thus attitudes to farming strategies
have slowly changed in recent years with more farmers adopting new approaches to
management (Fairweather 1992:48-53).

The situation of farmers and their responses between 1986 and 1992 can be summarised as
follows. While the farm financial situation is still tight it has shown improvement in recent
years. Inflation has been low and steady but prices for different agricultural commodities
have been fluctuating, as has farmer confidence, although this has peaked in 1992. Farmers
have adjusted stock type and numbers, refined their wool production policies and diversified
their farming systems to reach a point of enhanced flexibility and lowered cost of production.
Farmers have changed management strategies to suit the changed environment. Economic
commentators see the patterns of changes as a consistent response to market signals. At the
aggregate level farm numbers are beginning to decline and family labour has increased in
importance. There has been no demise of the family farm nor a movement to corporat~

farming.

An extensive body of literature has explored the survival of the family farm overseas, the
techniques employed by farmers and the changing nature of the structures, processes and
social relations of the persistent family farm. A review of some of the sociology of
agriculture literature will provide both the theoretical constructs of this current enquiry and
an appreciation of what overseas studies found in the patterns of farmers' responses to the
changing context within which they farm.

1.5 Sociology of Agriculture Literature: Survival of the Family Farm

"Family survival strategies" was a concept first lifted from the academic work on urban Latin
American families and their subsistence tactics which focused "on the household within the
context of dependent capitalist development" (Redclift 1986:219), a situation not dissimilar
to non-capitalist family farm communities. Theorists have argued that an understanding of
the family farm in the contemporary politico-economic context requires consideration of

"both the relations internal to the family household, particularly gender and
generational relations, and relations between farm businesses and external
agricultural and financial capitals." (Marsden et al. 1989:2) .

Hence the persistence of the ongoing dialogue concerning the economy and the household,
the external economic processes and the mechanisms internal to the family farm operation,
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namely its demographic features and influential social life-cycles (Redclift 1986:218-9).
When survival of the farm refers to the social continuity of the family on the land, farmers
used several tactics to accommodate imposed structural changes. Much of the literature has
been concerned with the variable use of pluriactivity, part-time farming, gender role changes,
altered consumption patterns, financial tactics, and managerial choices.

For instance, Marsden et al. examined the strategies employed for the survival of family
farmers in contemporary southern England and noted a transformation in the family farm in
response to the options available in the new economic climate and the compromises made in
the face of internal and external changes. They cited production expansion, increases in
financial liabilities and owner-occupation, a diffusion of legal control over the farm with the
incorporation of family members in partnerships, and the increased involvement of family
members in farm labour with a corresponding reliance on casual hire of specialist labourers.
These strategies or "family processes concerned with land occupancy, business organisation
and labour regimes are thus crucial in the reproduction of farm businesses." (Marsden et al.
1989:12).

Another, more theoretical approach, is that of Reinhardt and Barlett (1989) who discuss some
technical, organisational, and operational features of the family farm that support its
endurance. They refer to the limitations and diseconomies of scale in agricultural
production, the obstacles posed by the biological and seasonal processes of farming, the
advantages in management enjoyed by family operations, the particular value system of
family farmers that encourages endurance in adversity, and the variability of management
strategies available to the family farmer. They conclude that in many situations family farms
are more suited to survival in a capitalist economy.

The literature of agricultural economists and rural sociologists on the survival strategies of
family farming in the rural crisis has been strongly influenced by the theoretical debate
between Lenin (1967) and Chayanov (1925). Scholars from a Leninist perspective look for
the penetration of capital into agriculture, the linkages of the family farm economy to the
dominant capitalist structures, the demise of the family farm in the wake of the intrusion of
capitalism in the sector, and their absorption by more efficient large-scale capitalist farming
units. With the family farm's dogged persistence, other theorists have reappraised
Chayanov's interpretation. Scholars following this school focus on elements of the family
farm economic organisation that resist its incorporation in the capitalist system. The patterns
of change in the family farm structure and processes are a consequence of its demographic
composition and the governing family life-cycle. Chayanov explained the durability of the
family farm through its capacity for self-exploitation or the ability to change production and
consumption factors as need dictates. Thus two distinct developmental trajectories have been
examined, informed by this political debate (Benediktsson et al. 1990:5-7; Reinhardt and
Barlett 1989:204-6; Schulman et al. 1989:525-9).

In a recent study of farm differentiation and survival in North Carolina, the literature of the
debate was discussed and empirically tested (Schulman et al. 1989). Schulman et al. found
in favour of the Leninist tradition, namely that" socio-economic dimensions are separate from
demographic dimensions and are more important in explaining smallholder survival in
agriculture." (Schulman et al. 1989:536). Thus a distinct class of strategies adopted by the
family farm and assumed to work for its survival were in dispute. Scholars of agricultural
transformation had stated that through the self-exploitation ability of households to decrease
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consumption and increase work, family farms have persisted. Schulman et al. 's work found
no evidence to support their contention. Survival was seen to be significantly influenced by
the existence of key socio-economic variables in the farm's composition: scale of farm
enterprise, land tenure, and off-farm labour. Moreover, private ownership of land was
strongly associated with the family farm's propensity to survive. Indicators of the Chayanov
thesis involved the demographic characteristics of the family farm and the prominence of
household labour in the farm operation. The familiar mechanism of self-exploitation (the
ability of households to decrease consumption and increase work), assumed to be the crucial
survival tactic employed by struggling farm operators, was not found to be significant in this
North American study (Schulman et al. 1989:535-7). It is pertinent to the current enquiry
into the Clutha and Hurunui pastoral farmers to ask whether these findings hold true in the
New Zealand context. Was the reduction of consumption and the increase in family labour
a successfully employed survival strategy or were variables such as land ownership, scale of
farm enterprise, and off-farm income of greater importance in the persistence of the family
farm?

Studies in New Zealand found little evidence for the Leninist or subsumption model of family
farming that was found to dominate the farming circumstances in some overseas studies.
Briefly, the subsumption perspective interpreted agricultural restructuring as the mechanism
for the domination of the family farm by capitalist economic structures where, ultimately,
the survival of the family farm was not expected. Rather, the subsumption position predicted
an increase in corporate farming, an expansion in farm size, the proletarianization of farmers
with an increase in wage labourers, more off-farm work and part-time farming, and a general
replacement of family farming with corporate business interests (Fairweather 1992:55).
Evidence for the persistence of the family farm in New Zealand was presented in a study of
labour trends on the family farm in Raglan county (Benediktsson et al. 1990). They argued
that several trends discussed in the overseas literature are part of the New Zealand
agricultural context and found them to be important factors in the maintenance of the family
farm. Farmers adjusted to lower incomes through off-farm work and a reduction of
discretionary inputs, including the reduction of hired labour. Thus family members
contributed more labour and ventures involving high labour inputs have been postponed or
avoided. The gender based division of labour has contributed to the persistence of the family
farm, although the involvement of women in off-farm work was another strategy of
household survival which inevitably altered these labour arrangements (Benediktsson et al.
73-78). Another recent analysis of structural data in New Zealand also showed support for
the viewpoint that family farms, while changing, have persisted (Fairweather 1992). Similar
findings to the Raglan study were detected, indicating that the New Zealand family farm had
survived through adjusting its responses to the new economic context and indeed "exposure
to financial pressure has intensified the family character of farming." (Fairweather 1992:57).

1.6 Conclusion: Expectations From a Resurvey of Hurunui and Clutha
Counties

Thus far expectations have been posited, with reference to the new agricultural context,
concerning changes in the economic behaviour of family farm households, structural
adjustments on the farm, modification of management strategies, and renegotiation of social
relations. To recapitulate, the family farm is expected to have persisted through the recent
period of economic liberalisation. The process of adjustment undergone by farms illustrates
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the capacity of the family farm household to evolve into new forms better suited to the
changing agricultural economy (Fairweather 1992:57). Farmers are expected to have adopted
several survival strategies that may include a variety of financial, management, production,
labour, and social adjustments to the family farm operation. MAF reported economic
behavioral readjustments amongst farmers which involved changes in livestock policy,
particularly through a reduction in the sheep breeding stock, modification of production
methods to lower costs, and reduction in capital investment and expenditure on discretionary
inputs, including hired labour. Reynolds and SriRamaratnam described this policy adopted
by farmers in adversity as a rational survival strategy (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam
1990:169). MAF referred to the adapted livestock and input policies as the basis for a new
farming equilibrium that reflected a stronger response to the market forces through greater
farming flexibility and lower production costs (MAF Farm Monitoring Report 1988:14).
Some specific features expected in the field from reading the MAF Farm Monitoring Reports
are a reduction in sheep flocks, conversion of sheep farms to cattle, some expansion of farms
and a corresponding increase in financial liabilities, expenditure decisions made in response
to the level of revenue available, and farming innovation adopted in accordance with the
policy on farm expenditure (MAF Farm Monitoring Reports 1988-92). Also expected is
continued refinement of farmer attitudes and practices. The structure of New Zealand
agriculture is also expected to be affected by farmers' policy changes. While farm ownership
is assumed to remain with the family, rather than corporate capital, more farms were run by
partnerships that incorporate family members (Fairweather 1992:21-5, 38-44). Another trend
observed both here and overseas was the polarisation of the farm unit size into small and
larger economic units (Reynolds and SriRamaratnam 1990:179).

\Vhile Marsden et al. (1989) perceived the reproduction of the family farms in Southern
England as dependent on business organisation, the nature of land occupancy, and labour
regimes, Reinhardt and Barlett (1989) focusing on U.S. agriculture explained the persistence
of the family farm with reference to its unique value system and management practices.
Schulman et al. (1989:535-7) found survival of North Carolina farms was determined by key
socio-economic variables in the farm's composition, namely the scale of operation, land
tenure, and off-farm labour. These sets of variables have been emphasised and identified in
different family farming contexts. It remains to be seen whether similar factors are
responsible for the persistence of the family farm in New Zealand. Benediktsson et al.
(1990) described the major survival techniques adopted by New Zealand farmers as engaging
in off-farm work, reducing expenditure on discretionary inputs, and greater use of family
labour. Fairweather (1992) also documents the increasing family character of the surviving
family farms as a significant trend in the wake of the recent restructuring of the agricultural
sector. Thus non-economic strategies were repeatedly utilised in conjunction with financial
and production adjustments. Low labour regimes complemented by greater family labour
input and off-farm work were both mentioned in the economic literature. There has been
some variable use of pluriactivity, part-time farming and gender role options, modified for
the New Zealand context. Women are the predominant off-farm workers and they have often
ceased this work when the economic situation has improved on the farm. Moreover off-farm
revenue has not been reinvested in the farm operation but was used for the household
expenses (Benediktsson 1990). Thus as well as detecting financial tactics, consumption
patterns, structural adjustments, and managerial choices that have allowed for the endurance
of the family farm in New Zealand, it is expected that some variable use of pluriactivity and
gender role changes will be found as social and labour relations are restructured.
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A further area of interest lies in the demographic changes of the family farm (Redclift 1986).
Have there been changes in the age, gender, and stage in the life cycle of the farm operators?
Are family and partnership structures altering to accommodate financial and social
adjustments? Is the educational background of men and women on farms adjusting to
accommodate the new gender divisions on the farm, where the farm operator is a full-time
male farmer with his more educated spouse supplementing the farm income through off-farm
work that she is trained for (Benediktsson 1990:75)? Are succession mechanisms still in
operation on family farms? Some of these issues, such as life cycle and education, were not
part of the 1986 survey and comparisons to 1992 cannot be made. However, follow-up
interviews will be able to examine some of these issues. Both structural changes and
management strategies employed on the farm will also be the subject of this reappraisal of
the situation for the pastoral farmer. In general, the main objective of the resurvey is to
examine changes, if any, in farmers' attitudes and practices, and to examine relevant social
factors in the process of farmers' adaptation to their changing environment.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Introduction

Since the present study is a resurvey of fanners in Hurunui and Clutha Counties there are
a number of design questions at issue and these are addressed first in the following discussion
of methods. Details of the survey are then provided before presenting data relevant to the
representativeness of the sample. Finally, some limitations of the method are briefly noted.

2.2 General Design

In considering a resurvey of a fann population there are at least two main design options.
One could undertake a panel study and survey those fanners in the original sample who are
still fanning today, or one could use a new random sample of fanners. A panel study
provides data on one group and can show well the changes over time. Such changes could
include general topics like attitudes, stock numbers or perfonnance, or specific topics like
family succession or management styles. It may be that an individual fanner's management
style has changed over time in ways unanticipated from the 1986 position. Panel studies are
good at examining such changes over time.

However, there are two problems with such a panel study. The main problem is that the
1986 group of fanners would have matured and would no longer represent the population.
The average age of the 1992 group would be greater than the original 1986 group. The
population would, in the meantime, have experienced both gains and losses of people and
would, other things being equal, maintained a constant average age. A secondary problem
with a panel study is attrition. Some fanners would have died, left fanning, moved to a new
location, or would not be traceable, and it would be possible to trace only a proportion of
the original group. For these reasons the 1992 panel sample would be smaller and therefore
less representative of the population.

A major objective of this resurvey is to examine fanners' attitudes and practices in 1992.
To achieve this objective it is necessary to use a random sample that will represent the
population to some degree. For this reason the resurvey is based on a new random sample.
However, the results from this sample can be compared with those from the 1986 random
sample to show any changes over time for the population as a whole. While we cannot fully
study individual fanner's changes we can still study estimated population changes.

2.3 The Questionnaire, Sample and Response Rate

Where possible, the resurvey followed exactly the details of method used in the 1986 survey.
All original questions were considered for the resurvey. A few were rejected as no longer
relevant, for example, questions on Government policy relating to causes of farming
recession. Of the original nine policy questions only two were used again. Where possible,
the questions retained were kept in their original fonn. Some were changed slightly where
the wording was now ambiguous. For example, one original question asked for response to
'recent economic changes' which referred to economic restructuring between 1984 and 1986
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not between, say, 1990 and 1992. The wording was changed to 'economic changes in the
last few years'. Some of the questions in 1992 included a list of options (taken from 1986
results) whereas in 1986 the questions were open-ended and farmers had to write in their
responses. Further, some of the options in the questions were modified or extended.

The need to use many of the 1986 survey questions provided a constraint to introducing new
questions. However, some new questions were added and these focused on management
style, farm work, off-farm work and educational qualifications. The net effect of these
changes and additions was a questionnaire with most questions unchanged from the original.
The main topics covered were farm information, approach to farming, farm labour, financial
situation, Government policy, coping strategies, assistance needed, and farmer information.

While answers to the unchanged questions can provide a basis for comparison between 1992
and 1986, a note of warning is necessary. The use of identical questions does not ensure that
they are objective stimuli for a response. Even identical questions can be perceived in
different ways in 1992 compared to 1986 because farming and farmers have themselves
changed.

The sampling frame was the 1992 Valuation New Zealand list of 4,614 rural holdings in the
former Hurunui and Clutha Counties. While the counties no longer exist it was possible to
identify farm properties in the relevant areas by using the unchanged Valuation roll numbers.
The list of all holdings was modified to exclude residential land, forestry land and 'other'
land. Small or run-off blocks, known as multiple listings, were also excluded, as were non
rateable properties and all properties less than one hectare. These exclusions were used to
provide a list of both full-time and part-time farms. In the 1986 survey, these exclusions
were made by hand using a printout of the entire county lists. In 1986 the total number of
rural holdings was 3,507 which reduced to 2,217 after the excluded holdings were removed
by hand. A one-third sequential sample provided a list of 739 farms to be surveyed. In
1992 the total number of rural holdings, 4,614, was reduced to 1,478 after the excluded
holdings were removed by computer. A one third sample provided a list of 501 farms to be
surveyed. This sample was not sequentially drawn by Valuation New Zealand but was the
product of a manual sequential process.

In 1992 the exclusion process was more rigorous resulting in fewer selected farms than in
1986. This occurred in part because both actual land use and potential land use
classifications were used in the selection, whereas in 1986 only the potential land use
classification was used. Farm land classified as potentially suitable for primary use may in
fact be residential, and for smallholdings, with growing numbers in Hurunui County, this was
a quite frequent occurrence. Also, there may have been changes in the Valuation New
Zealand procedures that contributed to the lower number. For example, perhaps changes to
the multiple listing criteria resulted in fewer of them in 1992. Because these issues have not
been examined in detail we do not know precisely why the list of farms following the
exclusions was smaller in 1992. It is not safe to conclude that farm numbers have declined,
especially since the Agricultural Statistics show an increase in farm numbers between 1984
and 1991.

The 1992 sample of 501 farms is a random sample of full and part-time farms. It includes
all types of land uses and smallholdings that could be hobby farms or commercial operations.
A fifty per cent response rate from this sample would give 250 cases which at 95 per cent
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probability and 50 per cent proportions gives an error rate of ± 6.2 per cent.

For the selected random sample of 502 farms a questionnaire was mailed out on Wednesday
18 November 1992 to all but one case. This farmer was known to the principle investigator
and it was likely that he would not have been willing to reply to the questionnaire and reveal
financial information or his general attitudes and opinions. The questionnaires were mailed
out in large envelopes along with a large freepost return envelope. The address was taken
directly from the Valuation New Zealand roll entry so that it included all names of owners
or, as a typical alternative, the company name. Thus, in many cases the questionnaire was
addressed to both the farm man and the farm woman, a farm partnership, or to both brothers
in a farm partnership.

On Tuesday 8 December 1992 a postcard reminder was mailed to all those from whom no
reply had been received. By 18 December a total of 210 replies (42 per cent) had been
received, and by 11 January 1993 a final total of 250 (50 per cent) replies had been received.
Following this cut-off date a residual 11 questionnaires were returned but they were not used.

In working out the response rate care is needed in counting the actual number of cases in the
sample and the actual number of usable replies. The following account summarises these
considerations. Of the 501 original cases in the sample there were six instances where a case
had more than one address or name, and that farm would have received more than one
questionnaire. For the remaining sample of 495 cases there was at least one questionnaire
lost in the mail and six errors in the Valuation New Zealand listing leading to return of the
envelope with a 'gone no address' stamp. Thus the effective sample size was found to be
488 cases.

