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Chapter One 

Introduction 

Profitability in the farming operation is not an option; it is a requirement. Why 

some farmers are more profitable or generally more successful than others is a perennial 

question. The answer is of interest not only to farmers, but to all professionals working 

in the agricultural sector, including instructors delivering agricultural risk management 

education programs. 

Farmers must manage risk in the following areas: production, marketing, 

financial, legal, and human resources (Olson, 2004). Based upon the researcher's 

personal observations, farmers place a great deal of importance on participation in 

agricultural risk management education programs. "High income producers were 

committed to the creation of long-term wealth and viewed the development of business 

skills as a higher priority for future training" (Bone, Henry, Hunt, & Sefton, 2003, p. 1). 

Does the education level of the farmer, the education level of the spouse (if applicable), 

or the farmer's attitudes regarding agricultural risk management education programs 

significantly impact net farm income? Existing literature suggests that farm managers 

place a great deal of value on participation in risk management education programs, but 

the literature is inconclusive as to whether participation in risk management education 

programs significantly impacts net farm income. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this survey design method study was to examine if the education 

level of the farm operator or the spouse influences net farm income per operator. 
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Additionally, this study also examined if reported producer attitudes toward adult farm 

management educational programs and attitudes relating to the financial management of 

the operation statistically influence net farm income per operator. 

Farmers in the research population were surveyed to collect individual responses 

related to the aforementioned questions. After tabulation of the surveys, an analysis was 

conducted to compare the survey results with five years of financial data for each of the 

farmers included in the surveyed population. The purpose of this analysis was to 

determine if the stated variables listed above had a significant impact on net farm income. 

For this study, the researcher anticipated the following outcomes: The level of 

education of the farm operator and the level of education of the spouse (if applicable) will 

have a positive and significant impact on net farm income. Additionally, the level of 

importance the farm operator places on participation in agricultural risk management 

educational programs will have a positive and significant impact on net farm income. 

Furthermore, the level of importance the farm manager places on the financial 

management of the operation will have a positive and significant impact on net farm 

income. 

The variables used to explain changes in net farm income were (a) the level of 

education of the operator, (b) the level of education for the spouse, (c) the level of 

importance the farm operator places on participation in agricultural risk management 

programs, and (d) the level of importance the operator places on the financial 

management of the operation. 
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Research Questions 

For this study, the researcher examined the following questions: Does the 

education level of the farm operator influence net farm income per operator? Does the 

education level of the farm operator's spouse (if applicable) influence net farm income 

per operator? Does the level of importance the farm operator places on participation in 

agricultural risk management programs influence net farm income per operator? Does 

the level of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the 

operation influence net farm income? 

Background 

A review of the literature indicated that agricultural producers highly value 

participation in agricultural risk management education programs. There also appeared 

to be strong agreement in the literature that successful farm managers place a great deal 

of value on the financial management of the operation. 

Participants in the Minnesota Adult Farm Management program identified the 

following program benefits: assistance with records, income tax planning, and using 

business records to help make operational decisions (Joerger, 2003). 

Adult farm management studies also addressed findings relating to profitability. 

A Tennessee Small Farm study identified successful traits of farm producers. These traits 

include: diversification, cost control and good financial management skills (Muhammad, 

Tegegne, & Ekanem, 2004). 

Participants of the Beehive Master Manager program expressed a high level of 

satisfaction with the educational program. "The program objectives of the Beehive 
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Master Manager Program include an overview of different types of risk, ways to identify 

and prioritize risk, and implement best management practices to manage risk" (Chapman, 

ZoBell, Godfrey, Feuz, & Banner, 2008, p. 2). Bone et al. (2003) states, "High income 

producers were committed to the creation of long-term wealth and viewed the 

development of business skills as a higher priority for future training" (p. 1). While Bone 

et al. (2003) suggested that there may be some correlation between net farm income and 

the level of farm management education, Bone stops short of comparing the farmer's 

education level and attitudes regarding farm management issues against actual farm 

financial performance. 

Setting 

The research population was comprised of 110 farmer members of the Southwest 

Minnesota Farm Business Management Association. Farm operators included in this 

study are geographically located in Southwestern and south-central Minnesota. The 

Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management Association includes of a mixture of 

large to small size farms. The ages of the farm operators in the Southwest Minnesota 

Farm Business Management Association range from beginning farmer to retirement age. 

In 2008, the average age of Business Association members was 51.4 according to the 

Association Annual Report (Nordquist, Kurtz, Paulson, Christensen, & Froslan, 2009). 

Assumptions 

As an educator working to develop and deliver agricultural risk management 

education programs, farm financial performance is an additional variable that may be 

used to evaluate the impacts of the educational program. Evaluation that measures 
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program impacts in terms of net farm income is of interest not only to farmers, but also to 

educators. 

Limitations 

The most apparent limitation of this study is the size of the research population. 

While trends in the data analysis addressed the research questions, the lack of scope with 

regards to the research population limits the strength of the conclusions. While this lack 

of scope is a concern, the identified trends may steer the researcher toward a follow up 

study with increased size. 

The second limitation with this study relates to the types of variables. This study 

tests both objective and subjective results. The level of education for the farmer and the 

farmer's spouse (if applicable) was objective data. The level of importance the farm 

operator places on participation in agricultural risk management educational programs as 

well as the level of importance the farm manager places on the financial management of 

the operation was subjective data. While noting that differences do exist regarding 

objective and subjective data, this did not prevent examining differences between two 

groups. The statistical analysis for each survey question was conducted independently of 

all other survey questions. 