While the total number of replies was 250, giving a crude response rate of 51.2 per cent, not
all of the replies were usable. Some responses were blank questionnaires or cases where
people wrote a note saying that they were unwilling or unable to fill out the questionnaire.
There were three instances of refusal reducing the usable total to 247. In addition there were
six replies saying that their farm was too small, one that the farm had been sold, and two
who lived on the farm but leased out the small area of land. Subtracting from 247 these
nine cases, each of whom considered that the questionnaire did not apply to them, leaves 238
usable replies. The response rate is 49.7 per cent, and the standard error is ± 6.4 per cent.

The situation where potential respondents thought that the questionnaire did not apply to them
because their farm was too small is not surprising. Both full and part-time· farms were
included in the survey because that was done in 1986 so that smallholdings could be studied
if needed. As in 1986 the questionnaire, while not exclusively focusing on full-time farmers,
did have a majority of questions oriented towards full-time farmers. Further, the rationale
for the resurvey was presented in terms of monitoring changes to farmers. It is not
surprising that some smallholders considered that the questionnaire did not relate to them.
While some smallholders did reply it is likely that the response pattern and therefore the
usable sample reflects full-time farmers. That is to say, to some degree we anticipate that
the sample is biased, but it is biased towards full-time farmers.

Because the present study is a resurvey that included some of the original names used in the
1986 survey it is possible to calculate response rates for four different sub groups. The 1992
random sample contained mostly people not originally surveyed in 1986 and another large

17



group of new additions to the Valuation New Zealand list since 1986. The third group
comprised those people included in the 1986 survey but from whom no reply then was
received. The fourth group comprised those people included in the 1986 survey and who
then did reply. Replies from this last group form the basis of a panel study. The 1992
resurvey contained cases for all of these four groups and from whom questionnaires were
received with different response rates. Table 1 shows the number of questionnaires sent and
the number of replies received for each of the four groups. The total number was 233 and
there were five cases not classified.

Table 1
Response Rates from Different Groups

No. No. Response Rate

Sent % Received % (%)

Not originally surveyed 213 43 109 47 51

New listing 178 36 75 32 42

No reply 1986 59 12 10 4 17

Replied in 1986 (Panel) 45 9 39 17 87

495 100 233 100

Table 1 shows that for the questionnaires sent out nearly one half (43 per cent) were not
originally surveyed and just over one third (36 per cent) were new listings. Together, these
first two groups account for 79 per cent of the questionnaires mailed out. The remaining two
groups have nearly equal numbers who either made no reply or who did reply in 1986. The
response rate varies according to the group. Those not originally surveyed have a response
rate of 51 per cent, close to the overall response rate. People in the new listing group had
a response rate of 42 per cent and were less likely to reply, perhaps because some of them
had only recently acquired their farm and believed they could not answer detailed questions,
especially those that asked about changes since 1986. Those farmers who did not reply in
1986 were less likely to reply in 1992, and the response rate for this group was 17 per cent.
Conversely, those farmers who did reply in 1986 were the most likely to reply in 1992 and
their response rate was 87 per cent. These findings suggest that farmers' attitudes to
questionnaires are consistent rather than temporary reflections of their particular
circumstances at the time they receive a questionnaire in the mail. It is also possible that the
panel respondents were more cooperative because it was a resurvey and an appeal was make
to farmers to help study the changes between 1986 and 1992. However, mitigating this
effect was the fact that some if not most, farmers would not have remembered that they had
replied in 1986. Even fewer of the non-respondents in 1986 would remember that they had
not replied. To some extent then this group would be like those not originally surveyed and
yet the response rate of the former group was very low. It is likely that members of this
group typically do not return questionnaires.
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2.4 Sample Representativeness

We can gain some measure of the quality of the sample by comparing it to known standards.
In this case data from the 1990 Agricultural Statistics is relevant and the following tables
compare the sample with the fanning population using fann type and fann size range data.
Table 2 shows the data for fann type and the percentage columns show the relative
distribution. Most of the survey fanns were sheep/beef (80 per cent) while the other three
categories were each less than ten per cent. For the 1990 Agricultural Statistics data there
were fewer sheep/beef fanns (70 per cent) and relatively more 'other' fanns at 22 per cent.

Table 2
Comparison of Farm Type Using Agricultural Statistics
Data and Survey Data for Hurunui and Clutha Counties

Survey Agricultural Statistics
(1992) (1990)

.,

No. % No. %

Dairy 10 4 46 3

Sheep/Beef 189 80 1,202 70

Cropping and Horticulture 14 6 83 5

Other 22 9 386 22

Total 235 100 1,717 100

No response -.l
238

Note: the usable sample of 238 cases is 14 per cent of the 1990 Agricultural Statistics
census count of all fanns in Hurunui and Clutha Counties.

This comparison shows that the usable sample in the present survey is biased towards
sheep/beef fanns. Apparently, fanners with 'other' animals were less inclined to reply to
the questionnaire. It may be possible that Agricultural Statistics definitions of fann type
(based on proportion of fann income) are different to those used by fanners who selected
their own fann type classification. Since the fann type classification used in the survey was
not linked to income, and is therefore on a different basis, it is not surprising that some
discrepancies occur. The 1986 data show the same pattern of the sample under-representing
other animal fanns. In any case, the sample does represent sheep/beef fanns well and the 189
cases used here are 16 per cent of the total number of sheep/beef fanns in 1990.

Table 3 shows the data for fann size distribution. The entries for the sample percentage
column are marked with an asterisk if they are lower than the Agricultural Statistics column.
Clearly obvious is the under-representation of the five smallholding size ranges. Then it can
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be seen that for the next three size ranges the sample proportions exceed the population
proportions. In the cases of the 200-399 size range and the 400-799 size range the
proportion is much higher. These findings confirm the observation made earlier that the
survey is biased towards full-time farmers.

Table 3
Comparison of Farm Sizes Using Agricultural Statistics Data

and Survey Data for Hurunui and Clutha Counties

Survey (1992) Agricultural Statistics (1990)

No. % No. %

< 5 11 5 76 4
5-9 7 3* 143 8
10-19 8 4* 138 8
20-39 5 2* 151 9
40-59 6 3* 84 5
60-99 7 3* 121 7
100-199 42 18 280 16
200-399 72 31 423 25
400-799 50 22 188 11
800-1,199 9 4 58 3
2,000-3,999 6 3 32 2
> 4,000 5 2 15 1

1 0 8 0

229 100 1,717 100
No response -.2

238

2.5 Limitations of the Method

There are three limitations to the method. First, the design does not allow for detailed study
of a panel of respondents because a new sample was selected in 1992. However, those few
respondents (39 cases) who were included in both surveys and who replied both times will
form a small panel and these will be considered for analysis. Second, the design allows for
comparison over time by comparing responses to questions, either identical or similar, asked
in 1986 and in 1992. But in-depth analysis of specific issues is not a major objective of this
study, so another limitation is the depth of analysis on specific issues. A third limitation
derives from the predominance of sheep/beef farms in the study area and from the
predominance of sheep/beef farmers who replied. Results from this resurvey will have some
relevance to farming in other areas but only for sheep/beef farming. While some data will
be available on smallholders, the analysis of this particular group will be limited by the small
numbers represented in the sample.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Introduction

Most of the data in this report are derived from the 1986 and the 1992 surveys. However,
before proceeding to these data, this chapter begins with a brief examination of the structure
of farming in Hurunui and Clutha Counties and how this farm structure has changed in recent
years. These data provide a useful background to the survey results. The chapter then has
a brief section which describes the general characteristics of the 1992 sample. The main part
of this chapter is a comparison of the 1986 and 1992 data to show changes over time.

3.2 Some Structural Changes in Hurunui and Clutha Counties

Both Hurunui and Clutha Counties are predominantly sheep/beef farming areas. Table 4
shows the number of farms for each main farm type for each county over a number of years.
In 1990, sheep/beef farms were 59 per cent and 85 per cent of all farms in Hurunui and
Clutha Counties respectively. There was a very small percentage of both dairy farms (two
and three per cent respectively) and cropping or horticulture farms (seven and two per cent
respectively) in both counties in 1990. The remaining category of other farm type,
comprising deer, goats and specialist livestock, for example, was moderately large in
Hurunui County at 32 per cent but small in Clutha County at ten per cent. Clearly, both
counties have predominantly sheep/beef farm types, with Clutha County strongly represented
with sheep/beef farms.

Table 4
Farm Type by County: 1981, 1984 and 1990

Hurunui Clutha

1981 1984 1990 1981 1984 1990

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Dairy 13 2 16 2 23 2 25 3 28 4 23 3

Sheep/beef 612 77 645 76 580 59 641 87 649 88 622 85

Cropping &
Horticulture 46 6 72 9 67 7 17 2 17 2 16 2

Other 119 15 114 13 314 32 52 7 44 6 72 10

Total 790 100 847 100 984 100 735 100 738 100 733 100

Source: Agricultural Statistics

21



N
N

Table 5
Farm Size Ran&:e by County, 1981, 1984 and 1990

Hurunui Clutha NZ

1981 19,84 1990 1981 1984 1990 1990

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % %

< 5 45 6 56 7 61 6 16 2 15 2 15 2 13

5-9 68 9 77 9 128 13 18 2 20 3 15 2 11

10-19 49 6 63 7 111 11 26 4 32 4 27 4 9

20-39 68 9 88 10 124 13 18 2 29 4 27 4 11

40-59 53 7 54 6 59 6 22 3 22 3 25 3 9

60-99 60 8 66 8 71 7 59 8 54 7 50 7 12

100-199 115 15 109 13 114 12 176 24 169 23 166 23 14

200-399 151 19 157 19 148 15 269 37 265 36 275 38 12

400-799 89 11 87 10 94 10 79 11 90 12 94 13 5

800-1,199 42 5 44 5 37 4 25 3 18 2 21 3 1

1,200-1,999 17 2 21 2 18 2 15 2 14 2 14 2 1

2,000-3,999 13 2 11 1 11 1 7 1 16 2 4 1 1

> 4,000 12 2 10 1 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 1

790 100 847 100 984 100 735 100 738 100 733 100 100

Source: Agricultural Statistics



Now we can consider changes in farm type in recent years. There has been little change in
Clutha County between 1981 and 1990 - the total number of farms is constant and the
proportion of farm types is little changed. However, Hurunui County shows considerable
change. There has been an increase of 194 in the total number of farms or 25 per cent since
1981, and an increase of 137 or 16 per cent since 1984. Further, sheep/beef farms have
declined in number so that the proportion has declined by 18 per cent and this is balanced
by an increase in 'other' farm types. Hurunui County extends down to south of Amberley
which is about 30 kilometres north of Christchurch. The southern part of the county is
subject to smallholding subdivision and this accounts, in part, for the increase in total number
of farms, and in 'other' farm types. Another factor could be that the topography and climate
of Hurunui County allows for, or has necessitated, full-time farmers diversifying their
livestock mix. In Clutha County there may be less scope for moving away from sheep/beef
production. In any case the effects of smallholding subdivision in Hurunui County can be
seen in the distribution of farm sizes for each county shown in Table 5.

Hurunui County in 1990 had a relatively even spread of farm sizes with no farm size range
exceeding 15 per cent of the total number of farms. There are significant proportions in the
small size ranges, for example, 13 per cent in the five to nine hectare range and in the 20
to 39 hectare range. In contrast, Clutha County has highest proportions in the 100 to 199
hectare range (23 per cent) and in the 200-399 hectare range (38 per cent). These two size
ranges account for 61 per cent of all farms in Clutha County while the same pair of size
ranges account for 27 per cent of all farms in Hurunui County.

Table 5 data also show the farm size distribution in earlier years. For Clutha County in 1981
the 100 to 199 hectare size range and the 200 to 399 hectare size range together totalled 61
per cent of the total number of farms - the same proportion as in 1990. Other aspects of the
size distribution are remarkably unchanged over time. However, Hurunui County has
experienced change since 1981. Generally, all farm size ranges below 40 hectares have
gained in number and proportion while nearly all size ranges over 40 hectares have lost in
proportion. The 100 to 199 hectare size range and the 200 to 399 hectare size range together
have declined by seven per cent of the total number of farms since 1981.

In summary, Clutha County is predominantly a sheep/beef area and has been since 1981.
Most fanns are reasonably large so that the distribution curve peaks sharply at the 200 to 399
hectare range. In contrast, Hurunui County has a very even spread of farm sizes with no
peak at one size range. Further, since 1981 there has been a steady increase in smallholdings
less that 40 hectares. Table 5 also shows in the right hand column the distribution of farms
sizes (percentages) for New Zealand as a whole in 1990. Hurunui matches the New Zealand
distribution fairly well whereas Clutha does not.

3.3 General Characteristics of the Sample

Table 2,(page 19), shows that most respondents (189 or 80 per cent) have sheep/beef fanns,
and there were small proportions of all other types of farms. The a,:erage size of fann for
all respondents was 399 hectares. The average size of sheep/beef farm was 468 hectares
with 157 (83 per cent) finishing fanns, five (three per cent) high country grazing fanns and
27 (14 per cent) hill country grazing fanns. Most respondents (74 per cent) were full-time
farmers, deriving most of their income from their farm. Eighty-one per cent of all
respondents said that their main occupation was farmer, and 87 per cent said they had control
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of financial management on the farm. The average age of all respondents was 45 years and
mostly men (91 per cent) replied to the questionnaire. Typically then, most of the
respondents were male sheep/beef farmers, and these results are very similar to those of
1986.

While it could be expected that smallfarmers may have different attitudes and experiences
compared to full-time farmers, and that this group could distort overall findings, the number
in this group was small at 28 or 12 per cent so that any distortion is minimal. It is also·
important not to assume that smallfarmers are necessarily different and to begin analysis with
them included. Thus, most of the data used in this report includes all cases in the sample.
As the above data show, this sample comprises typically full-time, sheep/beef farmers. This
approach is consistent with that taken in 1986 and provides the basis for a consistent
comparison. Where type of farm or farmer is relevant then the data are broken down
accordingly.

3.4 Changes Between 1986 and 1992

The following tables typically present 1986 and 1992 data providing both the numbers and
percentages. There were 384 respondents in 1986 and 238 respondents in 1992. The
numbers in the tables form the basis for chi square tests to see whether differences between
1986 and 1992 data are statistically significant. Relevant chi squares are included at the base
of the tables with a description of how the data were partitioned and N.S. is used to indicate
if the chi square value is not significant. The strategy used was to identify a table category
with an apparently different percentage between 1986 and 1992 and compare that number
with all others for both years in a two-by-two table. Where large percentage differences
occurred, such as 15 or 20 per cent, these were taken as statistically significant and no chi
square was calculated. For a two-by-two contingency table a chi square of 3.84 is significant
at the 95 per cent level and one of 6.63 is significant at the 99 per cent level. The
percentages provide a way of comparing proportions since the sample sizes are different.
Where possible the tables faithfully include the wording of the question options, and the table
headings reflect the content of each question. However, occasionally the space available
prevents the question options being written in full so it is recommended that a full
understanding of the data requires reading the original questions and options in full. These
are provided in Appendix 1.

3.4.1 Farmer and Farm Characteristics

There are some farmer and farm characteristics which provide useful background to later
sections on more specific topics. These background characteristics include farm size, the
extent of farming activity, respondents' stated occupation, ownership of farm land and some
other minor aspects.

The overall average farm size for the resurvey was 399 hectares while in 1986 it was 326
hectares. Resurvey sheep/beef farms were 468 hectares while in 1986 they were 381
hectares. These differences are statistically significant. Table 6 compares the 1986 and 1992
data for each respondent's assessment of the extent of their farming activity. While there are
some changes in the proportions over time, these are not statistically significant: the chi
square value for full-time farmers compared to all others is only 1.64. Also, for a sample
size of 250 which is close to the 238 here, the confidence intervals at the 95 per cent level
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are ± 6 per cent which for the 0.69 full-time farmers in 1986 is from 0.63 to 0.75, within
which the 1992 value falls. Thus, in 1992 as in 1986 nearly three quarters of respondents
were full-time farmers. Part-time farmers typically have most income from their farm and
would be similar to retired or semi-retired farmers in that they would not be working full
time but would have attitudes similar to full-time farmers. The 'other' category included one
employee of a government department, four people employed in a non-governmental
organisation, such as a corporate farm, and two farmers retired to town. Generally, it is
likely that the attitudes and practices of the non full-time farmers, excluding the
smallfarmers, would be quite similar to the full-time farmers.

Table 6
Extent of Farming

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Full time 265 69 174 74
Part time 28 7 16 7
Smallfarmer 61 16 28 12
Retired 18 5 10 4
Other 10 3 7 3

382 100 235 100
No response ~ --3.

384 238

x: = 1.64, N.S., for full-time/other, 1986/1992.

Table 7 shows the main occupation data. In both years the distribution is very similar with
a clear majority of respondents classified as farmers, and an even spread over the other
occupations. Other data show that 95 per cent of respondents in 1986 and 1992 operated
their farm land as one farm, three per cent as two separate farms and one per cent as three
separate fanns. Similarly, nearly all land (93 per cent in 1986 and 95 per cent in 1992) is
held in freehold tenure. The question on land bought or sold provided data that show just
over two thirds involved in any land transaction bought land in 1986 and in 1992 and just
under one third sold land in both years. However, about half of all respondents had not
bought or sold any land. There was no change in the proportions buying or selling between
1986 and 1992. In 1986 the average size of land bought was 214 hectares while in 1992 it
was 187 hectares which is outside the six per cent error in the 1986 estimate and is
significantly smaller. In 1986 the average size of land sold was 490 hectares while in 1992
it was 110 hectares, again significantly different from 1992. The 1992 pattern is reversed
from 1986 with land having been sold in sizes smaller than that being bought, presumably
because there are now a greater proportion of smallholdings on the land market.
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Table 7
Main Occupation

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Fanner 298 78 192 81
Businessperson 8 2 3 1
Professional 13 3 5 2
Self employed 21 6 13 6
Wage earner 29 8 11 8
Retired 3 1 8 3
Other 9 2 4 2

381 100 236 100
No response -3. -1

384 238

The responses to the question on fann land ownership demonstrate changes since 1986.
Table 8 shows that individual ownership has declined from 33 per cent in 1986 to 21 per cent
in 1992, and partnerships have increased from 47 per cent in 1986 to 59 per cent in 1992.
The chi-square test is significant at the 0.01 level. This finding is in accordance with long
tenn national trends where there has been a steady change from individual ownership to
partnerships. For 1990 the national proportions were 47 per cent and 42 per cent
respectively, and companies were seven per cent of all fanns in New Zealand (Fairweather
1992, Table 19). However, the survey results show for 1992 a much higher proportion of
partnerships at 59 per cent and companies at 14 per cent. Further, the proportion of
partnerships in the 1992 survey at 59 per cent matches the 58 per cent of partnerships in the
Valuation New Zealand June 1991 freehold open market sales (Fairweather 1992 Table 20)
while the' proportion of companies in the survey is higher than the national proportion of
freehold open market sales. Apparently the typically full-time, sheep/beef fanns in Hurunui
and Clutha counties are like those fanns nationally that recently have been sold, at the least
in tenns of partnerships. Finally, the table shows that partnerships in 1992 are mostly with
the spouse (71 per cent of the 141 cases).
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Table 8
Ownership of Farm Land

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Individual 126 33 50 21
Partnership 179 47 - -

- with spouse - - 100 42
- between parents & children - - 41 17

Company 51 13 33 14
Trust 20 5 4 2
Other 4 1 8 3

381 100 236 100
No response --.l ~

384 238

r = 10.3** for individual/all other, 1986/1992.

3.4.2 Financial Situation

Before presenting some data on farm finances, we begin with data on farmers' perceptions
of their financial situation. Table 9 shows how respondents summed up their financial
situation to June, or nearest date, on a cash basis compared to the last financial year. In
1992 most respondents (49 per cent) said that their last financial year was about the same as
last year and the remaining half were equally split between saying it was worse or better.
These data are quite different from 1986 when nearly three quarters said that their financial
year was worse than the last year.

Table 9
Financial Situation, Cash Basis, to June 1992

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Worse than last year 274 73 59 26

About the same as last year 81 22 110 49

Better than last year 22 6 56 25

377 100 225 100
No response -.2 .Jl

384 238
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Other data in Table 10 move from comparison to the last financial year to an assessment of
farmers' financial situation to June 1992, and the options provided ranged from sound
position to crisis situation. It must be noted the wording for the second option was changed
slightly in 1992 to replace 'delicate' with 'tight'. In 1992 most farmers (58 per cent) said
that they were in a sound position with no need to make significant adjustments. Most of
the remainder (36 per cent) said that they were in a tight situation and can hold on with
minor adjustments. Very few admitted to being in a difficult or crisis situation.

Table 10
Statement of Financial Position

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Sound position, no need to
make significant adjustments 147 39 136 58

Delicate position, can
hold on with minor 152 40 - -
adjustments (1986)

Tight situation, can
hold on with minor - - 85 36
adjustments (1992)

Difficult situation, have to
make some major 64 17 10 4
adjustments

Crisis situation, may not
survive 12 3 4 2

375 100 235 100
No response --2 -l

384 238

x- 20.22** for sound position/all others, 1986/1992
X- 1.09 N.S. for delicate or tight position/all others, 1986/1992
X- 22.50** for difficult position/all others, 1986/1992.

Compared to 1986 there is a statistically significant increase in the proportion in a sound
position in 1992, the same proportion in a delicate or tight situation, and a decrease in the
proportion in a difficult situation. Generally then, farmers perceived that their financial
situation has improved by 1992. Few in 1992 were in a difficult or crisis situation.

Now we can examine actual financial data to quantify these farmer assessments. Table 11
shows income and expenditure provided by the farmers on a cash basis as approximate
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figures only. In 1992 there were 108 out of the total of 238 respondents (45 per cent) who
did not provide financial data, with 86 of them saying they did not have these figures. The
table shows financial data as averages for all respondents and then for some different groups,
namely full-time fanners and sheep/beef farmers. The overall surplus row near the bottom
of the table is the overall average surplus figure comprising cases with deficits and surpluses.
Below the overall average is the specific average for, first, the deficit group and then the
surplus group. The income figures do not add up to the totals and the income minus
expenditure does not equal the overall surplus because all figures are approximate only.

For 1992 the all respondents column shows a gross income of $167,895, a cash expenditure
of $139,676 and an overall surplus of $32, 733. For 1992 there were 20 cases, or 15 per
cent, with an average deficit of $18,840. The full-time farmers had higher fann income,
lower off-farm income and higher gross income. Their cash expenditure was higher leaving
an overall surplus similar to the all respondents group. The sheep/beef fanners have
financial data quite similar to the all respondents group. Comparing 1986 to 1992 the all
respondents column shows a remarkable change. Both fann and off-fann incomes were
considerably lower in 1986 so that gross income was $74,293 less than in 1992. In 1986 the
average income was marginally higher than the average expenditure so that the overall
surplus was low at $7,286 and there were 61 cases, or 36 per cent, with a deficit. By 1992
the financial situation had improved considerably although the average deficit, while for
fewer cases, was similar to the 1986 level.

Table 11
Approximate Financial Situation, Average Dollars

All respondents Full time Sheep/Beef

Farm income 1986 81,255 106,537 84,993
1992 144,061 183,006 140,870

Off-farm 1986 14,150 5,117 8,760
income 1992 27,583 16,553 23,248

Gross income 1986 93,602 113,620 95,774
1992 167,895 201,344 159,848

Total cash 1986 90,470 110,166 92,769
expenditure 1992 139,676 168,773 136,093

Overall surplus 1986 7,286 6,567 6,631
1992 32,733 35,876 29,819

Deficit only 1986 -15,612 (61,36%) -16,292 (61,41 %) -15,962 (62,39%)
1992 -18,840 (20,15%) -21,310 (13,14%) -19,340 (15,15%)

Surplus only 1986 20,293 (125,64%) 22,411 (88,59%) 20,779 (99,62%)
1992 36,092 (110,85%) 45,170 (80,86%) 38,000 (87,85%)

x- = 5.51* for fann income/off-farm income, all respondents/full time in 1992.
X- = 6.67** for fann income/off-farm income, all respondents/ full time in 1986.

Note: for 1992 this table is based on 130 cases out of the total of 238.

29



The off-farm income category includes income from investments and from off-farm work.
For farmers who have people living on farm but none working off farm the average off-farm
(investment) income was $10,610, while for those farmers with off-farm work the average
off-farm (work) income was $31,568. For full-time farms these figures were $6,536 and
$17,266 respectively. Smallfarmers had an average off-farm (work) income of $60,177.
Thus, the above table, because it is based on all respondents, oversimplifies the income
situation.

While there were only 20 cases in 1992 where a deficit was stated in the above table, there
were 76 in all who said they were in deficit or expecting a cash deficit. The main source
for financing this deficit is shown in Table 12. The 76 cases with a cash deficit or
expecting a cash deficit included 16 cases who also said they had a cash surplus.
(Presumably these farmers had a low surplus and were expecting to have to borrow: other
data show that all but four of these 16 cases have surpluses less than $20,000.) The table
shows that for 1992 most respondents (58 per cent) will use their traditional financier only
(e.g., bank or stock agent) to finance their deficit. There is an even spread of low numbers
among the other options. This pattern is relatively unchanged from 1986 when the Rural
Bank discount scheme was in operation. This option could be considered as a traditional
financier, gJ.aking the combined total in 1986 equal to 103 or 51 per cent.

Table 12
Main Source for Financing Deficit

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Rural Bank discount scheme 23 11 - -

Traditional financier only 80 40 44 58

Family money 15 8 4 5

Off-farm work - spouse 13 6 2 3

Off-farm work - yourself 19 10 7 9

Sale of off-farm investment 5 2 1 1

Off-farm investment income 4 2 2 3

Sale of land 2 1 2 3

Unsure 10 5 0 0

Other, or combination of above 30 15 14 18

201 100 76 100
No response 183 162

384 238

As opposed to having or expecting a cash deficit were those who believed that they will have
a cash surplus over the next five years. Table 13 shows the data and there were 158 or 66
per cent of the sample who expected a surplus. Of the remaining one third, 21 per cent were
unsure and 13 per cent said they did not expect a surplus. Compared to 1986 there are
significantly more respondents expecting a surplus.
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Table 13
Numbers Believing They will Have a Cash Surplus Over the Next Five Years

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Yes 153 41 158 66

No 77 21 30 13

Unsure 140 38 50 21

370 100 238 100
No response 14 ~

384 238

Of the 158 cases in 1992 expecting a surplus there were 149 who stated the proportions they
would invest this surplus either on the farm or off the farm. Table 14 shows that a combined
total of two thirds or 67 per cent would invest either all on farm or over half on farm. A
remaining one fifth or 20 per cent would invest exactly half on farm and half off farm. Few
(13 per cent) would invest either less than half on the farm or all off the farm. Generally
then, in 1992 farmers were fairly confident about farm investment for their cash surplus and
while making some off-farm investments this was not as popular as on-farm investment.
Since 1986 the on-farm investment option has gained popularity. In 1986 a subtotal of 65
per cent would invest most on farm or half and half, but by 1992 the equivalent subtotal was
87 per cent. Perhaps the trend is unsurprising since farm economies have improved and'
consequently the enthusiasm for off-farm investment has waned. Table 15 shows the
expected pattern of off-farm investment and while 62 per cent of respondents in 1986 said
that it would increase, by 1992 there were only 38 per cent who said off-farm investment
would increase. It may be the case that some of these respondents choosing 'unsure' in 1992
may go on to increase their off-farm investment.

Table 14
Distribution of Future Investments

1986 1992

No. % No. %

All on farm 34 20 48 32

Over half on farm 38 22 52 35

Exactly half on farm 39 23 29 20

Less than half on farm 34 20 15 10

None on farm 26 15 5 3

171 100 149 100
No response 213 ~

384 238
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Table 15
Expected Pattern for Off-farm Investment

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Increase in amount 92 62 39 38

Stay the same 51 34 25 24

Decrease in amount 5 3 3 3

Unsure 1 1 36 35

149 100 103
No response 235 135

384 238

Note: . The 1986 questionnaire did not include an 'unsure' category and the single response
then was volunteered.

Other financial data relate to borrowing and capital expenditure. First, for borrowing in the
last two years Table 16 shows a number of options for 1986 and 1992. In 1992 most
borrowing (33 per cent) was for refinancing existing debt followed by additional land (25 per
cent). Livestock and 'other' each received 13 per cent. The 'other' category included
buying the farm (six), marriage breakup (two) and seven unclassified items. Compared to
1986 the distribution is similar: in both years the largest area for borrowing was refinancing
existing debt. But there are some important differences: in 1986 development was a major
area for borrowing in the last two years at 21 per cent but this declined markedly to four per
cent in 1992. Also, borrowing for additional land increased from 14 per cent in 1986 to 25
per cent in 1992. (This smallest percentage difference is statistically significant). Clearly,
farmers have been borrowing to refinance their debts and instead of developing land, a
practice common before 1986, some farmers now are borrowing to buy additional land. The
table also shows that 48 per cent of respondents in 1986 and 49 per cent in 1992 say they
did not borrow.
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Table 16
Largest Area for Borrowing in Last Two Years

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Additional land 25 14 28 25

New building 16 9 6 5

Livestock 16 9 15 13

New plant and machinery 22 12 7 6

Refinancing existing debt 52 29 38 33

Development 38 21 5 4

Other 12 7 15 13

181 100 114 100
Did not borrow 165 .(48%) 110 (49%)

346 224

No response ..la .n
384 238

r ~ 5.58** for additionalland/all others, 1986/1992.

Second, there are data on changes to capital expenditure over the last financial year. Table
17 shows capital expenditure changes including two additional categories for increases in
1992. For most respondents in 1992 (two thirds) their capital expenditure was the same as
last year. For one quarter it was more than last year and for the remaining ten per cent it
was less than last year. Thus, for 1992 there is further evidence of financial improvement
as one quarter of surveyed farmers increased capital expenditure. We can see also that of
the 56 cases who recorded an increase there were 36 cases with an increase of up to $20,000
and 20 cases with an increase of over $20,000. These 1992 data are quite different from the
pattern in 1986 when only five per cent recorded an increase and the majority of farmers (58
per cent) had decreased capital expenditure. Clearly, cutting back on capital expenditure was
an early response to pressure on farm finances and this pattern has changed considerably by
1992 when capital expenditur~ shows definite increases.
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Table 17
Extent of Change in Total Capital Expenditure Over the Last Financial Year

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Increased by over $20,000 - - 20 9
(1992)

Increased by up to $20,000 - - 36 16
(1992)

More than last year (1986) 18 5 56 25

Equal to last year 132 37 148 66

Decreased by up to $20,000 159 45 17 8

Decreased by over $20,000 45 13 4 2

354 100 225 100
No response ..lQ ..ll

384 238

Table 18
Order of Cutbacks to Farm Expenditure

1986 1992

No. % No. %

R & M, P & M, Fertiliser 24 8 15 16

R & M, Fertiliser, P & M 11 4 4 4

P & M, Fertiliser, R & M 47 16 16 18

P & M, R & M, Fertiliser 57 19 32 35

Fertiliser, R & M, P & M 34 12 9 10

Fertiliser, P & M, R & M 121 41 15 16

294 100 91 100
No response .-2.Q 147

384 238

Key: R & M = repairs and maintenance
P & M = plant and machinery
r = 5.40* for R & M, P & M, fertiliser/all others, 1986/1992.
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A final aspect of cutbacks to capital expenditure is the order in which the key items were cut
back. The three key items are repairs and maintenance (R&M) , plant and machinery (P&M)
and fertiliser and the relevant data are shown in Table 18. It must be noted that 91 cases
replied to this question in 1992 when the prior table shows that only 21 cases cut back
expenditure. A similar pattern occurs for the 1986 data. In 1992 there were 60 cases out
of 92 who stated that their total capital expenditure was equal to last year and 16 cases who
stated that their expenditure increased over the last financial year. Some respondents replied
to this question even though they said that their capital expenditure had not decreased, that
is, their expenditure was equal to last year and low, or increased but not significantly, and
these were considered as if they were cutting back on expenditure. For 1992 the most
frequently cut back option was plant and machinery, repairs and maintenance, and then
fertiliser at 35 per cent. It is quite possible that it is the plant and machinery item that
contributes most to this choice of cut back options because this category occurs first in the
next most frequently selected option (18 per cent) and is second in the other two options
which each have 16 per cent. Thus there were 53 per cent who selected the two options that
had plant and machinery as the first item cut back. These data are in contrast to the situation
in 1986 when fertiliser, plant and machinery, and repairs and maintenance was the most
frequently selected option at 41 per cent. In that year there were 53 per cent who selected
the two options that had fertiliser as the first item cut back. It appears that the early
response of farmers in cutting back on fertiliser has changed to a higher priority being given
to cutting back on plant and machinery.

The above financial data show that farmers in 1992 rated their financial situation as better
than in 1986 and few were in a difficult situation. For those respondents providing financial
data the surplus figure in 1992 was $32,733 and 15 per cent were in deficit compared to 36
per cent in 1986. The main source for financing deficits in both years was the farmers'
traditional financier. In 1992 two thirds were expecting a cash surplus over the next five
years and there was increased interest in on-farm investment. In both years the largest area
for borrowing was refinancing existing debt, but in 1986 borrowing for development was
next in importance while in 1992 it was borrowing for additional land. Capital expenditure
has increased for one quarter of surveyed farmers. In 1986 fertiliser was the most prominent
item cut back while in 1992 it was plant and machinery.

3.4.3 Business Attitudes

A few questions focused on farmers' attitudes to business and their use of farm business
techniques. Table 19 shows the results for answers to a question on the possibility for
farming to be like other businesses. The answers to the question ranged from farming as
distinctive, to farming as like other businesses. In 1992 most farmers (45 per cent) said that
there are some similarities between farming and other businesses, whereas about one fifth
said that farming was definitely not like other businesses and about one third said that
farming is like other businesses. The chi-square statistic is not significant so there are no
statistically significant changes between 1986 and 1992. If there have been changes to
farmers' attitudes on these issues in recent years they must have occurred before 1986. It
is interesting to note that only one third of farmers see farming as like other businesses and
yet the policy assumptions currently predominant for primary production assume that farming
is a business like any other.

35



Table 19
Possibility for Farming to be Like Other Businesses

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Fanning not like other businesses 100 26 51 22

Some similarities between fanning
and other businesses 172 45 106 45

Fanning is like other businesses 109 29 79 34

381 100 236 100
No response --.3. --.2

384 238

r = 2.48, N.S., for fanning not like other business/similarities and is like other
businesses, 1986/1992.

Table 20 shows the extent of use of five business practices. Futures markets were mostly
never used and there was no change between 1986 and 1992. For the next two practices it
should be noted that the wording for one option was changed from 'professional' financial
management to 'computerised' financial management. The latter refers to the use of on-fann
or off-fann computers for financial management while the fonner refers to this or broader
consultancies. Consequently the meaning is quite different and the results for this option
cannot be compared between 1986 and 1992. However, the 1992 data show that just over
one half (56 per cent) of fanners never use computerised financial management while about
one fifth (19 per cent) find it essential.

For the remaining three business practices there were two, forecasting and gross margins,
which have similar levels of use in 1992. Most respondents (40 per cent and 36 per cent
respectively) used them occasionally and these proportions are nearly equalled by those who
never use them (34 per cent and 35 per cent respectively). Forecasting has increased in use
in 1992 compared to 1986 especially for those who say they occasionally use this business
practice. Similarly, gross margins has increased in occasional use in 1992. Finally, budgets
and cash flows were the most used business practice with 58 per cent of respondents in 1992
saying they were essential. Over one quarter say they used them occasionally bringing the
total proportion using budgets and cash flows to 86 per cent. A residual 13 per cent did not
use budgets and cash flows and these are likely to be smallfanners or retired fanners. There
is no change in the level of use of budgets or cash flows between 1986 and 1992.
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Table 20
Extent of Use of Business Practices

Essential Occasional Considered Never

No. % No. % No. % No. %

Futures Markets
1986 20 5 22 6 30 8 303 81
1992 5 2 14 6 17 7 200 85

Professional financial management
1986 71 19 139 37 24 6 141 38

Computerised financial management
1992 45 19 31 13 27 12 131 56

Forecasting market trends
1986 67 18 107 29 48 13 149 40
1992 37 16 93 40 23 10 80 34

Gross margins
1986 64 18 91 25 22 6 182 51
1992 42 18 83 36 23 10 81 35

Budgets and cash flows
1986 222 59 85 23 11 3 57 15
1992 136 38 65 28 3 1 30 13

Forecasting X' = 79.62** for essential and occasional/considered and never, 1986/1992
Gross Margins X' = 7.1** for essential and occasional!considered and never, 1986/1992.