Summary 

The literature suggested that farm managers place a great deal of value on 

participation in agricultural risk management programs, listing several characteristics of 

highly successful farm managers. However, the literature stopped short of examining 

relationships among levels of education, attitudes toward additional education, and 
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attitudes towards the financial management of the operation with farm financial 

performance. The purpose of this study was to determine if the education level of the 

farm operator or the spouse influences net farm income per operator. Additionally, this 

study also examined if reported producer attitudes toward adult farm management 

educational programs and attitudes relating to the financial management of the operation 

statistically influence net farm income per operator. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Review of the Literature 

The question of why some farmers operate more profitably or are generally more 

successful is a perennial question. The answer is of interest not only to farmers, but also 

to educators delivering agricultural risk management education programs. 

Farm producers must manage risk in the following areas: production, marketing, 

financial, legal, and human resources (Olson, 2004). This literature review examined 

producer attitudes toward agricultural risk management education programs and business 

management practices commonly associated with highly successful producers. 

Producer attitudes toward farm management and risk management 

Farm managers placed a great deal of importance on agricultural risk management 

education programs. "High income producers were committed to the creation of long-

term wealth and viewed the development of business skills as a higher priority for future 

training" (Bone et al., 2003, p. 1). 

The Beehive Master Manager Program was a risk management education program 

targeting cattle producers located in the western United States (Chapman, ZoBell, 

Godfrey, Feuz, & Banner, 2008). According to Chapman et al. (2008) the Beehive 

Master Manager participants "attributed a great deal of the programs' success to the 

instructors' establishment of individual curriculum priorities for each teaching location" 

(p.3). Gustafson (2006) wrote about an educational program addressing crop insurance 

issues where the delivery method utilized focus groups. One of the primary goals of the 

focus groups was for participants to interact with other producers on program topics after 
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conclusion of the sessions. "Telephone surveys found 92% of the focus group 

participants engaged in discussion with other producers outside the focus group setting" 

(Gustafson, 2006, p. 3). 

Anderson & Mapp (1996) write, "Producers want to learn. They want 

information that will make their decisions simpler. Producers have a limit to the amount 

of information they can use efficiently" (p. 37). 

According to Joerger (2003), over 4,000 producers in the state of Minnesota 

utilized the Minnesota Farm Business Management Education program. Surveyed 

participants of this program "indicated a high degree of satisfaction and often continued 

participation beyond the structured six-year program" (Joerger, 2003, p. 66). "Program 

enrollees also reported that participation in the Minnesota Farm Business Management 

Education program resulted in an average net farm income increase of $5,000 per farmer 

participant" (Joerger, 2003, p. 56). 

A Tennessee small farm study showed that producers operating both high and low 

profit farms placed a great deal of value on participating in market education programs. 

Additionally, "both high and low profit groups emphasized the importance of University 

Extension providing one-on-one instruction" (Muhammad et al., 2004, p. 6). 

A risk management study examining the attitudes of swine producers reported 

that "prior participation in risk management education is a good indicator of future 

participation" (Patrick, Peiter, Knight, Coble, & Baquet, 2007, p. 686). 
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Educational Program Impacts 

Impacts to the farm producer as a result of participation in risk management 

educational programs are measured in terms of improved production and financial 

efficiency. A study from the University of Sydney, Orange titled, Attitudes and Family 

Farm Business Performance (Bone et al., 2003) stated that a "stable family relationship 

was of paramount importance in running the farm business" (p.1). The journal article on 

the Beehive Master Manager Program reported that "as a result of program participation, 

producers modified feed formulations, improved farm production records, evaluated risk 

tolerance factors for the farm, and modified existing cattle handling facilities" (Chapman 

et al., 2008, p. 3). Writing about the risk management program conducted as a focus 

group Gustafson (2006) reported that "of the one hundred invited producers, eighty-five 

participated in focus groups" (p. 2). 

According to Balliet, Douglass, & Hanson (2010), "As commodity margins 

decrease, the need for intensive financial management to maintain profitability is made 

more critical. The impacts of farm financial analysis training demonstrated that 

producers need farm financial training" (p. 10). 

Vergara, Martin, Coble, Patrick, Knight & Baquet (2003) observed that 

"Extension educators who are more in contact with their clientele and devote more time 

to understand and solve their clientele problems would be more motivated to organize 

additional training course based upon the observed demand" (p. 17). 

A study addressing research priorities for adult education in agriculture for the 

North central region reported, "Adult education programs in agriculture have been 
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identified as important components of agricultural education programs in local 

communities" (Balliet, Douglass, & Hanson, 2010, p. 38). 

Hanson, Parsons, Musser, & Power (1998) reported that "farm producers with a 

grade school education achieved the highest proportional increase in comprehension of 

financial statements and financial planning" (p. 1). Nevertheless, "producers with a 

college education and additional participation in Extension training achieved the highest 

dollar value of impact and expressed the highest degree of workshop satisfaction" (p. 1). 

Hanson et al. (1998) goes on to report "higher educational achievement was significantly 

related to increased age, more years farming, higher farm sales, and attendance at other 

Extension meetings" (p. 4). 

An unpublished study by Olson, Weness & Westra (1993) concluded, members of 

the high profit group were more likely to have completed a college education and more 

likely to have majored in an agricultural field in college. Furthermore, "producers in the 

high profit group were commonly more independent in getting started in farming" (p. 6). 

A study of the Minnesota Farm Business Management program revealed a list of 

farm management practices that program participants rated as important in regards to the 

management of the farming operation. These management practices included: "keeping 

an accurate set of business records, income tax planning, using records as a basis for 

decision making, assembly of cash flow projections, and maintaining a positive 

relationship with the farm lender" (Joerger, 2003, p.63). Patrick et al. (2007) found the 

swine industry has changed dramatically with large increases in the size of operations 

observing that "Independent producers are more concerned about hog price variability, 
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market access, input costs, arrangements with purchasers, and disease as sources of risk. 

Contract feeders are more concerned with the financial stability of the owner of the hogs" 

(p. 685). Trede & Whitaker's (1998) Iowa State Young Farmer Study showed 

"beginning producers view Extension as a major educational provider" (p. 1). Producers 

rated record-keeping and business analysis highest for both current and future 

importance. Additionally, according to Trede & Whitaker (1998) "current and future 

topics of importance included marketing strategies, crop management topics, and 

management of farm debt" (p. 4). 

Educational Opportunities 

Educational programs in the area of agricultural risk management provided farm 

producers an opportunity to improve existing management skills. Bone et al. (2003) 

"emphasized the importance of educators to understand why some farmers participate in 

educational training, why some farmers are more financially viable than others, and why 

some producers engage in progressive management strategies" (p. 11). Gustafson's 

(2006) risk management program included inviting one hundred North Dakota potato 

producers to participate in five focus groups designed to improve producer understanding 

of crop insurance provisions for potatoes. In the sessions described by Hanson et al. 

(1998), "coursework was designed to satisfy the educational requirements of farm 

managers with guaranteed loans through the Farm Service Agency" (pp. 1-2). 

Martin (2002) reported, "Extension education is the primary means by which 

agricultural economics research is translated and transferred for practical application" (p. 

2). 
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Nelson (1997) observed that "Educational programs that describe the external trends and 

developments that are likely to impact business management in the future would help 

producers gain a better understanding of the various sources of risk they face" (p.10), 

Chapman et al. (2008) indicated the Beehive Master Beef Manager Program held 

three to five workshops per teaching site each year, which, involved over 70 cattle 

producers. Furthermore, Chapman et al. (2008) stated, "the program objectives included 

an overview of different types of risk, ways to identify and prioritize risk, and implement 

best management practices to manage risk" (p. 2). 

Patrick, Wilson, Barry, Boggess & Young (1985) concluded that "Information 

management for financial and marketing decision making is a significant constraint to the 

success of many producers" (p.238). According to Coble and Barnett (1999) educational 

programs must address "improving the quality of data and techniques to evaluate risk 

issues and further study how producers make decisions" (Coble & Barnett, p. 12). In a 

separate study, Coble, Patrick, Knight, and Baquet (1999) reported that, "Because each 

operation is different, risk management take many forms from operation to operation" (p. 

7). 

The Minnesota Farm Business Management Education Program utilized over 100 

instructors to deliver business management education to Minnesota producers (Joerger, 

2004). Muhammad et al. (2004) wrote about small farms in Tennessee where "computer 

access and use of internet and e-mail was relatively low for both the high and low profit 

groups, indicating a need for additional training and educational programs" (p. 6). 
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In a recent risk management study, Hall, Knight, Coble, Baquet & Patrick (2003) 

concluded, "Several variables were identified as important in distinguishing producers 

who might express strong desire for further risk management training. Age, prior use of 

risk management tools, previous risk management training were significant predictors of 

producers' interest in additional training" (p. 445). 

The risk management education study by Patrick et al. (2007) revealed that 

"swine producers have differing attitudes toward risk management education depending 

on whether they are independent producers or contract feeders. These differences imply 

that the content of risk management programs should target specific producer groups" (p. 

685). They indicated that "the future challenge in risk management educational programs 

will be to increase attendance by producers, especially young producers, who have not 

previously participated" (p. 686). 

A study of farm transition and estate planning addressed the importance of 

utilizing competent advisors and farm management instructors when formulating the farm 

transition plan (Hachfeld, Bau, Holcomb, Kurtz, Craig & Olson, 2009). In a similar 

study, Hansen, Delavan, & Power (1996) indicated, "A key to educational programming 

success is the generous use of workshop exercises and homework based the producer's 

farm financial records as well as case studies" (p. 4). 

Trede & Whitaker's (1998) Iowa State young farmer study showed that young 

farmers placed a great deal of value on educational programs utilizing a variety of 

teaching methods. Specific teaching methods producers expressed satisfaction with 

included programs placing emphasis on applied management skill development and 
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hands-on problem solving. Trede & Whitaker (1998) also reported that producers prefer 

a variety of teaching methods. Additionally, farm managers prefer educational programs 

that address single issues and that do not require producers to travel more than an hour 

for an educational program. The literature indicated that program delivery is not 

consistent. Producers tended to gravitate toward farm management programs that are 

flexible and address topics important to the individual. 

Attitudes, practices, and characteristics of most profitable producers 

Bone et al. (2003) indicated that "top farm producers are long term strategic 

planners, proactive, and self confident" (p. 3). They go on to say, "The top 20% of 

producers from a net farm income standpoint put family and business issues as their main 

priorities" (p. 5). Muhammad et al. (2004) in the Tennessee Small Farm study identified 

several management traits of highly effective farm producers including, "production 

strategies based on diversification and cost control as well as financial plans that include 

good record keeping, low debt, and an effective marketing strategy" (p. 8). Listed 

additional characteristics of successful producers including "hard work, timing, and 

attention to detail" (p. 6). 

Attitudes, practices, and characteristics of least profitable producers 

Bone et al. (2003) indicated that with less successful producers, additional off 

farm income was necessary to generate enough income to maintain the farmer's 

household. Furthermore, less successful producers consistently engaged in short-term 

planning and exhibited low levels of confidence. The bottom 20% of producers 
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recognized the importance of family issues, but also listed environment and welfare 

issues as key priorities. 