All respondents were asked to state their confidence in the fanning industry at the present
and for the future. In addition, in 1992 respondents were asked to state their confidence in
their own fann business. Table 21 shows the relevant data. For the overall assessment in
1992 most fanners chose high (46 per cent) or neutral (34 per cent). Sixteen per cent were
low or very low in confidence. In contrast, assessments of confidence in their own business
were much higher. While most chose high (58 per cent) there were 20 per cent who chose
very high. Thus, a subtotal of 78 per cent rated their confidence in their own business as
very high or high.

Only 15 per cent of responses were neutral and seven per cent were low or very low. For
those with low or very low confidence the main factors given were weather (25 per cent),
financial (64 per cent) or political (11 per cent). Surprisingly few choose weather after a
winter which was exceptionally long and cold. There were 28 respondents who stated a
factor causing low confidence in their own fann business even though Table 21 shows only
15 respondents selecting low or very low. It is likely that some respondents who selected
neutral had in fact low confidence but were reluctant to state this. Of the 28 respondents
stating a factor there were ten with a neutral level of confidence in their fann and six with
a high or very high level of confidence in their fann. In general then there is an indication
here that fanners are reluctant to select extreme, negative or minority options and prefer to
promote the appearance of nonnal fanning business. Perhaps the higher ratings of
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confidence in their own business also reflects, to some degree, a reluctance to acknowledge
difficulties of their own, when their perceptions of other people in the farming industry are
more critical. Finally, the table shows 1986 data with much lower confidence levels. At that
time most farmers choose low confidence (41 per cent) or very low confidence (22 per cent).
There is considerable change from the 63 per cent with low or very low confidence in 1986
to the 78 per cent with high or very high confidence in 1992.

Table 21
Confidence at the Present

1986 1992

Overall Own
No. % No. % Business

No. %

Very high 12 3 10 4 48 20
High 63 16 109 46 138 58
Neutral 68 18 79 34 36 15
Low 156 41 30 13 13 6
Very low 84 22 8 3 2 1

383 100 236 100 237 100
No response ---l --1 ---l

384 238 238

A question was also asked about confidence in the farming industry for the future. Table 22
shows that for 1992 the levels for the future were slightly higher than for the present and this
is only a modest difference compared to 1986 when the future assessments were much higher
than the present.

Table 22
Confidence for the Future

1986 1992
..

No. % No. %

Very high 28 7 25 11
High 162 42 138 59
Neutral 96 25 54 23
Low 78 20 16 7
Very low 17 4 2 1

381 100 235 100
No response --.3. --.3.

384 238
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The above data on business attitudes show no change in opinion about the possibility of
fanning being like a business, with the largest group of fanners seeing some similarities
between fanning and other businesses. Future markets were seldom used and just over one
half of fanners in 1992 never used computerised financial management. Forecasting and
gross margins have increased in use. Fanners' confidence in agriculture in 1992 was high
whereas in 1986 it was low, and their confidence in their own business is higher than for the
industry as a whole.

3.4.4 Farm Labour

Two questions were asked about fann labour and each attempted to account for the numbers
of different types of workers on the fann, both owners and others, but each used a different
fonnat. The first question replicated the 1986 question and simply asked respondents to state
the number of people who do physical work on the fann and provided a list of options
against which the appropriate number was placed by the respondent. The options included
paid and unpaid work but no distinction was made between full-time and part-time work.
Some respondents noted that their response related to part-time work, so it appears that the
question did not put people off from noting down the number of part-time workers.
Generally, this question was 'timeless' in that it did not specify a particular point in time but
instead implied 'at the present time' or to include workers who may not be working at the
time the questionnaire was filled out but who otherwise did significant physical work on the
fann at other times.

The second question focused specifically on time in two ways. First, by specifying the
number of workers as at 30 June, 1992. Second, by differentiating between full-time, part
time and casual workers. Full-time was defined as 30 hours or more per week and part-timy",
as less than 30 hours per week. This second question is identical to that used in the yearly
agricultural census by the Department of Statistics, and it was carefully presented in identical
fashion.

Table 23 shows the responses to the first labour question for 1986 and 1992. Generally, the
table includes six paid categories and one unpaid category, and it includes family workers
and other workers. The column totals exceed the sample size because typically each fann
has more than one worker. Included in this table is the number of workers per fann shown
in the right hand column for each year. The percentage figures show that the proportion of
owner operators was 48 per cent in 1992, down from 55 per cent in 1986. Conversely, the
proportion of paid fann workers was 16 per cent, up from 11 per cent in 1986. Also, the
proportion of paid family members appears to have increased slightly but is not statistically
significant. The chi square for owner operators and unpaid family versus paid fann workers
combined with paid family workers is statistically significant and most of the chi square is
derived from the paid workers showing that there are relatively more paid workers in 1992.
Thus, in 1992 relatively more paid workers were employed on fanns and this is consistent
with an improved economic situation generally as fanners have retreated from the early
response of saving costs by laying off fann workers.
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Table 23
Total Number of People Who Do Physical Work on the Respondent's Farm

1986 1992

No. % No.per fann No. % No. per fann

Owner operator 453 55 1.18 313 48 1.32

Private lessee 2 0 0.01 5 1 0.02

Sharefanner 3 0 0.01 2 0 0.01

Paid fann worker 89 11 0.23 105 16 0.44

Paid fann manager 9 1 0.02 7 1 0.03

Paid family worker: 71 9 0.18 73 11 0.31

- spouse - 21
- child/children male - 38
- child/children female - 14

73

Unpaid family worker: 198 24 0.52 141 22 0.59

- spouse - 74
- child/children male - 37
- child/children female - 30

141

825 100 2.15 646 100 2.71

x- = 3.41, N.S., paid family worker/unpaid family, 1986/1992
X- = 14.48** for owner occupier and unpaid family/all other workers (paid), 1986/1992
X- = 11.01** for paid family worker/unpaid family worker for spouse/children.

The table also shows for 1992 only a breakdown for paid and unpaid family workers into
spouse and male or female children. In the paid family worker category male child/children
has the largest number while in the unpaid family worker category spouse has the largest
number. This difference is statistically significant with a chi square of 11.01. Perhaps not
surprisingly it is the spouse category which dominates among the unpaid family workers.

Consistent with this improved fanning conditions in 1992 was the finding that there were
more workers of all types per fann (2.71 compared with 2.15) and the range for the standard
error of ± 6.4 is 2.88 to 2.54 which is outside of the range of 2.26 to 2.04 for 2.15 at ±
5 per cent (the 1986 standard error). This increase in the number of workers per fann was
contributed to by all of the worker categories. While the biggest gain was in the paid fann
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worker category there were also increases in the number of owner operators per farm and
in the number of unpaid family workers per farm. Presumably, despite the change to paid
workers which shows up clearly in the relative proportions, there was also an absolute gain
in workers, including owner operators and unpaid family. Thus, during the economic
downturn there must have been movement of owner operators and unpaid family workers to
work off the farm at the same time as relatively more family workers were used on farm.
The trend towards increased workers on farms is not yet apparent in the agricultural
statistics to 1990. Fairweather (1992, Table 14) shows the total national employment figures
in 1990 to be lower than 1986 levels.

Now we can compare the results from the above table, based on the 'timeless' question about
numbers of farm workers with the other question which included time. A preliminary
comment is needed on the casual category used in this second question. The table provided
in the questionnaire had four shaded boxes under the casual heading to indicate that entries
here were not expected for working owners and unpaid members of family. Following the
Department of Statistics usage people working in either of these two groups are either full
time (30 hours or more per week) or part time (less than 30 hours per week) but not casual.
However, some respondents chose the casual option even though they were working owners
or unpaid members of family, presumably because the meaning of 'permanent part time' did
not fit their interpretation of the basis of the work they were classifying. These respondents
were people working as working owners or unpaid members of family on a sporadic basis
which they interpreted as being casual. There were 17 out of 362, or five per cent, of
working owners considered by respondents as casual workers.

Table 24
Total Number of People Working as at 30 June. 1992

Permanent Permanent
full-time part-time

30 hours or more less than Casual Subtotal
per week 30 hours per week

Male Female Male Female Male Female

Working owners, lease- 215 58 30 42 14 3 362
holders and sharemilkers (59%)
as at 30 June 1992

Unpaid members of family 9 13 14 31 17 14 98
helping with farm work (16%)
as at 30 June 1992

Paid farm workers during 63 4 13 9 46 14 149
week ended 30 June, 1992 (24%)

287 75 57 82 77 31 609

Male & female sum 362 (59%) 139 (23%) 108 (18%)
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Table 24 shows the data for the number of people working as at 30 June, 1992. The total
number was 609 persons and this is 37 less than the 646 reported in the earlier table.
Possibly the respondents were reflecting accurately the lower number of paid farm workers
in midwinter. This seems to be the case because there were 185 paid workers for the
timeless question and 149 paid workers for 30 June, a difference of 36 persons. Further, the
responses for working O'WIlers and unpaid members of family do not match across the tables
when considered separately: in the earlier table there are 313 O'WIler operators compared to
362 working O'WIlers here, and 141 unpaid family workers compared to 98 unpaid members
of family here. But when taken together the number for O'WIler operators plus unpaid family
worker from Table 23 is 454 while the number for working owners plus unpaid members of
family from Table 24 is 460 which is very similar. Perhaps the 'unpaid members of family
helping with farm work as at 30 June 1992', invoked a distinction from 'unpaid family
worker' so that for the second question some unpaid family workers were considered as
working O'WIlers. Perhaps also the term 'o'WIler operator' engenders different meaning to the
term 'working o'WIlers' .

Table 24 does provide additional information compared to Table 23. It tells us that 362
persons or 59 per cent were permanent full-time workers, 139 cases or 23 per cent were
permanent part-time workers and 108 or 18 per cent were casual workers. Further, there
were differences in male and female representation. Men predominated among working
O'WIlers and paid farm workers, while women predominated among the unpaid workers,
especially as permanent, part-time workers.

Related to the farm work situation is the question of off-farm work. Table 25 shows for
1992 only the numbers of people living on the farm but who work off the farm. It must be
noted that in some cases respondents lived and worked off the farm and this question was not
relevant to them. Thus, these data slightly underestimate the number of people in the sample
who work off farm. The table shows that there were 140 people who lived on farm but
worked off-farm, and these were evenly split between men and women who together
accounted for 84 per cent of all those working off farm. There were 88 cases which had one
or more of the four off-farm work categories as greater than one. If we take from Table 23
the total number of workers included on the survey farms as 646 then the 140 people
working off farm are 22 per cent of the total. There were 51 farms (or 21 per cent of the
sampled farms) which had adult males working off farm, and in five cases there was more
than one man working off farm. The data for females were very similar. Much fewer farms
had children working off farm. For the 59 cases in which men worked off farm there were
24 cases on 22 farms where women worked off farm as well, so that on 22 farms, or nine
per cent of the sample, both adult men and women worked off farm. However, in these off
farm work data the full and part-time farmers playa lesser role compared to the remainder
who comprise 36 per cent of the number working off farm but are only 19 per cent of the
sample. For the 174 full-time farms there were 23 adult males on 13 per cent of these farms
working off farm and 39 adult females on 22 per cent of these farms working off farm. For
these males working off farm their average off-farm income was $17,266.
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Table 25
Number Living on Farm and Working Off Farm. 1992

No. % No. of farms % of farms

Adult male 59 42 51 21

Adult female 59 42 54 23

Child/children male 15 11 14 6

Child/children female 7 5 7 3

140 100

The above data on farm labour show that there were more workers of all types in 1992
compared to 1986, but that the greatest increase has been in the number of paid workers.
A second question on farm labour showed similar numbers in the aggregate for 1992
although there were more working owners and fewer unpaid members of family. Generally,
for the 238 sampled farms there was a total of from 609 to 646 workers of all types. Data ....
were provided which slightly underestimated the number of off-farm workers at 140 people,
evenly split between men and women, who amounted to 22 per cent of the total number of
workers.

3.4.5 General Attitudes

A number of questions covered attitudes to government policy, processing and marketing of
farmers' products, types of assistance to farmers and information needs. We begin with
government policy. Table 26 shows the approval ratings for government's agricultural and
rural policy. While a few respondents in 1992 asked indignantly "what policy?" most gave
a reply and the table shows that for 1992 there were 40 per cent who approved, 46 per cent
who were neutral and 15 per cent who disapproved. Perhaps the 46 per cent neutral reflects
the view that there is no policy, however many do find something to approve. A more likely
interpretation is that the respondents selecting neutral were unwilling to be seen as keenly
supporting government policy when it was perceived as having led to difficulties, at some
time or another, for many farmers. In their reticence to support government policy perhaps
they selected the neutral option. Comparison to 1986 shows major changes in level of
approval for government policy. In 1986 the majority (68 per cent) disapproved, 21 per
cent approved and few (12 per cent) were neutral. There seemed to be no difficulty in
identifying a policy in 1986 and most respondents disapproved. By 1992 the number
approving of government policy had doubled and the number disapproving had more than
halved.
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Table 26
Level of Approval for Government's Agricultural and Rural Policy

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Strongly approve 18 5 19 8

Approve 60 16 63 32

Neutral 45 12 105 46

Disapprove 128 34 34 15

Strongly disapprove 127 34 0 0

378 100 231 100
No response ---.Q ....2

384 238

The other policy question asked for the respondents' assessment of the likely outcome of
government's economic policy. Table 27 shows that in 1992 there were 53 per cent who
favoured the long-term strength option but also 25 per cent who identified with low incomes
and struggle to survive. There were 15 per cent who thought economic policy would cause
a gradual run down of agriculture. On balance there was a slim majority in favour of
government's economic policy. In 1986 there were 24 per cent in favour and a clear
majority of 74 per cent who saw adverse outcomes for government's economic policy.
Clearly, farmers now look more favourably on government's economic policy. When the
1992 data are broken down by full-time plus part-time farmers versus smallfarmers and
others, there is statistically significantly more support from full and part-time farmers for the
long-term strength option. Relatively more smallfarmers identify with the low incomes and
struggle to survive option.

Two questions were asked about farmers' attitudes to processing and marketing their
products. Table 28 shows the degree of change desired for processing and marketing meat,
wool, crops and dairy produce. The dairy category was a new option included in 1992 in
response to new dairy farms in the study area. In many cases respondents did not reply to
the questions on crops or dairy because they were sheep/beef farmers. The table shows that
for 1992 farmers mostly favour minor changes to meat (48 per cent) but 35 per cent want
a basic overhaul. For wool, most farmers (51 per cent) want a basic overhaul with 40 per
cent preferring minor changes. Thus for both meat and wool few farmers were satisfied and
most want change of some degree. The views on crops were more equitable and while a
subtotal of 63 per cent wanted change there were 36 per cent who were satisfied. Finally,
for dairy, most farmers were satisfied.
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Table 27
Likely Outcome of Government's Economic Policy

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Lead to long-term strength and stability in
agriculture 90 24 119 53

Cause a gradual run-down of agriculture 91 24 23 15

Force farmers to accept low incomes and
struggle to survive 156 42 57 25

Ruin agriculture 31 8 3 1

Other 7 2 14 6

375 100 226 100
--.2 .n

384 238

Table 28
De,gree of Change Desired for Processing and Marketing

Present
organisation Minor changes Basic overhaul
satisfactory needed needed

No. % No. % No. %

Meat 1986 20 6 49 13 296 81
1992 37 17 106 48 76 35

Wool 1986 151 41 174 48 40 11
1992 19 9 86 40 109 51

Crops 1986 51 20 115 45 89 35
1992 36 36 41 41 22 22

Dairy 1986 - - - - - -
1992 67 73 20 22 5 5

While most farmers wanted change for meat processing and marketing in 1992, in 1986 a
clear majority favoured a basic overhaul. Thus, there has been some change in perception
of the meat industry and fewer now want an overhaul. The opposite reaction has occurred
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for wool where in 198641 per cent found the present organisation satisfactory but only nine
per cent selected this option in 1992 and a basic overhaul is most preferred. For crops there
has been no dramatic change since 1986 although there were more in 1992 who were
satisfied. It is quite likely that the above changes in attitudes to processing and marketing
have moved in response to market prices and this would be especially true for meat (some
improvement in recent years) and wool (some decline in recent years). It seems likely that
when prices fall farmers tend to react by saying that the organisation of processing and
marketing needs to be changed. Of all types of produce dairying gains widest support from
farmers.

Table 29
Importance of Specialised Products

VI I N UI VUI

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Meat 1986 284 77 66 18 16 4 2 0 2 0
1992 160 70 56 25 10 4 2 1 0 0

Wool 1986 109 30 160 44 73 20 24 6 2 0
1992 102 46 88 40 28 13 5 2 0 0

Crops 1986 80 27 106 36 82 28 22 8 5 2
1992 54 41 38 29 33 25 6 5 0 0

Dairy 1986 - - - - - - - - - -
1992 73 58 32 25 18 14 2 2 1 1

Key: VI
I
N
UI
VUI

= Very important
= Important
= Neutral
= Unimportant
= Very unimportant

= 12.815** for wool very important and important/all others, 1986/1992.

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of New Zealand farmers, along with
processors, producing specialised products rather than basic raw commodities. Table 29
shows the relevant data for meat, wool, crops and dairy. Generally, there was approval for
this idea for all four types of produce and in both 1986 and 1992. For meat there were 70
per cent of respondents in 1992 who said that specialised products were very important, and
this is a high percentage given that farmers and respondents in general tend to be reluctant
to choose extreme options. The combined subtotal for very important and important amounts
to 95 per cent of all responses. While not quite so high all the other types of product have
high levels in the very important or important options. These high levels are little changed
since 1986, although for wool there is a statistically significant increase from 74 per cent in
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1986 to 86 per cent in 1992 for the combined very important and important categories.
Perhaps farmers have perceived that the meat industry has made progress towards specialised
products while the wool industry has not so that in 1992 a greater proportion think that there
is increased need for specialised wool products.