Summary 

While the literature suggested producers have a wide range of attitudes about 

agricultural risk management education, agricultural producers do place a great deal of 

value on farm management education programs. Curriculum flexibility and 

individualized instruction were perceived key assets in effective farm management. 

Record-keeping, business analysis, income tax management, lender relations, and 

marketing were frequently listed as producer priorities. Agricultural risk management 

education, according to the research, had a positive influence on the management and 

operation of the farming business. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology 

For this study, the researcher examined the following questions: Does the 

education level of the farm operator influence net farm income per operator? Does the 

education level of the farm operator's spouse (if applicable) influence net farm income 

per operator? Does the level of importance the farm operator places on participation in 

agricultural risk management programs influence net farm income per operator? Does 

the level of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the 

operation influence net farm income? 

The level of education for the farmer and/or the farmer's spouse (if applicable) 

was measured as, (a) less than high school, (b) high school graduate, (c) some college or 

vocational school, (d) vocational school degree, (e) college (bachelor's) degree, or (e) 

post college or graduate degree. In this chapter, the researcher describes the setting and 

participants for this study. Additionally, the researcher expanded upon how the survey 

was developed and finally, explained the process used to collect and analyze data. 

Setting and Participants 

This study was conducted on a post hoc basis. The original study, titled, "Top 20 

Project: Producer Tendencies Affecting Net Farm Income" (Principal Investigator, Gary 

Hachfeld, IRB study number 0806E34963) was conducted as a quantitative study in June 

of 2008. Data reported from the Southwest Minnesota farm business management 

Association reflected that the gap between high profit farmers and low profit farmers 

with regards to net farm income per operator was growing steadily larger. The ever 
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present interest in why some farms perform better than others was a major motivation for 

conducting the study. The survey instrument used in this study was originally used in a 

1993 unpublished study conducted within the Department of Applied Economics at the 

University of Minnesota. The decision to use the survey from the 1993 study was 

principally to make it possible for future research to compare results of the 2008 and 

1993 studies. The 2008 survey results were used to author several departmental papers. 

However, results from many of the survey questions had not been addressed in the earlier 

departmental papers. Since many of the survey questions that had not been addressed in 

a departmental paper were of an educational nature, the decision was made to address the 

education-related questions in an additional post-hoc study. Permission to utilize the 

1993 survey instrument was secured from the original authors. 

Printed surveys were distributed to the membership of the Southwest Minnesota 

Farm Business Management Association. The Southwest Minnesota Farm Business 

Management Association was comprised of 110 farmers. Farm operators included in this 

study are geographically located in Southwestern and south-central Minnesota. The data 

set included a mixture of large and small size farms. Large farms were defined as 

farming operations having gross farm revenues in excess of $750,000. Small farms were 

defined as farming operations having gross farm revenues less than $100,000. The ages 

of the farm operators in the Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management 

Association ranged from beginning farmer to retirement age. 

FINBIN was a farm financial database which includes data from over 2,400 

Minnesota farm operations. The FINBIN database was maintained at the University of 
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Minnesota's Center for Farm Financial Management. The membership of the Southwest 

Minnesota Farm Business Management Association annually submits farm business 

analysis data to the Center for Farm Financial Management for the purpose of adding this 

data to the FINBIN database. Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management 

Association members that contribute financial information to this database are ranked 

according to a variety of farm financial performance measures. 

Farm analysis data from the Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management 

Association (SWMFBMA) indicated the net farm income for the top twenty percent of 

producers based upon net farm income was growing at a faster rate than for all producers. 

The purpose of the original study was to identify what the top income group was doing 

differently compared to the rest of the producers. As part of the Top 20 Study, the 

members of SWMFBMA were surveyed to determine information relating to level of 

education, how the producer got started in the farming business, additional farm 

management education, and attitudes towards an assortment of farm business and risk 

management issues. 

The researcher approached the elected board of directors from the Southwest 

Minnesota Farm Business Management Association to secure initial approval for this 

research study prior to the IRB approval process. The Southwest Minnesota Farm 

Business Management Association Board of directors granted permission for the study. 

A copy of the cover letter from the Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management 

Association which was mailed with the surveys is found in Appendix C. Furthermore, 

the cover letter from the research team inviting the membership to participate in the 
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research study is found in Appendix D. Consent for this research project was implied. 

Participation in the research study was completely voluntary. Research participants could 

ask to be removed from the study at any time or simply not complete and return a survey. 

The researcher mailed reminder notices to the research subjects that had not completed a 

survey. 

Research Design 

Farmers placed a great deal of importance on participation in agricultural risk 

management education programs. "High income producers were committed to the 

creation of long-term wealth and viewed the development of business skills as a higher 

priority for future training" (Bone, Henry, Hunt, & Sefton, 2003, p. 1). 

The purpose of this study was to examine if the education level of the farm 

operator or the spouse influences net farm income per operator. Additionally, this study 

also examined if reported producer attitudes toward adult farm management educational 

programs and attitudes relating to the financial management of the operation statistically 

influence net farm income per operator. 

As part of the "Top 20" study, the members of the Southwest Minnesota Farm 

Business Management Association (SWMFBMA) were surveyed to determine 

information relating to level of education, how the producer got started in the business, 

additional farm management education, and attitudes towards an assortment of farm 

business and risk management issues. This data was compared to five-year averages for 

financial and physical (survey) data. 
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Data Gathering and Analysis 

The membership of SWMFBMA was surveyed to determine the effects of 

education level and participation in agricultural risk management education programs on 

net farm income. The survey instrument utilized a Likert scale to record responses on 

individual items. Surveys were coded in a manner that allows for a farmer's individual 

survey data to be analyzed against five years of financial data. 

Upon receipt of the collected surveys, the survey data was entered into Microsoft 

Excel® and transferred to Statistical Analysis Software (SAS®). Analysis of the data 

was conducted in SAS®. Data was compared to five-year averages for financial data. 

Farms were divided into two groups depending upon whether the Net Farm Income per 

operator was greater than or less than $100,000. Student's T-Test calculation was used to 

determine statistical significance of survey data across both income groups. The 

variables used to explain changes in net farm income included (a) the level of education 

of the operator, (b) the level of education for the spouse, (c) the level of importance the 

farm operator places on participation in agricultural risk management programs, and (d) 

the level of importance the operator places on the financial management of the operation. 

Summary 

A review of the literature suggests that farm managers place a great deal of value 

on participation in agricultural risk management programs. The literature furthermore 

lists several characteristics of highly successful farm managers. However, the literature 

stops short of correlating levels of education, attitudes toward additional education, and 
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attitudes towards the financial management of the operation with farm financial 

performance. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Results 

Surveys were distributed to members of the Southwest Minnesota Farm Business 

Management Association. Summary information was compiled from the returned 

surveys. Comparisons of high and low profit groups were performed via calculation of 

Students T-Test utilizing both collected survey data and net farm income per operator. 

A total of 111 surveys were mailed to members of the Southwest Minnesota Farm 

Business Management Association in June of 2008. A follow-up letter was sent to 

Association members in August of 2008. Seventy nine surveys were returned from 

Association members. Of the 79 surveys that were returned, 73 were determine usable 

after excluding farms with less than three years worth of data from 2003 through 2007 in 

addition to incomplete surveys. 

Descriptive Statistics 

A listing of various statistics relating to the research population for this study is 

found in Tables 1 and 2. 

Table 1 

Farm Size Statistics 

Farm Size Mean Standard Deviation 

Total Assets (Farm, market, $ 000s) 1,448 1,116 

Acres Owned 253 253 

Total Crop Acreage 830 519 
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Acreage - percent rented 69 29 

Gross cash income ($ 000s) 582 770 

Cash Operating Expenses ($ 000s) 467 712 

Hired labor (hours per year) 1,964 5,341 

Total farm labor (hours per year) 4,064 5,350 

Table 2 

Summary of the characteristics of the research participants 

Farm Size Mean Standard Deviation 

Number of Op erators 1.1 0.4 

Age of primary decision maker 52 10 

Years farming, primary operator 29 10 

Net nonfarm income ($ 000) 26 22 

Livestock income (% of gross) 21 28 

Crop income (% of gross) 58 26 

After reviewing the content of tables 1 and 2, the researcher concluded that this 

group of farm operators is well-established in the business. Table 2 shows the average 

age of the primary decision-maker is 52 years of age and average years of farming of the 

primary operator is 29 years. The operators included in this study have a great deal of 

farming experience. After examining the farm size statistics located in Table 1 the 
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researcher concluded that the farms represented in this study are very well-established. 

The mean for total assets of the study participants is over $1.4 million. The mean for total 

crop acreage is 830 acres. The mean reported numbers from the research participants 

show a sizable amount of hired labor utilized in the farming operation. This further 

demonstrates the well-established nature of the research participants. 

The data in Table 2 further illustrates the integrated makeup of the research 

participants. While livestock operations are adequately represented in the research 

population, the bulk of the research participants are involved in crop production with no 

livestock. 

The process of analysis for this study was two-fold. Initially a Student's 

T-Test was calculated on each of the survey questions returned by the Association 

membership. The purpose of this T-Test was to determine statistical significance for each 

of the questions. The calculated T-Test coefficient where P is less than 0.05 results in a 

95% confidence factor. A calculated coefficient where P is less than 0.10 results in a 

90% confidence factor. A summary of the results of the initial T-Tests are reflected in 

Appendix F. 

Many of the survey questions reflected in appendix F shows at least a 90% 

confidence level. Furthermore, most survey questions reflected a 95% confidence level. 

Upon review of appendix F, the most notable questions that did not meet any of the 

significance tests related to productivity measures within the farming operation and 

attending educational meetings. Questions that met the 90% confidence level included the 

number of generations the family had operated the farm, the amount of time spent 



PRODUCER ATTITUDES AND FARM MANAGEMENT 25 

physically keeping records for the farm, and the amount of time spent reading educational 

materials. The balance of the questions listed in Appendix F all met the 95% confidence 

threshold. 

Initial T-Test - Explanation of Questions Meeting 95% Confidence Level 

The farm decision maker's education level was reported using a Likert scale 

question asking the level of education of the farm operator. The available options for this 

question ranged from high school education to PhD. The question on understanding 

finances, farm balance sheet, whole farm income statement, enterprise analysis, cash flow 

projections, and tax planning addressed the importance that the farmer places on those 

practices and/or documents. Income tax planning, the farm consultant being familiar 

with the business, the farm visits, accounting assistance, access to the farm consultant, 

and farm management training meetings are all activities directly tied to the farm 

management instructor. These activities involved either one-on-one contact with farm 

management instructor or contact with farm management instructor in a classroom 

setting. Association newsletters communicated a variety of farm management and income 

tax management information to the farm manager. Benchmark reporting consisted of a 

compilation report of all producers and the business Association. The benchmark report 

reflected both income and expense categories showing high to low figures broken out on 

a percentile basis. Furthermore the producer's actual numbers are highlighted on the 

benchmark report to show the producer how his or her farm operation was performing 

compared to other operations in the business Association. The annual Association report 

is a summary report of all members of the farm business Association. All information 
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reported in the annual report was aggregate reporting. All identifiable data was scrubbed 

from report so that no individual producer's information may be identified. 