Finally, there are attitudes to types of assistance and information needs. Table 30 shows
percentages only for the level of importance for nine types of assistance for 1986 and 1992
including one additional category, marketing information, in 1992. The numbers in
parentheses show the subtotals for adjacent numbers in the two largest columns. The table
shows that for 1992 the types of assistance rated as very important or important were
financial advice, recognition and long-term loans. Less important were short-term loans,
change in government policy, and general information for survival. Somewhat unimportant
were stress management and training for a new occupation. Clearly, respondents have
ranked three items as important and this suggests that farmers are open to the idea of
assistance in some areas. Recent changes in farmers' management have not precluded at
least some of them from being receptive to outside influence.

Table 30
Importance of Types of Assistance

(percentages only)

VI I N VI VUI

Financial advice 1986 38 (81) 43 12 5 2
1992 32 (77) 45 16 6 0

.".

Recognition 1986 48 (87) 39 8 4 0
1992 29 (76) 47 17 6 0

Stress management 1986 10 25 (59) 34 23 8
1992 4 17 42 (66) 24 10

Short-term loans etc. 1986 18 39 (58) 20 17 7
1992 17 40 (65) 25 13 5

Change policy 1986 54 (81) 27 13 5 2
1992 23 28 (62) 34 12 2

Long-term loans 1986 27 (63) 36 18 15 4
1992 26 (65) 39 18 10 4

Information for survival 1986 26 (62) 39 17 15 4
1992 9 38 (69) 31 18 4

Training for new occupation 1986 4 12 27 (61) 34 23
1992 2 19 30 (64) 34 23

Marketing information 1986 - - - - -
1992 32 56 7 4 0
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The table also shows a similar pattern of responses in 1986 and 1992. However, three items
were rated less important in 1992, namely, stress management, change in government policy
and general information for survival. For each of these the combined sum of the two highest
percentages is highest in the next right hand position indicating lower importance. As noted
earlier farmers have greater acceptance of their situation and are less inclined to need
assistance that would help them cope with changes.

The importance of financial information was assessed using the responses from the 1986
survey to provide a list of categories to be rated in 1992. The categories covered most of
the relevant options with only two respondents using the 'other' category. In 1986 a request
was made to state information needs and the only measure we have available is the frequency
that a category was selected. The main items in 1986 were, in order, lamb, mutton and beef
prices, then inflation, interest and wages rates followed by budgets, costs and returns. There
were 14 or four per cent in 1986 who specifically said they had no financial information
needs. In 1992 there were 21 or nine per cent who ticked the box which allowed them to
state that they had no financial information needs. Some 19 of these 21 respondents also
rated the importance of the financial information items thus acknowledging their importance
but presumably indicating that they already had the information.

Table 31
Importance of Financial Information, 1992 Only

VI I N VI VUI

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Budgets, costs, returns 94 41 99 43 24 10 9 4 4 2

Cash flows 82 36 93 41 39 17 11 5 3 1

Lamb, mutton, beef prices 112 48 95 41 15 6 7 3 5 2

Inflation, interest, wage rates 76 33 111 48 31 13 13 6 1 0

Taxation 91 39 106 46 27 12 6 3 3 1

Input costs 85 37 119 52 22 9 3 1 2 1

Note: the number of no responses ranged from four to ten.

x! = 2.31, N.S., for lamb, mutton, beef prices/budgets, costs, returns for VI/all others.

Table 31 shows the 1992 ratings for the six items of financial information. Generally, all
the items were rated as important with the combined 'very important' plus 'important'
subtotal ranging from 77 to 89 per cent. The apparent greater importance attached to lamb,
mutton, beef prices (48 per cent very important) compared to budgets, costs and returns (41
per cent very important) is not statistically significant. While the 33 per cent very important
for inflation, interest and wage rates is probably statistically significantly lower than the 48
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per cent very important for lamb, mutton and beef prices, the combined very important and
'important' subtotals for both of these items are similar. Generally, the table shows that
most respondents rate all financial items as nearly equally important.

The responses to the question on technical information were more varied across items and
slightly fewer people, 15, said they had no technical information needs. Table 32 shows that
horticultural information and deer or goat farming information were rated as unimportant,
presumably because most respondents were sheep/beef farmers. Of the other items soil
testing and crop or animal health were rated as important with 90 per cent and 96 per cent
respectively selecting very important or important. Marketing requirements have lower
numbers in the very important plus important subtotal and this difference is statistically
significant. This order demonstrated in the 1992 data does not match that found for 1986
when marketing requirements was the most frequently provided item, followed by soil testing
and crop or animal health. Thus, while the same three items are important in both years,
the order of importance is exactly reversed.

Table 32
Importance of Technical Information, 1992 Only

VI I N UI VUI

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Soil testing, fertility 73 32 133 58 19 8 6 3 0 0

Crop or animal health 109 48 109 48 7 3 1 0 1 0

Marketing requirements 51 23 130 56 37 16 7 3 0 0

Horticultural information 13 7 18 10 40 22 41 23 67 36

Deer or goat farming 18 10 27 15 29 16 40 22 68 37

Cost saving advice 43 21 115 55 40 19 8 4 2 1

Note: the number of no responses ranged from seven to 29 (cost saving), 55 (deer or goat farming) and 59
(horticultural information).

x! = 6.88** for marketing requirements/soil testing, VI & I/all others.

Finally there are data on the level respondents are prepared to pay for information.
Generally, the data show that by 1992 farmers are prepared to pay at a slightly higher level
than in 1986 and this movement is more noticeable for technical information compared to
financial information.

The above data on farmers' attitudes show that the level of approval for government policy
has increased since 1986, and just over one half in 1992 saw that policy as leading to long
term strength and stability in agriculture. For both meat and wool processing and marketing
farmers in 1992 wanted change to some degree, and they favoured the idea of producing
specialised products. The important types of assistance in both years were financial advice,
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recognition and long-tenn loans, but less important in 1992 were stress management, change
in government policy, and general infonnation for survival. For 1992 only there were data
on the importance of financial infonnation and all categories were rated as important. The
ratings for technical infonnation showed that soil testing and crop or animal health were most
important.

3.4.6 Management Changes

Table 33 shows respondents' preferences for five statements about their fann management
situation which range from major change to little or no change. These data were explored
for full-time fanners only but the relative proportions for full-time fanners were the same
as for the whole sample. For 1992 most respondents (54 per cent) said that their present
fanning system was quite adequate. The extreme positions of change and diversify or
leaving fanning have very low proportions, totalling six per cent, and the three cases looking
for ways out of fanning could well be fairly typical, including older people close to
retirement. The remaining two groups account for 40 per cent of respondents. Just over half
of these remaining cases say they have to change and adjust their present fann system, and
the balance say they have no choice but to stay with their present fanning system. This
group is suggesting, since they did not say their present fanning system is adequate, that they
would perhaps change but believe that they are unable to do this and further, since they did
not say they have to change and adjust their fann system, that it cannot easily be adjusted.
Generally, about half of the respondents seem satisfied with their management system while
for the remainder, nearly half are reluctantly static and the remainder are changing their
management system.

Table 33
Best Description of Farm Management System

~

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Have to change and diversify into new types of production 30 8 11 5

Have to change and adjust present fanning system 91 24 55 23

No choice but to stay with present fanning system 149 40 40 17

Present fanning system is quite adequate 92 24 127 54

Have to look for ways out of fanning 14 4 3 1

376 100 236 100
No response ---.a --2

384 238

There is considerable change between 1986 and 1992. In 1986 24 per cent were satisfied
with their management system when in 1992 it was 54 per cent. Conversely, in 1986 most
(40 per cent) said they had no choice but to stay with their present fanning system when in
1992 it was 17 per cent. The other categories show no real change over time. The precise
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interpretation of these changes is difficult in the absence of further data on this issue and we
do not know yet whether management has actually changed or perceptions have changed, or
both. It seems that the increase in the number of farmers satisfied with their present farming
system was derived from those who have moved from 'no choice' to 'quite adequate' but
there could well be a more complex pattern whereby some of the 1986 'no choice' group
may have made a change to management and now find their present system is adequate. If
this is the case then the 1992 'change and adjust' group is comprised of different people
compared to 1986.

Evidence that actual management changes have occurred, rather than perceptions only having
changed, is available from the data in Table 34. In 1992 about half of the sample had
already developed some or all of their farm in some new type of land use or new farm
management system. This compares with just over one quarter (28 per cent) in 1986. Thus,
it appears that half of the farmers have actually changed their management systems.

Table 34
Numbers Already Developed a New Land Use or Farm Management System

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Yes 100 28 108 46

No 262 72 126 54

362 100 234 100

No response 22 -.A
384 238

Data from Table 35 show the percentage of the farm developed in the new land use or
management system. In 1992 most farmers had changed land use or management system on
a small proportion of their farm, with changes of up to 20 per cent of the farm being made
by 56 per cent of those making changes. However, ten per cent had changed from 91 to 100
per cent of their farm. The distribution for 1992 is similar to 1986 so that while more
farmers in 1992 have developed a new land use or management system the extent of these
developments is quite similar in both years. The table shows that the 94 respondents who
indicated a percentage of farm developed is 39 per cent of the total number of respondents
in 1992 and the 75 respondents in 1986 were 19 per cent of the total. The proportions are
less than that given in the earlier table because not all respondents who have developed their
farm provided the area which was developed. Finally, Table 36 shows when the changes
occurred for the 1992 sample only. Most farmers (34 per cent) said they had made changes
over the whole period since 1986. The middle two categories include changes made after
1986 and before 1990 and combined they account for 39 per cent of farms which have made
a change. The remaining group of 27 per cent have made recent changes. Generally then,
the changes seem to have been made fairly evenly over the period since 1986.
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Table 35
Percentage of Farm Developed in New Land Use or New Farm Management System

1986 1992

No. % No. %

0-10 30 40 35 37
11-20 10 13 18 19
21-30 11 15 9 10
31-40 1 1 4 4
41-50 6 8 6 6
51-60 1 1 4 4
61-70 1 1 1 1
71-80 4 5 6 6
81-90 4 5 2 2
91-100 7 9 9 10

75 100 94
(20%) (39%)

No response 309 144
384 238

Table 36
Timing of New Land Use or New Management System. 1992

No. %

Over the whole period since 1986 40 34

Before 1988 29 25

Between 1988 and 1990 16 14

After 1990 32 27

117 100

Having shown that new types of land use have occurred since 1986, it is relevant now to
describe these changes. Table 37 shows the new land uses or management systems, giving
respondents' first, second and third new land use for 1992. These three options do not signal
importance, rather, they allowed respondents to list more than one change. Since many
respondents did list more than one change, the total column on the right hand side of the
table sums the frequency for each option and this subtotal gives the best representation of
frequency of use. For 1992 the two most popular new land uses were trees (21 per cent) and
pasture development (19 per cent). Deer, bull beef, subdivision and changed stock policy
were all nearly equal (at about ten per cent) as the second most popular new land use.
Pasture development and subdivision may have had slightly inflated levels because some
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respondents may have replied to the question 'how much of your farm have you developed?'
as though this meant ordinary development rather than new land use. There were 12
respondents who answered the prior question about new land use or new management system
in the negative but went on to describe a new land use, and five of these chose pasture
development or subdivision as their first choice. However, it must be noted that this suite
of questions was identical to those used in 1986 and for that year pasture development and
subdivision each had low frequencies.

Table 37
New Land Use or Management Systems

1986 1992

First Second Third Total

No. % No. % No. No. No. %

Dairying 0 0 4 3 0 0 4 2

Horticulture 7 8 10 8 0 0 10 4

Goats 16 19 0 0 0 0 0 0

Deer 19 23 22 19 0 0 22 10

Trees 12 14 41 35 9 2 52 21

Bull Beef 3 4 9 8 12 3 24 10 ...

Cropping 5 6 1 1 3 1 5 2

Irrigation 3 4 1 1 5 0 6 2

Pasture development 2 2 19 16 21 6 46 19

Subdivision 3 4 3 3 13 10 26 11

Pigs 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 1

Changed grazing system 1 1 1 1 5 6 12 5

Changed sheep or cattle 5 6 4 3 6 16 26 11
policy

Other 6 7 1 1 2 7 10 4

84 100 117 100 77 52 246 100
No response 300 121 161 186

384 238 238 238

x- = 11.09** for deer/all other, 1986/1992
X- = 2.63~ N.S., for trees/all others, 1986/1992
X- = 19.30** for pasture development and subdivision, 1986/1992.
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The table also shows 1986 responses and we can see some changes over time. Dairying now
registers as a new land use in 1992. Pasture development and subdivision both have higher
recorded percentages in 1992 than the percentages in 1986 and this increase is statistically
significant. The declines in deer and in goats are statistically significant. Some of the other
major land uses appear to have gained in popularity but these are not statistically significant
changes.

Changes to land use have not yet been completed. Some respondents said they were
intending to set aside part of their farm for the development of activities other than the type
of farming they were presently involved in. Table 38 shows the relevant data for 1986 and
1992. There were 54 respondents in 1992, or 24 per cent of those replying to this question,
who intended to undertake new activities. While this appears to be a higher proportion than
in 1986, the difference is not statistically significant. Thus, in both years about one quarter
of surveyed farmers intended to undertake new land uses. Presumably, many of those in
1986 have already done so, and those in 1992 intending new land uses are perhaps those
farmers who have more slowly come around to the idea of change. Panel data show that in
1986 most of the 39 panel cases (74 per cent) said they had not already developed a new land
use or new management system, while in 1992 the proportion for this group was 51 per cent.

Table 38
Numbers Intending to Set Aside Part of Farm for New Activities

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Yes 68 18 54 24
No 300 82 172 76

368 100 226 100
No response JQ 12

384 248

x2 = 2.54, N.S., for yes/no, 1986/1992.

Now we can examine the characteristics of the intended activities for the 54 cases who were
planning new activities. Table 39 shows the distribution and percentages for the 46 farmers
who replied to this question for the same list of options in the earlier question on actual new
land use or new management systems. The first thing to note is the absence of dairying, bull
beef, cropping and irrigation in this table compared to the 1992 list in the earlier table.
Apparently, these options were less popular in 1992, although in the case of dairying,
cropping and irrigation the numbers were low and this may account for their non appearance
here. Like the earlier list, trees was the most popular option, horticulture was second and
the remaining options, including pasture development and subdivision, were low in number.
These options were all statistically different from the actual 1992 land uses already
undertaken. In the case of horticulture and trees a greater proportion intended to pursue this

54



option but a smaller proportion intended pasture development and subdivision. The table also
shows the 1986 data which is similar to 1992 in that trees, deer and horticulture predominate.
The increase in interest in trees is statistically significant, but for deer and horticulture is not.

The pattern described above for deer and goats (the interest in deer maintained and increased
while the interest in goats has waned) is partly supported by data on stock numbers. The
average number of deer in the 1986 sample was 58 head while in the 1992 sample it was
215. The average number of goats in the 1986 sample was 80 while in the 1992 sample it
was 209.

Table 39
Intended Development Activities

1986 1992

No. % No. %

Horticulture 12 21 7 15
Goats 5 9 0 0
Deer 10 18 4 9
Trees 20 35 25 54
Pasture development 0 0 2 4
Subdivision 0 0 2 4
Pigs 1 2 1 2
Change sheep or cattle policy 3 5 4 9"
Other 6 10 1 2

57 100 46 100
No response 327 192

384 238

r = 8.99** for pasture development and subdivision/all others, actual 1992/intended 1992
r = 8.11** for horticulture/all others, actual 1992/intended 1992
r = 8.92** for trees/all others, actual 1992/intended 1992
r = 3.92* for trees/all others, 1986/1992.

So far in this presentation on management changes the focus has been on the degree, extent,
timing and nature of change as illustrated by new land uses or management systems. But
management changes have also occurred in other ways, such as increasing farm size or hiring
more labour, which in this analysis are called management strategies. Table 40 shows the
data for 1986 and 1992 for a wide range of management strategies considered or adopted.
It must be noted that four new options were used in 1992 and these were: a high input
policy, on-farm work, used more paid labour and major change to management systems.
The list of options considered for 1992 shows that increasing farm size (19 per cent) and a
low input policy (16 per cent) were the most popular choices, with an even spread of fairly
low frequencies across all other options. A similar pattern of options considered occurred
in 1986. For the list of options adopted in 1992 the most popular was a low input policy (36
per cent), and this was followed by increase in stock carried (25 per cent) and decrease in
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Table 40
Management Strat~ies Considered or Adopted

Only Considered Actually Adopted

1986 1992 1986 1992

No. % No. % No. % No. %

A low input policy 48 12 37 16 245 64 84 36

A high input policy - - 16 7 - - 35 15

Increase farm size 66 17 44 19 19 5 39 17

Decrease farm size 40 10 16 7 15 4 12 5

Increase area cropped 40 10 9 4 48 12 21 9

Decrease area cropped 26 7 7 3 28 7 10 4

Hired more labour 23 6 0 4 48 12 21 9

Hired less labour 32 8 15 6 125 33 32 14

Off-farm work 44 12 17 7 72 19 40 17

On-farm work - - 3 1 - - 3 1

Used more unpaid family 26 7 14 6 120 31 33 14
labour

Used more paid labour - - 9 4 - - 18 8

Bought irrigation or other 19 5 9 4 12 3 10 4
technology

Sold stock plant, machinery 30 8 12 5 62 16 31 13
trees etc.

Increase stock carried 24 6 17 7 79 21 58 25

Decrease stock carried 43 11 18 8 86 22 48 20

Major change to management - - 13 6 - - 22 9
system

Note: percentages calculated for each number as a proportion of the sample.

stock carried (20 per cent). Six other options had a percentage between 13 and 17, while
the remaining seven options had low percentages. Some options were considered more than
adopted, such as increase farm size, while others were adopted more than considered, such
as increased stock carried. Compared to 1992 the 1986 adoption percentages show a similar
pattern but the levels for low input policy (64 per cent), hired less labour (33 per cent) and
used more unpaid labour (31 per cent) were significantly higher. These were all well-known
strategies during the earlier phase of restructuring in New Zealand but they were still being
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used in 1992.