Second T-Test - Explanation of Questions Meeting 95% Confidence Level 

Upon identifying the statistically significant questions, the researcher then 

proceeded to perform a second T-Test to examine whether a difference existed between 

farmers with net farm income per operator greater than $100,000 to farmers with net farm 

income per operator less than $100,000. A summary of the results for the second T-Test 

are shown in Appendix G. 

The survey questions meeting the 95% confidence level included the number of 

generations the family has farmed a particular piece of ground, the farm balance sheet, 

the whole farm income statement, access to the farm consultant, farm management 

training meetings, benchmark reporting, and reading educational materials. 

While the question relating to the number of generations the family has farmed a 

particular piece of ground only met with the 90% confidence level on the initial T-Test, 

this question met the 95% confidence level on the second T-Test, thus indicating 

statistical significance when comparing across the high to low income farm groups. The 

farm balance sheet and the whole farm income statement also met 95% confidence level 

on the second T-Test. Both of these financial documents were assembled with the direct 

assistance of the farm management instructor. 

Access to the farm consultant also met with the 95% confidence level. 

Additionally farm management training meetings and farm benchmark reporting also met 
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with a 95% confidence level. Reading farm educational materials was the final survey 

question to meet the 95% confidence level. 

While all questions in this group are either directly or indirectly tied to 

educational activities, the questions that can be tied to the farm management instructor 

are worthy of special notation. These questions included the farm balance sheet, the 

whole farm income statement, access to the consultant, and farm management training 

meetings. 

The questions that are educational in nature but do not have a direct tie to the 

adult farm management instructor included the reading of educational materials. Since 

this question reflects a 95% confidence level, there is strong correlation between this 

activity and farms represented in the high income group. 

The number of generations a family has farmed a particular parcel of land is not 

tied to an educational component, but nevertheless this question does demonstrate a long-

term commitment on the part of the family unit to sustain and continue the farming 

operation. 

Enterprise analysis, which is cost accounting for the farming operation met a 90% 

confidence level on the second calculated T-Test. Enterprise analysis is a process that the 

farmer goes through in order to determine which enterprises in the farming operation are 

profitable and which ones are not profitable. 

Survey questions that did not meet either the 90 or the 95% confidence level 

included the education level of the farm decision maker, understanding farm finances, 

cash flow projections, tax planning, farm consultants familiar with the business, the farm 
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visits, assistance with accounting, Association newsletters, the annual Association report, 

and the amount of time spent on farmer recordkeeping. 

Analysis by Research Question 

For this study, the researcher examined the following questions: Does the 

education level of the farm operator influence net farm income per operator? Does the 

education level of the farm operator's spouse (if applicable) influence net farm income 

per operator? Does the level of importance the farm operator places on participation in 

agricultural risk management programs influence net farm income per operator? Does 

the level of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the 

operation influence net farm income? 

The results specifically addressing the research questions relating to the education 

level of the operator and the spouse (if applicable) are summarized in Table 3. 

Results for Questions Related to the Education Level of the Operator and Spouse 

Table 3 

Farm decision maker's education -0.88465 0.1903 

Education level of spouse -1.55649 0.0638 * 

Note. **p<0.05 *p<0.10 
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The results specifically addressing the research question relating to the level of 

importance the farm operator places on participation in agricultural risk management 

programs are summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Results for Questions Related to Importance the Farm Operator Places on Farm 

Management Education 

Question T-Test Prob Signif (p) 

Understand Finances -0.43765 0.3316 

Balance Sheet -1.81413 0.0378 ** 

Whole Farm Income Statement -1.95136 0.0282 ** 

Enterprise Analysis -1.60501 0.0571 * 

Cash Flow Projections 0.92909 0.1786 

Tax Planning 0.690435 0.2461 

Farm Visit 0.052745 1.4791 

Note. **p<0.05 *p<0.10 

The results addressing the research question relating to the level of importance the 

farm operator placed on the financial management of the operation are summarized in 

Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Results for Questions Related the Importance the Farm Operator Placed on the Financial 

Management of the Operation 

Question T-Test Prob Signif (p) 

Generations family has farmed -2.65487 0.0049 ** 

Consultant familiar with business 0.258794 0.3983 

Accounting Assistance -0.7557 0.2264 

Access to consultant -1.92779 0.0294 ** 

Association newsletters -0.83395 0.2037 

Training meetings -3.22186 0.0010 ** 

Benchmark reporting -2.92462 0.0026 ** 

Association report -0.80069 0.2133 

Time spent record keeping -1.28298 0.1025 

Reading educational materials -2.12641 0.0185 ** 

Note. **p<0.05 *p<0.10 

While producers have a wide range of attitudes about agricultural risk 

management education programs, the literature suggests that producers placed a great 

deal of value on farm management education programs. The data presented in chapter 

four demonstrated the impact on individual survey question had when comparing 

producers with net farm income per operator greater than $100,000 versus producers with 
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net farm income per operator that was less than $100,000. The resulting conclusions are 

discussed in chapter five. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Summary and Conclusions 

For this study, the researcher examined the following questions: Does the 

education level of the farm operator influence net farm income per operator? Does the 

education level of the farm operator's spouse (if applicable) influence net farm income 

per operator? Does the level of importance the farm operator places on participation in 

agricultural risk management programs influence net farm income per operator? Does 

the level of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the 

operation influence net farm income? 

Education of the Operator and Spouse 

The results reflected in Table three addressed the research questions that related to 

the education level of the farm operator and the farm operators spouse (if applicable). 

The research analysis showed the education level of the farm operator does not have a 

significant impact on net farm income. However the education level of the spouse does 

have a significant impact on net farm income. While this finding about the farm operators 

spouse is significant, it should be pointed out that the spouse question only met the 90% 

confidence level. 