The above table shows that there were 15 per cent who have adopted a high input policy by
1992 while 36 per cent have adopted a low input strategy so there clearly were quite different
clusters of strategies being used by farmers. Similarly there were 25 per cent who increased
stock and 20 per cent who decreased stock. Table 41 shows four clusters for management
strategies adopted for 1992 only and were derived using the SAS Fastclus procedure. The
figures show the percentage who said yes for each option, and an arbitrary level of 38 per
cent or more is used to identify a management strategy undertaken. While there were no
options for which any cluster had 100 per cent who said yes, there were clear differences
across clusters for some options. For example, cluster 2 had 90 per cent who said yes to a
low input policy, and 40 per cent who said yes to decreasing stock. Cluster 3 is a group for
whom 38 per cent said yes to a high input policy and 85 per cent who said yes to increasing
stock carried. More unpaid labour was used to achieve these changes. Cluster 4 was a very
small group who has increased area cropped, used more unpaid and paid labour, sold assets
and decreased stock carried. They said they have made a major change to their management
system. The people in Cluster 1 have done none of the above things and their approach can
be interpreted as making no change. These results seem very plausible. Farmers could have
done one of three things as a response to economic changes in the last few years: done
nothing, intensified or deintensified, and this is what the results show. Regarding
intensifying there have been two ways to do this: one by increasing stock, the other by
increasing crop.

Table 42 shows a profile for each of the clusters using a variety of descriptive variables. All
the clusters were similar in terms of farming characteristics. For each Cluster about three
quarters were full-time farmers, while 13 to 20 per cent were smallfarmers or retired and
most (74-82 per cent) were sheep/beef farmers. The five people in Cluster 4 were not all
cropping farmers. The other characteristics in the profile generally show larger differences
between clusters. The standard error term for each of the clusters respectively is ± 10%,
±11%, ±14% and ± 43%. Cluster 4 is an unusual group and is included to show a
possible variation in high inputs but is likely to be pursued by very few people, and with a
high standard error is unlikely to have statistically significant characteristics. For the first
three clusters the farm areas are statistically different in some cases only, while many of the
financial item comparisons are significantly different. The percentage of new land developed
is similar for Clusters 1 and 2. The number of deer are different for each cluster. The age,
time on farm and time farming data have few significant differences.

The 99 people in the non"-change cluster were on farms of smaller size but had higher farm
and off-farm incomes compared to Clusters 2 or 3. Their expenditure matched their income
so that their surplus at $32,433 was similar to Clusters 1 and 2. It is not clear exactly what
no change means. Perhaps these farmers have already intensified and are making no change
from this. It must be noted that the expenditure item for this cluster is highest. The 83
people in Cluster 2 adopted a low input strategy, were on larger farms, and had the lowest
farm incomes. Their expenditures were low giving a surplus of $32,937. The 47 people in
Cluster 3 adopted a high input strategy on the largest farms and had modest incomes. Their
expenditure was higher than for Cluster 2 only and the result was a slightly lower surplus.
The five people in Cluster 4 adopted a high input strategy on the smallest farms. Their farm
incomes were the largest of all clusters while their off-farm incomes were the lowest. They
had large expenditures to match their incomes, resulting in the largest surplus. It must be
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noted that this is a very small cluster and may not be significant in the farming population.

Table 41
Management Strategies Adopted for All Respondents and for Each Cluster, 1992 Only

Percentage Who Stated Yes

All Cluster
Respondents

1 2 3 4

A low input policy 36 1 90* 14 20

A high input policy 15 14 2 38* 20

Increase farm size 17 22 8 19 20

Decrease farm size 5 2 10 2 20

Increase area cropped 9 4 4 23 60*

Decrease area cropped 4 4 4 6 0

Hired more labour 8 8 2 11 60*

Hired less labour 14 0 26 21 0

Off-farm work 17 7 24 23 40

On-farm work 1 1 0 4 0

Used more unpaid family labour 14 0 13 40* 60*

Used more paid labour 8 7 6 4 80*

Bought irrigation or other technology 4 3 4 4 40

Sold stock, plant machinery trees or other
assets 13 9 17 11 60*

Increase stock carried 25 10 10 85* 0

Decrease stock carried 20 10 40* 2 100*

Major change to management system 9 3 6 21 80*
'.

Key: * = percentage yes in excess of 38.

The people in all of the clusters had about one third of their farms already developed in some
new land use or new farm management system, with this area being the highest for Cluster
4 at 47 per cent. The two clusters with intensifying strategies had the largest average
number of deer. The average ages show some possible variations with the people in Cluster
2 appearing to be the oldest and with the most time on the farm and the most time farming,
while those in Cluster 4 appearing to be the youngest with lowest time on farm and time
farming. It seems that the low input approach was more suited to older farmers and the
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cropping option to younger farmers. However, there were no differences in age, time onfarm or time farming for Cluster 1 (no change) and Cluster 3 (high inputs-stock) suggestingthat other factors must be at work contributing to these quite different patterns ofmanagement strategies.

Table 42
Profile Data for Each Cluster for Strategies Adopted. 1992 Only

Cluster

1 2 3 4
Number 99 83 47 5
Summary No Low inputs High inputs Increased crops

change Decreased stock Increased stock Used unpaid labour
Used unpaid labour Sold assets

Decreased stock
Major change

Title No Low inputs High inputs - stock High inputs - crops
change

% full-time 74 75 72 80% smallfarmer or retired 17 18 13 20% farmer occupation 84 78 81 80% sheep/beef 74 86 82 80.
Farm area 378 405 444 345Bought/area 63 57 72 102Sold/area 13 19 9 16
Farm income 151,957 112,438 129,487 912,500Off-farm income 22,575 18160 15,277 13,000Gross income 189,818 128,765 139,580 925,500Total expenditure 161,439 102,670 112,278 779,000Deficit/surplus 32,433 32,937 27,918 146,500
% new land developed 31 30 38 47No. of deer 19 26 46 36
Age 44 47 43 38Time on farm 14 18 13 11Time farming 20 24 18 12

Note: financial figures are approximate only.

The above data on management changes show that more farmers in 1992 said that theirmanagement system was adequate and more had developed new land uses or managementsystems. Most of the development has been on up to 20 per cent of their farms and it hasoccurred fairly evenly over the entire period since 1986. The most popular land uses in 1992were trees and pasture development, and trees have maintained their role from 1986 whiledeer and goats have declined in importance. About one quarter of respondents still intendedto develop new land uses in both years, and the most popular intended activities in both 1986and 1992 were trees and horticulture. The data on management strategies shows whichparticular strategies were adopted, and cluster analysis of these data show four options: nochange, low inputs, high inputs-stock and high inputs-crops.
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3.4.7 Approach to Farming

The questionnaire repeated the 1986 statements that described how to farm and why people
farm, and asked respondents to rate each one. Each statement in the first set tried to
encapsulate a key idea about how to farm. These statements were taken from an article by
van der Ploeg (1985) which described two patterns of farming logic found among dairy
farmers in Italy. While two patterns underlay the statements selected to represent the Italian
study the 1986 results for New Zealand showed four patterns and we will return to this issue
after first describing the responses for each statement for the sample as a whole.

Table 43 shows the level of agreement, as a percentage, with the management statements
using a five point scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The numbers in
parentheses sum the two highest percentages. Generally, many of the statements were agreed
with in 1992 and 1986. For 1992 there were three statements with lower levels of agreement
or else disagreement, namely: increase size of farm, minimise dependence, and decrease
total costs of production. Three statements received a combined strongly agree plus agree
percentage of 89 per cent or more, namely: farming is a business, can pay to use
contractors, and attention to market prices. Thus, it appears that farmers are business like
in how they farm, they appear reluctant to increase the size of their farms and they are not
enthusiastic about minimising dependence or decreasing total costs of production.

There are a few changes between 1986 and 1992 and these are identified by significant chi
square scores. In 1992 fewer respondents disagreed with increasing size so that while few
actually agreed with this statement there were increased numbers who were neutral. On the
other hand more respondents agreed with increasing production per unit area. A larger
change in attitude occurred for decreasing costs of production with fewer agreeing with this
statement. Clearly, since 1986 farmers have been increasing production and are now less
concerned with cutting costs, that is they have moved away from economising practices and
are more positive about production. Finally, there has been a change in attitudes towards
minimising dependence with fewer farmers agreeing that this is so important.

It must be noted that these changes in attitude to farming management are not large changes
when the whole sample is considered. It remains possible that some SUbgroups may rate
individual statements in ways quite distinct from the majority, so that the above figures
average out important distinctions.

Table 44 shows the responses to statements covering different motivations for farming using
a five point importance scale. While the statements above focus on how to farm the
statements here focus on why farmers farm. Generally, there was a wider spread of opinion
for these motivation statements and clearer changes between 1986 and 1992. In both years
the highest-ranked statements were income, way of life, own boss and fulfilment, while
standing in community was rated as unimportant. Outdoor/close to nature, leisure,
accumulating capital and family job opportunities were less important. Since 1986 the
statements about leisure and accumulating capital each have a higher proportion in the
importance option, while standing in the community has fewer in the unimportant options and
all these differences are statistically significant. Presumably, farmers in 1992 were saying
that there was some opportunity for leisure since the financial pressure had decreased, and
they were acknowledging that land values were increasing which makes possible the
accumulation of capital. Perhaps because of the economic improvements farmers saw
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standing in the community as being more important than in 1986.

Table 43
Level of Agreement With Management Statements

SA A N D SD

Fann work is a craft 1986 23 (73) 50 11 12 4
1992 22 (76) 54 15 8 2

Increase production/labour 1986 38 (87) 49 5 6 1
unit & skilful management 1992 38 (87) 49 10 1 1

Increase size of fann 1986 7 16 32 (76) 35 10
operation 1992 9 14 41 (72) 31 5

Control over work 1986 29 (78) 49 12 9 1
1992 25 (77 52 11 11 0

Fanning is a business 1986 48 (91) 43 5 3 1
1992 50 (90) 40 7 3 1

Non-financial reward 1986 28 (73) 45 7 13 7
1992 23 (67) 44 5 16 12

Efficient fann work 1986 24 (72) 48 15 12 1
1992 25 (76 51 14 10 0,

Can pay to use contractors 1986 31 (91) 60 6 2 1
1992 36 (91) 55 6 2 1

Increasing production/area 1986 25 (65) 40 20 12 3
1992 37 (77) 40 17 5 1

Attention to market prices 1986 37 (91) 54 7 1 0
1992 34 (89) 55 8 3 0

Minimise dependence 1986 16 51 (71) 20 13 1
1992 8 47 (77) 30 13 1

Decreasing total costs of 1986 24 (74) 50 14 10 2
production 1992 14 42 (66) 24 18 2

Planning and financial 1986 33 (78) 45 13 8 0
management 1992 29 (75) 46 17 8 0

Increase size X- = 5.40* for agreement and neutral/disagreement, 1986/1992
Increase production X- = 10.31** for agreement/neutral and disagreement, 1986/1992
Minimise dependence X- = 6.82** for agreement/neutral and disagreement, 1986/1992
Decreasing costs X- = 20.75** for agreement/neutral and disagreement, 1986/1992.
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Table 44
Level of Importance of Motivation Statements

%

VI I N VI VUI

A source of income 1986 58 (93) 35 4 3 0
1992 62 (94) 52 3 2 1

A way of life 1986 40 (89) 50 7 2 0
1992 43 (93) 50 5 0 2

Outdoor/close to nature 1986 25 (70) 45 17 8 4
1992 22 46 (69) 23 7 2

Opportunity for leisure 1986 11 33 (54) 21 21 14
1992 8 42 (71) 29 17 3

Accumulating capital 1986 12 41 (65) 24 16 7
1992 21 (65) 44 (65) 21 11 2

Standing in community 1986 2 9 24 34 (66) 32
1992 2 9 26 (78) 52 12

Own boss 1986 35 (83) 48 10 6 1
1992 30 (80) 50 15 3 2

Family job opportunities 1986 18 31 (55) 24 20 7
1992 14 37 (67) 30 16 2

Fulfilment/satisfaction 1986 55 (94) 39 4 2 8
1992 45 (94) 49 4 1 1

Leisure x: = 15.71** for importance and neutral/unimportance, 1986/1992
Capital x: = 10.28** for importance/neutral and unimportance, 1986/1992
Standing x: = 32.80** for importance through unimportance/very unimportant, 1986/1992

As in 1986 the statements about how to farm and why farm were factor analysed to identify
patterns or themes among the variables. Factor analysis identifies groups of variables which
are rated in a similar way. Prelimmary analysis of each set of statements produced results
which were coherent for each year but with some differences in factors. In the 1986 study
the management and motivation statements were factor analysed independently to show
different constellations of management and motivation variables. In this report management
and motivation variables were factor analysed together, thereby linking ideas about how to
farm with ideas about why farm. The results showed interesting patterns and provided a
better understanding of farming.

Table 45 shows factor loadings for both management and motivation statements. Each
column is labelled to represent the main theme of the factor, and these labels are similar but
not identical to the 1986 results. Significant loadings are identified by an asterisk. The 1986

62



Table 45
Factor Loadings for Management and Motivation Statements

Factor

1 2 3 4

Farming Farming Efficient Production ' 86
Business Lifestyle Work Size & Status '92

1986 1992 1986 1992 1986 1992 1986 1992

Farm work is a craft 0.2 -0.1 0.4* -0.1 0.1 0.5* 0.0 0.2

Increase production/labour unit 0.4* 0.2 0.1 0.5* 0.1 0.3 0.5* -0.1

Increase size of farm operation -0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.6* 0.5*

Control over work 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.4* 0.6* 0.1 0.1

Farming is a business 0.5* 0.7* -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4* 0.0

Non-financial reward 0.1 -0.3 0.4* 0.4* -0.4* -0.1 0.0 -0.3

Efficient farm work 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.4* 0.7* 0.2 0.0

Can pay to use contractors 0.6* 0.4* 0.1 0.3 -0.3 -0.3 0.0 -0.3

Increasing production/area 0.1 0.6* 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.7* 0.1

Attention to market prices 0.6* 0.6* 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

Minimise dependence 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.5* 0.5* -0.1 0.1

Decreasing total costs of production 0.5* 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.5* -0.3 -0.2

Planning & financial management 0.5* 0.5* 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 -0.1

A source of income 0.3 0.5* -0.2 0.0 0.4* 0.1 0.0 0.2

A way of life -0.1 0.0 0.8* 0.8* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Outdoor/close to nature -0.1 -0.1 0.8* 0.6* 0.0 0.2 -0.1 0.2

Opportunity for leisure 0.0 -0.2 0.6* 0.3 0.1 -0.1 0.1 0.5*

Accumulating capital 0.1 0.5* -0.2 0.0 0.6* -0.1 0.3 0.5*

Standing in community -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.6* 0.0 0.2 0.6*

Own boss 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.6* 0.5* 0.0 -0.2 0.1

Family job opportunities 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.6* 0.2 0.1 0.4*

Fulfilment/satisfaction 0.1 0.2 0.5* 0.5* 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1

Key: * = 0.4 or above

theme of increasing productivity has been replaced by the new theme of size and status. The
1992 scores for the farming business column show that the variables relating to farming as
a business are all significant. Thus the farming business approach in 1992 emphasised
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farming is a business, the use of contractors, increasing production per unit area, attention
to market prices, and planning and financial management. No other management type has
significant scores for this group of statements. The lower set of motivation statements show
why the higher set were selected: as a source of income and to accumulate capital. The
farming lifestyle approach in 1992 emphasised production per labour unit and non-financial
reward for a way of life, outdoors, as one's own boss, for fulfilment and satisfaction. The
efficient work approach emphasised craft, control over work, efficient farm work,
minimising dependence on others and decreasing costs of production. There is a negative
loading for using contractors meaning that this factor disagrees with this idea. There were
no motivation statements with significant loadings. The status approach emphasised
increasing farm size to gain leisure opportunities, to accumulate capital, for standing in the
community and family job opportunities. This approach had a negative score for non
financial reward and contractors.

The factors for 1992 do not match perfectly the factors found in 1986. However, there are
broad similarities and some of the differences make sense in the light of the general changes.
For example, in 1992 more of the whole sample agreed with increasing production per unit
area and the loading for Factor 1 is higher on this variable in 1992. However, in 1986
Factor 1 emphasised increasing production per labour unit but in 1992 this does not receive
a significant loading. Further comparisons between years for Factor 1 show that decreasing
costs of production was important in 1986 but not in 1992, while there was less confidence
in 1986 about the economic viability of farming so that the financial motivations (source of
income and accumulating capital) had low loadings in 1986 but significant loadings in 1992.
Perhaps the low returns in 1986 led to Factor 1 farmers giving low importance to standing
in the community because they had some loss of confidence about their business.

Perhaps the differences in factor loadings between 1986 and 1992 for the other factors also
reflect some of the farming changes between years. The farmers in Factor 2 (Farming
Lifestyle) in 1992 showed less sympathy with farming as a craft and more with increasing
production per labour unit, perhaps reflecting a growing concern with production. Further,
they gave more importance in 1992 to contractors because they can afford to use them, and
they have changed from -0.2 to 0.0 for both source of income and capital because financial
returns have improved. In 1986 opportunity for leisure was significant but was not in 1992
perhaps reflecting that they have to work harder. This corresponds with the high loading for
increasing production per labour unit. Finally, the own boss statement received a significant
loading in 1992 perhaps because their confidence was higher.