Importance the Farm Operator Places on Farm Management Education 

The results reflected in Table four addressed the research questions that related to 

the level of importance the farm operator places on farm management education. 

Upon review of the contents of Table four, there are several conclusions that can 

be drawn. Understanding farm finances, cash flow projections, income tax planning, and 
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the farm visit were not statistically significant when comparing the high and low farm 

income groups. Conversely, the value the producer placed on the farm balance sheet and 

the whole farm income statement were statistically significant when comparing the high 

and low farm income groups. Enterprise or cost analysis met the 90% confidence level. 

The management criteria listed in Table four that met statistical significance standards 

when comparing the high and low farm income groups are all related to agricultural risk 

management education programs. 

Both the farm balance sheet and the whole farm income statement are prepared by 

the farmer with the assistance of the farm management instructor. These documents are 

produced during the year-end farm analysis appointment conducted in the month of 

January. Since assembly of these documents was tied to the educational function of the 

farm business Association, there is a strong educational component tied to both of these 

documents. Similarly the enterprise analysis report, which did only register a 90% 

confidence level, was prepared at the year-end farm analysis appointment at the same 

time the balance sheet and whole farm income statement were prepared. As with the farm 

balance sheet and the whole farm income statement, the farm management instructor 

plays a critical role in assembling the enterprise analysis report. Thus, the enterprise 

analysis report also carries with it a strong educational component. 

While not a pre-stated research question, the data suggests that the farm operator 

values those financial components directly tied to the farm management instructor more 

highly than those components not associated with the farm management instructor. 
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Clearly the results for the research question relating to the importance the farm 

operator places on farm management education is uncertain. While the farm balance 

sheet, whole Farm income statement, and enterprise analysis reports show statistical 

significance, a number of other major components demonstrated no significance at all. 

Importance the Farm Operator Places on the Financial Management of the 

Operation 

The results reflected in Table five addressed the research question that related to 

the level of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the 

operation. 

Working with a farm consultant that is familiar with the business, assistance with 

farm accounting, Association newsletters, Association annual report, and the amount of 

time spent record keeping were not statistically significant when comparing the high and 

low farm income groups. 

The number of generations the family has farmed a piece of ground, access to the 

farm consultant, attending farm management training meetings, benchmark reporting, and 

reading educational materials all met statistical significance tests when comparing the 

high and low income groups. 

While the number of generations a family has farmed a particular piece of ground 

is not grounded in educational activities, this question suggests that family and family 

tradition does influence farm profitability. 

In the case of Southwest Minnesota farm business management Association the 

consultant is also the farm management instructor. Farm management training meetings 
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are also conducted by the farm management instructor which further demonstrates the 

educational component of business Association membership. 

Benchmark reporting is a follow-up report sent to Association members after 

year-end analysis appointments are complete. The benchmark report provides a 

composite look at income and expense factors reported by the entire Association 

membership. The financial information for the individual Association member is 

superimposed on a financial summary report reflecting all reported financial information 

from Business Association Members. The financial information is reported in columns 

(high to low) sorted by 10% increments. Ultimately the purpose of the benchmark report 

is to allow the individual Association member to see how their financial numbers 

compared to all other financial numbers reported by the Association. 

With the exception of reading educational materials and the number of 

generations at family has farmed a particular piece of ground, all other significant 

questions have direct ties to the farm management instructor. 

The final research question relates to the importance the farm operator places on 

the financial management of the operation. The study results for this question are 

inconclusive. While a number of management criteria listed in Table five met statistical 

significance when comparing the high and low farm income groups, a number of 

management criteria influencing this research question remained insignificant when 

comparing the high and low farm income groups. As with previous research question, 

the conclusion that can be drawn is that the farm manager does place a great deal of value 

on the educational components that are tied directly to the farm management instructor. 
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Educational Implications 

While referring to the statistical significance of the management criteria examined 

in this paper, the researcher observed that many of criteria reported from the research 

survey did show a positive correlation when comparing the high and low farm income 

groups. 

While the research questions relating to the importance the farm operator placed 

on farm management education and the importance the farm operator placed on the 

financial management of the operation was inconclusive, the most revealing part of this 

study showed that farm managers valued the educational components of this study that 

were tied directly to the farm management instructor much more than those educational 

components that were not tied directly to the farm management instructor. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

While this research study does provide valuable insight as to the role education 

plays with respect to net farm income per operator as well as how the value the farm 

operator places on adult risk management education affects net farm income per operator, 

the results of this study really calls for further research. 

One of the major limitations of this study was the size of the research group. At 

only 110 members the Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management Association 

provided a very good initial study population. However, a future study that includes a 

much larger population would increase both the validity and reliability of the study. 
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Summary 

For this study, the researcher examined the following questions: Does the 

education level of the farm operator influence net farm income per operator? Does the 

education level of the farm operator's spouse (if applicable) influence net farm income 

per operator? Does the level of importance the farm operator places on participation in 

agricultural risk management programs influence net farm income per operator? Does 

the level of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the 

operation influence net farm income? 

The results of this study indicated that education level does not influence net farm 

income per operator. However, the education level of the farm operator spouse did have 

an impact on net farm income per operator. Regarding the level of importance the farm 

operator places on participation in agricultural risk management programs and the level 

of importance the farm operator places on the financial management of the operation with 

respect to net farm income were both inconclusive. While several survey components tied 

to those research questions did have a positive impact on net farm income, the results for 

both of these research questions was inconclusive. The most revealing part of the study 

showed that farm managers valued the educational components of this study that were 

tied directly to the farm management instructor much more than those educational 

components that were not tied directly to farm management instructor. 
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Appendix A 

IRB Approval for Original Top 20 Research Project 

From: irb@umn.edu [mailto:irb@umn.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2008 11:32 AM 
To: hachf002@umn.edu 
Subject: 0806E34963 - PI Hachfeld - IRB - Exempt Study Notification 

The IRB: Human Subjects Committee determined that the referenced study is exempt from 
review under federal guidelines 45 CFR Part 46.101(b) category #2 SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS; 
STANDARDIZED EDUCATIONAL TESTS; OBSERVATION OF PUBLIC BEHAVIOR. 