Factor 3 (Efficient Work) in 1992 gave a significant score to craft but non-financial reward
received a non-significant loading. Perhaps these farmers were less confident in 1992 that
hard work was remunerative and were beginning to see farm work as a craft. In 1992 more
emphasis was given to decreasing total costs of production. The motivation statements show
considerable change between 1986 and 1992 for this factor. Two explanations are possible.
It may be that farmers in this factor were less confident about the returns from hard work
and have changed from the bullish position of 1986 where hard work had many benefits to
a position of uncertainty somewhat similar to Factor 1 (farming business) in 1986. However,
another possibility is that the third and fourth factors are quite similar and that the motivation
loadings have moved from one factor to another. In general the table shows similar themes
in 1986 and 1992. The differences can be accounted for in part by changes in attitude to
farming. A major change is the loss of a factor emphasising production. It is not safe to
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conclude that the differences between years is all accountable by a change in attitudes
because the factoring process itself is a variable in the analytic process.

Another change in analysis technique has been the use of cluster analysis to provide some
indication of the numbers of different types of farmers depending on how they have
responded to the management and motivation variables. Cluster analysis was applied first
to the factor scores which underlie the data in the above table, and then to the management
and motivation statements themselves.

The first cluster analysis showed that 125 respondents (56 per cent) emphasised the farming
business factor but were negative about the efficient work factor. There were 56 respondents
(25 per cent) who emphasised the efficient work factor and the farming lifestyle factor but
were negative about the size and status factor. There were 34 respondents (15 per cent) who
emphasised the size and status factor but were negative about the business factor. Finally,
nine respondents (four per cent) emphasised the efficient work factor but were negative about
the lifestyle factor. The 1986 results did not compare well with 1992, in part because the
fourth factor was different. That cluster analysis yielded a large cluster of 146 respondents
(42 per cent) which had some emphasis on all factors and most emphasis on the farming
business factor and the efficient work factor. There were 113 respondents (33 per cent) that
emphasised the production factor and the farming lifestyle factor, and 57 respondents did not
emphasise any factor but were negative about the farming lifestyle factor. Finally, 30
respondents (nine per cent) emphasised the farming lifestyle factor and the farming business
factor but were negative about the production factor.

The second cluster analysis was based on the management and motivation variables only, not
the factor scores derived from the variables. Table 46 shows for 1992 only the mean scores
for each of four clusters for the management and motivation variables. Results from analyses
of the 1986 data produced different clusters with one of the largest clusters having few
significant scores on any of the variables. It is likely that the clusters have changed
significantly from 1986. The lack of similarity over time precludes easy comparison and in
the following analysis attention is given to the 1992 data.

Table 46 shows the mean scores for each of the management and motivation statements for
each cluster where a low mean score indicates agreement of importance. The people in
Cluster 1 emphasized increasing size, minimising dependence and decreasing total costs of
production, and they were motivated by income. This cluster has the second lowest score
for paying attention to market prices. There are many statements which defined this cluster
negatively. While they were business like, indicated by the highest score or disagreement
with the idea of non-financial reward in farming, they do not seek to increase production per
labour unit by skilful management. Nor do they find important the use of contractors, and
this corresponds to their approval of minimising dependence on other businesses. People in
this cluster were not farming for outdoors/close to nature, leisure opportunities, standing in
the community, to be their own boss, for job opportunities or for fulfilment. An appropriate
name for this cluster is Size for Income.

65



Table 46
Mean Scores for Clusters Derived from Management and

Motivation Variables. 1992 only

Cluster

1 3 3 4

Fann work is a craft 2.17 2.32 1.99** 2.09*

Increase production/labour 3.17 1.80* 1.62** 2.54
unit

Increase size of fann 2.50** 3.47 2.75 3.73
operation

Control over work 2.50 2.21 1.91** 2.91

Fanning is a business 1.67 1.87 1.39** 2.73

Non-financial reward 3.67 1.76** 3.04 2.27

Efficient fann work 2.00 2.30 1.93** 2.54

Can pay to use contractors 2.33 1.69** 1.76* 2.27

Increasing production/area 2.50 2.24 1.56** 2.82

Attention to market prices 1.83* 2.00 1.62** 2.18

Minimise dependence 2.17** 2.71 2.26* 3.64

Decreasing total costs of 2.33** 2.56 2.46* 2.82
production

Planning & financial 2.50 2.30 1.77** 2.73
management

A source of income 1.16** 1.69 1.24* 2.36

A way of life 2.67 1.58** 1.65* 2.82

Outdoor!close to nature 3.83 2.22* 2.10** 2.73

Opportunity for leisure 4.00 2.75 2.52* 2.30**

Accumulating capital 2.50 2.84 1.83** 2.27

Standing in community 4.50 3.91 3.40 2.91**

Own boss 3.67 1.94* 1.76** 3.45

Family job opportunities 3.33 2.93 2.18** 2.91

Fulfilment/satisfaction 2.67 1.74* 1.47** 2.18

Key: ** = lowest score, where 1 = strongly agree or very important
* = within 0.22 of lowest score

underline = highest score where 5 = strongly disagree or very unimportant.
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The people in Cluster 2 emphasised the non-financial reward in doing farm work well and
the use of contractors. They also gave some importance to increasing production per labour
unit with skilful management. The main motivation was the way of life, with second lowest
scores for outdoors/close to nature, being one's own boss and fulfilment. An appropriate
name for this cluster is Farming Lifestyle.

The people in Cluster 3 gave emphasis to many of the management statements, in particular:
farming is a craft, increasing production per labour unit with skilful management, control
over all work operations, farming is a business, efficient farm work, increasing production
per area, market prices, and planning and financial management. They were motivated by
the outdoor lifestyle, accumulating capital, being one's own boss, family job opportunities
and fulfilment. These people were business oriented but enjoyed the farming environment
and an appropriate name for this cluster is the Farming Business.

Finally, Cluster 4 emphasised farming as a craft and was defined negatively with respect to
the management statements by having the highest score (lowest importance) for nine of the
thirteen statements. The people in this cluster were motivated by leisure opportunities and
standing in the community and were not in agreement with source of income or way of life.
These people were enjoying the lifestyle of farming and were probably retired farmers or
smallholders.

Table 47 shows a summary of the key characteristics of each cluster and shows data which
profile each cluster. A number of interval-level variables are presented and the percentages
for three variables that classify respondents. The per cent full-time farmers and per cent
smallfarmers or retired rows show that Clusters 1 to 3 are comprised of mostly full-time
farmers while Cluster 4 is comprised of mostly smallfarmers and retired farmers. Typically,
most of Clusters 1 to 3 comprise respondents who declared their occupation as farmer, while
Cluster 4 is comprised of only 45 per cent who declared their occupation as farmer. For all
clusters most are sheep/beef farms. We can compare the clusters, especially the first three,
to find different approaches to farming. The small number in Cluster 1 makes it difficult to
show that their profile characteristics are different and it is included here to illustrate a very
small group with a distinctive approach to farming. For the other clusters there were large
differences in the financial data and these are assumed to be significant.

The six people in Cluster 1 appear to have the smallest farms of the full-time farmers and
they have bought or sold smaller sizes of land in the last five years. They have lowest farm
income and off-farm income of all full-time farmers and a corresponding low gross income
of $139,000. However, their expenditure is lowest at $85,856 so their deficit/surplus is the
highest of all clusters at $53,144. Cluster 1 farmers emphasise size because they have small
farms. They showed strongest agreement with decreasing costs of production and this
attitude is verified by their financial data, and they showed strongest agreement for farming
as a source of income and they have the highest income figures. They have not developed
new land uses or management systems on their farm, and they have no deer.

The 97 people in Cluster 2 have the largest farms and correspondingly have bought or sold
larger parcels of land in the last five years. They have modest farm incomes, highest off
farm incomes and modest gross incomes. Their expenditure was modest resulting in an
average deficit/surplus of $30,036. These people have developed new land uses and do carry
deer. Of all clusters these people are perhaps the youngest. The 122 people in Cluster 3
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Table 47
Profile Data for Each Cluster Using Management and Motivation Statements. 1992 only

Cluster

1 2 3 4

Number 6 97 122 11

Summary Increase size Non $ reward Craft Not 9 of the
Minimise dependence Contractors Incr. production management
Decrease costs Way of life Control overwork statements.
Source of income Not craft Business Not income
Not incr. prod Not capital Efficient work Not way of life
Not non-$ reward Market prices Leisure
Not contractors Planning Standing
Not outdoors Outdoors
Not leisure Capital
Not standing Own boss
Not own boss Job opp.
Not job opp. Fulfilment
Not fulfilment

Title Size for Income Farming Farming Business Retired or
Lifestyle Smallholders

% full-time farming 100 71 79 36
% smallfarmer or retired 0 16 13 54
% farmer occupation 83 80 86 45
% sheep/beef 83 78 83 72

Farm area 345 428 391 290
Bought area 39 62 69 5
Sold area 19 18 15 0

Farm income 103,400 135,930 164,761 49,857
Off-farm income 10,425 22,706 14,086 34,525
Gross income 139,000 158,774 185,443 80,028
Total expenditure 85,856 136,123 152,997 66,966
Deficit/surplus 53,144 30,036 34,485 14,528

% new land developed - 33 32 35

No. of deer - 48 15 0

Age 47 43 45 51

Time on farm 13 16 15 14

Time farming 24 20 21 18

Note: financial figures are approximate only.

have modest sized farms but the highest farm incomes, which, with modest off-farm
incomes, gave the highest gross income. However, expenditure was also very high giving
an average surplus perhaps slightly more than in Cluster 2. These people have new land uses
but fewer deer when compared to people in Cluster 2. The 11 people in Cluster 4 had small
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fanns and had not been buying or selling land in any significant quantities. They had lowest
fann incomes, highest off-fann incomes but lowest gross incomes. Their fann expenditure
was still significant being about $18,000 less than for those in Cluster 1. Consequently, their
surplus was quite low at $14,528. They have developed new land uses, but not deer. They
were the oldest people of all the clusters but have been on their fann for about the same time
as all the others and appear to have spent less time farming.

The above data on approach to fanning show that for all respondents there were high levels
of agreement for most of the management statements. By 1992 fewer disagreed with
increasing size, more agreed with increasing production per area and fewer agreed with
decreasing costs of production, so that fanners indicated more positive attitudes to production
generally. Motivation statements were ranked in such a way to suggest that leisure and
accumulating capital have gained slightly in significance since 1986. Factor analysis showed
that three factors persisted from 1986 while the 1986 production factor did not show up for
the 1992 data and a new factor, emphasising size and status, emerged in 1992. Some of the
differences in the factors were accountable in tenns of the changes to farming since 1986.
Cluster analysis identified four clusters each of which expressed a different approach to
fanning. The two main clusters included a fanning business approach and a fanning lifestyle
approach.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the main findings of the resurvey and focuses on the
changes between 1986 and 1992. After this summary the chapter then discusses the findings
in the light of the literature review in Chapter 2 in order to interpret the main points in terms
of current expectations. The main findings are discussed to highlight the contribution of the
resurvey to our knowledge of farmers' attitudes and practices and how these have changed
in recent years. The implications for future research are noted in the final section of the
chapter.

4.2 Summary of Major Changes

Generally, the resurvey method worked well and provided for comparison between 1986 and
1992 for a variety of farm and farmer variables. There were no significant problems with
the meanings of questions, although there is potential to improve the questionnaire in the
light of the results. The response rate was satisfactory, giving a modest standard error, and
we learned that farmers' responses to mail questionnaires were fairly consistent in that those
that replied in 1986 were more likely to reply in 1992. Statistical tests worked well to
identify significant differences in the responses between 1986 and 1992.

The farm structural data presented at the beginning of the results showed that sheep/beef
farming was the predominant farm type in Hurunui and Clutha Counties. However, Hurunui
County has changed in recent years so that in that county there are now more 'other' types
of farm and more smallholdings. These changes did not distract from the main focus of the
resurvey which was sheep/beef farms. In fact there was a bias in the response pattern so that
more sheep/beef farmers but fewer smallholders replied to the questionnaire. Thus the all
sample data used in most of the tables typically represented full-time male, sheep/beef
farmers. The farm and farmer characteristics have changed little between 1986 and 1992,
although in 1992 the sizes of land bought or sold were smaller, and there were more
partnerships owning the farm land.

The farm financial data show improvemeIlt in farmers' finances, with most saying they were
in a sound position in 1992 compared to most saying they were in a delicate position in 1986.
Both income and expenditure had increased and 85 per cent of surveyed farms had a surplus
compared to 64 per cent in 1986. In both years farmers expecting a cash deficit preferred
to use their traditional financier to finance their deficit. For farmers with a cash surplus, the
on-farm investment option increased in popularity. While borrowing for development was
popular in 1986 it has been replaced by borrowing for additional land: meanwhile
refinancing existing debt was the largest area for borrowing in both years. By 1992 one
quarter of farmers increased capital expenditure but for those still cutting back it was with
generally plant and machinery in 1992 but fertiliser in 1986. There has been no change in
farmers' attitudes to the possibility of farming being a business, with most seeing some
similarities between farming and other businesses. Farmers have increased their use of
forecasting market trends and gross margins. Confidence in the farming industry has
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increased between 1986 and 1992, and an additional question in 1992 shows that typically
farmers rate confidence in their own business higher than for the farming industry as a
whole.

Farm labour data show that the proportion of owner-operators declined while the proportion
of paid farm workers increased. Further, there were more workers of all types per farm and
while the biggest gain was in the paid worker category there were also increases in the
number of owner-operators per farm and in the number of unpaid family workers per farm.
Thus, there are now more workers of all types with the largest gain in the paid worker
category. A new question in 1992 on off-farm work showed that men and women in equal
numbers worked off farm, and they amounted to 22 per cent of the farm workforce covered
by the survey and about 21 to 23 per cent of surveyed farms. For full-time farmers the
numbers working off farm were lower amounting to 13 per cent of these farms for men and
22 per cent for women.

Data on farmers' attitudes show that the level of approval for government policy has
increased since 1986, and just over one half in 1992 saw that policy as leading to long-term
strength and stability in agriculture. For both meat and wool processing and marketing
farmers in 1992 wanted change to some degree, and they favoured the idea of producing
specialised products. The important types of assistance in both years were financial advice,
recognition and long-term 10?TI-s, but less important in 1992 were stress management, change
in government policy, and general information for survival. For 1992 only there were data
on the importance of financial information and all categories were rated as important. The
ratings for technical information showed that soil testing and crop or animal health were most
important.

Management changes between 1986 and 1992 showed up in the farmers' description of their
farm management system. In 1992 there were more who were satisfied with their
management system and fewer saying they have no choice but to stay with their present
farming system. About half of the respondents in 1992 said they have already developed a
new land use or farm management system while in 1986 just over one quarter made this
statement. Most of the development occurred on up to 20 per cent of the farm. Dairying
registered as a new land use in 1992 while deer and goats have declined in popularity.
Pasture development and subdivision have become important as new land uses, while trees
has sustained its place as an important new land use. About one quarter of respondents
intended to undertake new land uses, the same proportion as in 1986, with trees and
horticultttre the main intended new land uses. Finally, regarding management strategies
considered and adopted since 1986, the low input policy, hiring less labour and using more
unpaid labour options have declined in use but were still popular options. Cluster analysis
of strategies adopted in 1992 yielded four strategies ranging from no change through low
inputs to high inputs with either stock or crops.

Statements about how to farm and why farm were factor analysed to yield four factors of
which three were similar to 1986 results. The three persistent themes were Farming
Business, Farming Lifestyle and Efficient Work. Production Increase in 1986 did not occur
in 1992 while Size for Status occurred in 1992 only. Cluster analyses of the statements
yielded four clusters: Farming Business (52 per cent), Farming Lifestyle (41 per cent),
Retired/Smallholders (five per cent) and Size for Income (three per cent).
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4.3 Discussion

Generally, farmers in 1992 had growing confidence in farming. Their financial position had
improved and this has attracted interest back to on-farm investment. For some farmers at
least the expansion in farming activity has led to increased interest in buying land. Flowing
from an improved financial situation has been an increase in the number of people working
on farms, especially paid workers. Clearly, farmers have retreated from their restructuring
response of cutting back on expenditure and labour and have begun to move forward. At this
stage in their readjustment most farmers are not using off-farm work as a source of income
to support the farming/family enterprise.

Farmers' growing confidence means that now more of them approve of government policy
and most see that policy as leading to long-term strength in agriculture. They still seek
changes to their immediate environment and want changes to some parts of their processing
and marketing industries. Farmers have maintained since 1986 an emphasis on financial
advice and information.

The available information on farmers' .general management suggested that many had made
important changes so that more of them in 1992 were satisfied with their present management .
system. While in some cases this would be due to improved finances only, there was good
evidence that real changes have been occurring. About one half of respondents in 1992 had
already developed new land uses or new management systems. The new land uses in 1992
had changed from those in 1986. Farmers have been responsive to changing financial
realities and their management has developed accordingly.

However, all of the above observations are general statements only based on the results from
all respondents. Not all farmers have developed their management in the same, way and the
cluster analysis of strategies adopted showed three main variations in farmers' responses.
Some farmers have made no change, some have a low inputs policy and the remainder have
a high inputs policy. Similarly, there were four different approaches to how to farm and
why farm. The general observations described in this section must be tempered by realising
that they would vary for particular subgroups.

The issue of the nature of farming itself has been a major theme in this report. One
particular issue is the degree to which farming is a business. Farmers themselves have
indicated that for most there are some similarities between farm and business. Farmers have
evinced interest in financial advice and information. They have been responsive to market
signals, developed new land uses and changed their management accordingly. Most
noticeably the production factor from 1986 did not show up in 1992, whereas the farming
business factor persisted, presumably because there was growing awareness that production
by itself was insufficient for success. However, the efficient work factor persisted from 1986
so some farmers see farming in terms of hard work rather than a business. Further, the
cluster analysis showed 41 per cent of respondents in the farming lifestyle cluster. Thus, the
farming business, while having important business characteristics, clearly has strong lifestyle
components. Unfortunately, the cluster analysis for 1986 did not produce matching farming
business and farming lifestyle clusters so that it was impossible to measure any change in the
number of each type.

A further point relating this theme is the observation that the factor analyses of management
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and motivation statements produced quite similar results in both years. In 1986 there was
a strong farming business presence as illustrated in the first factor. However, the more
market policies were introduced in 1986 and it would be unrealistic to have expected a rapid
change in farmers' attitudes by then. Yet by 1986 there was a farming business approach.
One possible explanation is that the farmers, or at least some of them, already had a farming
business approach.

The literature review in Chapter 1 highlighted the expectations from a resurvey of farmers
in Hurunui and Clutha counties. Generally, it was shown that farmers would adopt a variety
of responses to survive the recent years in New Zealand agriculture. Several survival
strategies are available to farmers including changes to financial planning, management,
production, labour and social organisation of the farm. Economic responses were expected
to include decreases to sheep flocks, change to cattle, increasing size, farming innovation,
refinement of farmer attitudes and practices, change to partnerships and polarisation of farm
size. We can see that farmers have adopted a variety of responses and this study has
highlighted the farming and management side of the adjustment process which have met our
initial expectations. Parallel to these changes would have been wider changes in the farm
family as a whole. The results did show for 1992 the relatively minor role of off-farm work,
but there would have been other changes not picked up by this survey.

The sociology of agriculture literature shows that a prevailing issue is the nature of family
farm adjustment to changes in capitalist society and the likely outcome for the family farm
as these processes develop historically. The resurvey results show that farm families did
indeed decrease consumption and increase family labour to adapt to acute financial pressure
in the mid-1980s. Since then there has been increased consumption and increased use of paid
labour. These changes demonstrate the flexibility inherent in family farms. The use of off
farm work was a factor in this process but the long term outcome has been for full-time
family farms to use this strategy in only a limited number of cases. However, this
assessment of the adjustments and survival of family farms must be tempered with
observations about the total number of farms. It is possible that family farms survive but
their numbers decline. We do not have definitive data on overall farm numbers but some
indications are available from a variety of sources. First, the agricultural statistics (to 1990)
show constant numbers of sheep/beef farms in Clutha County but decreases in Hurunui
County as smallholdings have increased. The data from these two counties shows that
decline in sheep/beef numbers is not a necessary feature of agricultural development. The
decreases in Hurunui County are related to its location near Christchurch with its process of
peri-urban subdivision. Second, the average size surveyed of a sheep/beef farm has
increased even though the average size of land parcels bought or sold has decreased.
Further, some of the farmers surveyed were interested in increasing the size of their farm.
Clearly, sheep/beef farmers have sought to increase size either by way of increasing returns
or to take advantage of land sales at competitive prices. This is an obvious farm change that
has occurred in parallel to family changes.

4.4 Future Research

A number of research issues remain unaddressed by the present research. For example, it
would be instructive to study farm changes in other places in New Zealand to see in what
degree the responses reported here are typical. It may be the case that in the North Island
there are some differences in the extent of off-farm work. North Island studies have
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measured higher levels and it is possible that the higher population density provides
opportunity for it. A second outstanding issue is the detailed nature of the social
characteristics of family farms including such factors as life cycle, education and gender.
The topic of the decision process leading to on-farm or off-farm work will be the focus of
research stemming from this resurvey. This extended research will be based on interviews
with members of farm families.

There are a number of outstanding research issues relating to the data from the present study.
The clusters have been examined in a preliminary way with profiles but this analysis could
be extended further using other variables. The clustering analysis itself was exploratory and
used only the SAS Fastclus procedure with standard options. Better results may be obtained
by refining the clustering techniques used. Further research could explore this approach and
develop results that enable 1986 and 1992 data to be compared fairly. A further area of
analysis is examining the possibility of relationships between factors based on management
and motivation statements and clusters based on strategies adopted. It may be possible to
find a financial variable, for example, which acts as a proxy for the strategies clusters and
correlate these with factor scores. Finally, there were 39 cases who replied to the
questionnaire in both 1986 and 1992 and these cases could be analysed separately to examine
changes over time within this panel.
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APPENDIX

THE QUESTIONNAIRE





LINCOLN UNIVERSITY

RE-SURVEY OF FARMERS IN

BURUNUI AND CLUTHA COUNTIES

1992





November, 1992

Dear Farmer

In August 1986 I surveyed farmers in Hurunui and Clutha Counties in order to learn how
they were coping with changes then. Now I would like to survey farmers in these two
counties again to learn from them in 1992, six years later.

I need your help to record farmer viewpoints and to document the farm situation now. This
way I can assess changes that have occurred over the last six years. I believe it is important
that the changing farm situation is carefully studied and recorded.

This questionnaire is one way to make a record of the present farm situation. The questions
are not complicated. They ask for general information and opinion only, and the few
business questions ask for general estimates only. I assure you that all answers will be
confidential to me.

Please fill out the questionnaire at your earliest convenience and post it to me (free of charge)
as soon as possible. It is important to the success of this research that many people respond
promptly. This way we can accurately learn about farmers in 1992.

Thank you for your assistance.

Yours sincerely

John Fairweather (Ph.D.)
(Research Sociologist)





FARMER QUESTIONNAIRE -

FORMER HURUNUI AND CLUTHA COUNTIES

NB: This questionnaire is for all farmers regardless of size or activity.

FARM INFORMATION

1. The total area of farm land you own or operate is:

(1 acre = approximately 0.4 hectares)

2. What is the extent of your farming activity? Are you a:
(Please insert number in box)

hectares 0
Full-time farmer (1)
Part-time farmer (typically most income from your farm) (2)
Small farmer or hobbyist (with most income from off-farm) (3)
Retired or semi-retired farmer (4)
Employee of government department (5)
Employee of an organisation or business other than

government department (6)
Other (7) Please specify _

3. Your main occupation is:

Farmer (1)
Businessperson (2)
Professional (3)
Self-employed (4)
Wage-earner (5)
Retired (6)
Other (7) Please specify _

4. Your farm is mainly:

Horticulture (1)
Dairying (2)
Finishing (prime lambs, beef, and stock breeding) (3)
Arable (cash cropping with some stock) (4)
Grazing (store sheep and cattle, with limited finishing only):

High country (5)
Hill country (6)

Specialist livestock (deer, goats, stud, horses, etc.) (7)
Other (8)

Please specify _

1
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5. In the last five years you have:

Bought some fann land

Sold some fann land

Not bought or sold fann land

Area in hectares

Area in hectares

Please tick

6. You operate your fann land as:

One fann (1)
111ree separate fanns (3)

Two separate fanns (2)
More than 3 separate fanns (4) D

7. For most of your fann land the tenure is:

Freehold (including mortgaged freehold) (1)
Crown lease (2)
Private lease (3)
Other lease (4)
Other (5) Please specify _

8. For most of your fann land the ownership is:

Individual (1)
Partnership or joint ownership with spouse (2)
Partnership or joint ownership between parent(s) and children (3)
Private company (4)
Public company (5)
Government or Local Body (6)
Trust (7)
Other (8) Please specify _

2
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YOUR APPROACH TO FARMING

1. Please state your level of agreement for each of the following
statements about farming

1 = strongly agree
4 = disagree

2 = agree
5 = strongly disagree

3 = neutral

Farm work is essentially a craft

Farm income is best improved by improving production per labour unit and by
skilful and knowledgeable management

It is important to me to increase the size of my farm operation

A farmer must try to maintain personal control over all work operations

Farming is essentially a business operation

There is a non-financial reward in doing farm work well

Efficient and properly executed farm work out on the farm is the most significant
part of running a farm

There are times when it pays to get work done by expert contractors

Increasing production on my existing farm area is an important goal

It is important to pay close attention to market prices

As a farmer I try to minimise my dependence on other businesses

Farm income is best improved by decreasing total cost of production and
responding to changed economic conditions

Planning and financial management are the most significant parts of running a
farm

2. To what extent do you use each of the following business practices

Find essential to use (1)
Have considered using (3)

Occasionally use (2)
Never use (4)

Futures markets, e.g., wool futures, wheat futures

Computerised financial management

Forecasting market trends

Gross margins

Budgets and cash flows

3



3. If you were asked "what is your aim in farming", how would you rate each of the
following?

1 = very important
4 = unimportant

2 = important
5 = very important

3 = neutral

A source of income

A way of life

An outdoor life close to nature

Some opportunity for leisure

A means of accumulating capital

A standing in the community

A job as one's own boss

A means of providing job opportunities for one's family

A job that offers fulfilment and/or satisfaction

4. Please circle the appropriate number for each of the following statements about
farming:

Agree Neutral Disagree

(a) My goal is to have the best
quality livestocklfruit/crops 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

(b) Today's farmer is at the mercy
of outside forces so the best
you can do is to adjust to the
situation 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

(c) I am doing everything I can to
be environmentally aware and
conserve the land I farm 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

(d) I want to be the best farmer
I can be 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

(e) My goal is to reduce my workload
and improve my quality of life 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5

(f) A lot of people put too much
emphasis on the business end
of farming: it's a lifestyle
as much as a business 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5
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5. Is it possible for farming to be like other businesses?

Farming is definitely not like other businesses (1)
Some similarities between farming and other businesses (2)
Essentially, farming is like any other business (3)

6. Your confidence in the overall farming industry is:

D

1 = very high
4 = low

2 = high
5 = very low

3 = neutral

At the Present

D
For the Future

D

7. Your confidence in your own farm business is:

1 = very high
4 = low

2 = high
5 = very low

3 = neutral D

8. If your confidence in your farm business is low, please state the main factor:

5



FARM LABOUR

1. Please state the number of people who do the physical work on your fann:

No. of people

Owner operator

Private lessee

Sharefanner

Paid fann worker

Paid fann manager

Unpaid spouse

Unpaid child/children - male

Unpaid child/children - female

Paid spouse

Paid child/children - male

Paid child/children - female

2. The financial management on your fann is controlled by:

Owner operator (1)
Private lessee (2)
Sharefanner (3)
Paid fann worker (4)
Paid fann manager (5)
Unpaid family worker (6)
Paid family worker (7)
Other (8) Please specify _
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3. The number of people working on your farm is:
(please put the appropriate number in each box)

Permanent
Full-time
30 hours
or more
per week

Permanent
Part-time
less than
30 hours
per week

Casual

, .

Working owners, leaseholders and
sharernilkers as at 30 June 1992

Male Female Male Female Male
.......

Female
...

Unpaid members of family helping
with farm work as at 30 June 1992

Paid fann workers during week ended
30 June, 1992

.... ..,: •••.•••••••••..••••••••••••••••.•..•..:•••.,.:..

.: .. . 'i

4. The number of people living on your farm who are working off farm is:

Adult male

Adult female

Child/children - male

Child/children - female

Other, please specify _
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YOUR CURRENT FINANCIAL SITUATION

1. For the last financial year (to June 1992 or nearest date), your financial situation, on
a cash basis is:

NB: cash basis = difference between allfarm and personal income and all
farm and personal expenditure

Worse than last year (1)
About the same as last year (2)
Better than last year (3) D

2. Please state what you approximate financial situation is, on a cash basis, for the
1991/92 financial year

(Approximate figures only)

Farm income

Off-farm income

Gross income

Total cash expenditure
1-------1

Deficit/Surplus (use minus sign if deficit)

Do not have these figures (please tick box)

FOR THOSE FARMERS WITH A CASH DEFICIT OR EXPECTING
A CASH DEFICIT

From what main source will you try to finance this deficit?

Traditional financier only (e.g., bank, stock agent) (1)
Family money (2)
Other government source (e.g., Social Welfare Department) (3)
Off-farm work - spouse (4)
Off-farm work - yourself (5)
Sale of off-farm investment (6)
Off-farm investment income (7)
Sale of land (8)
Unsure (9)
Other (10)

Please specify _
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3. In the last two years what has been your largest area for borrowing?

Have not borrowed (1)
Additional land (2)
New building (3)
Livestock (4)
New plant and machinery (5)
Refinancing existing debt (6)
Development (7)
Other (8)

Please specify _

4. Which statement best describes your financial situation (to June 1992)?

Sound position, no need to make significant adjustments (1)
Tight situation, can hold on with minor adjustments (2)
Difficult situation, have to make somemajor adjustments (3)
Crisis situation, may not survive (4)

GOVERNMENT POLICY

D

D

1. In general, what level of approval do you have for government's agricultural and
rural policy?

1 = strongly approve
4 = disapprove

2 = approve
5 =strongly disapprove

3 = neutral D
2. In your opinion, the outcome of government's economic policy is likely to:

Lead to long-term (5-10 years) strength and stability in agriculture (1)
Ruin agriculture (2)
Force farmers to accept low income and struggle to survive (3)
Cause a gradual run-down of agriculture (4)
Other (5)

Please specify _

9

D



STRATEGIES TO COPE WITH ECONOMIC CHANGES

1. At the present time, which of the following strategies best describes
your farm management situation?

I have to change and diversify into new types of production (1)
I have to change and adjust my present farming system (2)
I have no choice but to stay with my present farming system (3)
My present farming system is quite adequate (4)
I have to look for ways out of farming (5)

D
2. Have you already developed some or all of your farm in some new type

of land use or new farm management system?

No (1) Yes (2) D
IF YES D(a) How much of your farm have you developed? (percentage)

(b) What is the new land use or management system?
(If more than one please use the additional boxes.)

Dairying (1) DHorticulture (2)
Deer (3)
Trees (4)
Bull beef (5) DCropping (6)
Irrigation (7)
Pasture development (8)
Subdivision (9) DPigs (10)
Revised or changed your grazing system (11)
Change in sheep or cattle policy (12)
Other (13)

Please specify

(c) Was this new land use or management system developed:

Before 1988 (1)
Between 1988 and 1990 (2) DAfter 1990 (3)
Over the whole period since 1986 (4)
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3. Are you currently intending to set aside part of your fann for the
development of activities other than the type of farming you are
presently involved in?

Yes (1) No (2) D
IF YES - please select the best option from the list in the above question.

4. Any livestock other than sheep or cattle you have are:

D

Deer

Goats

number of.deer ...-------1
number of goats

5. As a response to economic changes in the last few years, which of the following
management strategies have you considered and which have you adopted?
(Please tick the appropriate box.)

A low input policy

A high input policy

Increase fann size

Decrease fann size

Increase area cropped

Decrease area cropped

Hired more labour

Hired less labour

Off-farm work

On-fann work

Used more unpaid family labour

Used more paid labour

Bought irrigation or other technology

Sold stock,plant,machinery,trees or other assets

Increase stock carried

Decrease stock carried

Major change to management system

11
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6. By about how much hasyour total capital expenditure on plant,
machinery, farm development, etc. changed over this last financial year?

Increased by over $20,000 (1)
Increased by up to $20,000 (2)
Is equal to last year (3)
Decreased by up to $20,000 (4)
Decreased by over $20,000 (5) o
IF YOU HAVE CUT BACK ON FARM EXPENDITURE IN THIS FINANCIAL
YEAR TO JUNE, 1992, please put the three numbers in the boxes in the correct
order of importance (most cut back to least cut back)

Most Least

Repairs and maintenance (1)
Plant and machinery (2)
Fertiliser (3) 000

7. Do you believe that you will have a cash surplus from your
farm over the next five years?

Yes (1) No (2) Unsure (3) o
IF YES, how much will you invest on farm and how much will
you invest off farm?

On farm (percentage)

Off farm (percentage)

8. IF YES TO OFF-FARM INVESTMENT, this will

Increase in amount (1)
Stay the same (2)
Decrease in amount (3)
Unsure (4)

12
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9. When it comes to processing and marketing farmers' products, which of the following
statements best describes your view for meat, wool, crops and dairy?

Meat

The present tyPe of organisation is satisfactory (1)
With some minor changes the situation would be satisfactory (2)
A basic overhaul is needed (3)

Meat Wool Crops Dairy

DODD
10. How important is it that New Zealand farmers along with processors

produce specialised products rather than basic, raw commodities

Very important (1)
Important (2)
Neutral (3)
Unimportant (4)
Very unimportant (5)

FARMER ASSISTANCE NEEDED

DODD

1. For you as a farmer, how important are each of the following types of assistance?

1 = very important
4 = unimportant

2 =important
5 = very unimportant

3 = neutral

Financial advice

General recognition of the problems facing farmers

Stress management and counselling

Short-term loans/finance

Change in government policy

Long-term loans/finance

General information for survival strategy

Training for a new occupation

Marketing information

Other, please specify _
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2. What financial information do you need? How important to you are each
of the following types of financial information?

1 = very important
4 = unimportant

2 = important
5 = very unimportant

3 = neutral

Fann budgets, costs, returns

Cash flows

Lamb, mutton, beef etc. prices

Inflation rates, interest rates, wage rates

Taxation

Input costs

Other, please specify _

I have no financial information needs, please tick D
3. What technical information do you need? How important to you are each of the

following types of technical information?

1 = very important
4 = unimportant

2 = important
5 = very unimportant

3 = neutral

Soil testing, soil fertility requirements

Crop or animal health

Marketing requirements

Horticultural information

Deer or goat fanning

Cost saving advise

Other, please specify _

I have no technical information needs, please tick D
4. To what level are you prepared to pay for both financial and technical information?

Less than $20 per hour (1)
$20 - $40 per hour (2)
$40 - $80 per hour (3)
$80 - $100 per hour (4)
More than $100 per hour (5)

14

Financial

D
Technical

D



FARMER INFORMATION

l. Your age is years D
2. Your sex is: male (1) female (2) D
3. You have operated your present farm for years D
4. You have been a farmer for years D
5. Your occupation prior to your present position was

Sharefarmer (1)
Farm manager (2)
Farm labourer (3)
Shearer or contractor (4)
Always been a farmer (5)
Other business (6) DProfessional (7)
Self-employed (8)
Wage-earner (9)
Other (10)

Please specify

6. What educational or job qualifications have you obtained since leaving school?

No qualifications since leaving school (1)
Still at school (2)
Trade Certificate or Advanced Trade Certificate (3)
Nursing Certificate or Diploma (4) D
New Zealand or Technicians Certificate or Diploma (5)
Teachers Certificate or Diploma (6)
University Certificate/Degree/Diploma (7)
Other qualifications (such as ACA, Local Polytechnic Certificate or Diploma (8)
Two or more qualifications (9)
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A REQUEST:

We would like to talk to some fanners personally to learn more about their situation. This
would involve a visit to your farm to allow us to have an interview. Would you like to help?
If you can help us please write your name address and 'phone number below.

Name:

Address:

Telephone:

You have completed the questionnaire. Thank you for taking time out to tell me what you
think. Please send the completed questionnaire back to me in the stamped return envelope.

John Fairweather
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