Study Number: 0806E34963 

Principal Investigator: Gary Hachfeld 

Title(s): 
Top 20 Project: Producer Tendencies Affecting Net Farm Income 

This e-mail confirmation is your official University of Minnesota RSPP notification of exemption 
from full committee review. You will not receive a hard copy or letter. 
This secure electronic notification between password protected authentications has been deemed 
by the University of Minnesota to constitute a legal signature. 

The study number above is assigned to your research. That number and the title of your study 
must be used in all communication with the IRB office. 

Research that involves observation can be approved under this category without obtaining 
consent. 

SURVEY OR INTERVIEW RESEARCH APPROVED AS EXEMPT UNDER THIS 
CATEGORY IS LIMITED TO ADULT SUBJECTS. 

This exemption is valid for five years from the date of this correspondence and will be filed 
inactive at that time. You will receive a notification prior to inactivation. If this research will 
extend beyond five years, you must submit a new application to the IRB before the study s 
expiration date. 

Upon receipt of this email, you may begin your research. If you have questions, please call the 
IRB office at (612) 626-5654. 

You may go to the View Completed section of eResearch Central at http://eresearch.umn.edu/ to 
view further details on your study. 

The IRB wishes you success with this research. 

mailto:irb@umn.edu
mailto:irb@umn.edu
mailto:hachf002@umn.edu
http://eresearch.umn.edu/


PRODUCER ATTITUDES AND FARM MANAGEMENT 43 

Appendix B 

IRB Approval for Graduate Research Paper 

Charles R. (Rob) Holcomb - June 18, 2010 

TO : kriordan@umn.edu, holcombr@umn.edu, 

The IRB: Human Subjects Committee determined that the referenced study is exempt 
from review under federal guidelines 45 CFR Part 46.101(b) category #4 EXISTING 
DATA; RECORDS REVIEW; PATHOLOGICAL SPECIMENS. 

Study Number: 1006E83438 

Principal Investigator: C. Holcomb 

Title(s): 
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Upon receipt of this email, you may begin your research. If you have questions, please 
call the IRB office at (612) 626-5654. 

You may go to the View Completed section of eResearch Central at 
http://eresearch.umn.edu/ to view further details on your study. 
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Appendix C 

Cover Letter from Association Board to Association Membership 

June 25, 2008 

Dear SWMFBMA Members, 

We, as the officers of the Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management Association 
(SWMFBMA), wish to express support and grant permission for the research study to be 
conducted by Rob Holcomb and James Kurtz. 

Financial data is collected each year from all SWMFBMA members and is compiled in 
an Association Annual Report, as you are aware. The data from this report separates "net 
farm income" into percentile groups. 

Over the past few years, the net farm income for the top 20 percent of producers has 
increased at a much faster rate than the rest of the producers. The purpose of this research 
will be to survey SWMFBMA members and anonymously link the survey results to six 
years of financial data. A statistical analysis will be performed to identify production and 
management tendencies of producers in the top 20 percent, based upon net farm income. 

All data will be handled in a confidential and anonymous manner and no identifiers will 
be attached to data findings, preventing identification of specific study participants. Any 
results presented to the public or published in any documents, would be done in 
aggregated format to protect the identity of individual study participants. All survey data 
will be destroyed following the completion of the research study. 

All research study findings will be shared, in aggregate, with SWMFBMA members. 
This data may be useful to members in making decisions on their individual farm 
businesses resulting in increased net farm income. 

We encourage your participation. If you chose to do so, please return the survey form no 
later than July 11, 2008 using the enclosed envelope. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Keller 
Chairman, SWMFBMA 

Janet Froslan 
Secretary/Treasurer, SWMFBMA 
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Appendix D 

Cover Letter from Researcher to Association Membership 

June 25, 2008 

Dear SWMFBMA Members, 

You are invited to be part of a research study involving SWMFBMA members. The intent of the 
study is to determine what production and management practices contribute to SWMFBMA 
member's level of net farm income. Please read this letter to become acquainted with the research 
project before agreeing to be in the study. 

The study is being conducted by Rob Holcomb and Jim Kurtz, your SWMFBMA fieldmen, as 
part of the Ag Business Management program team within University of Minnesota Extension. 

As SWMFBMA members, you are aware that the financial data collected from your farming 
operations each year is used for a variety of University of Minnesota research. The annual report 
for SWMFBMA separates producers into various percentiles based up a variety of criteria. 

The purpose of this particular research study will be to survey the membership of SWMFBMA 
and anonymously link the survey results to six years of financial data. A statistical analysis will 
be performed to identify production and management practices and tendencies of producers at 
various levels of net farm income. 

All research project findings will be shared with SWMFBMA members. This information may 
help you make decisions that could result in increased net farm income for your farm business. 

If you chose to participate in the study, please complete the enclosed survey no later than July 20, 
2008 and return it using the enclosed envelope. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the study or survey form, please contact Rob 
Holcomb at 507-752-5081 or Jim Kurtz at 507-372-3904. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

C. Robert Holcomb 
Field Staff, SWMFBMA 

James N. Kurtz 
Field Staff, SWMFBMA 
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Appendix E 

Copy of Survey Instrument 

Southwest Minnesota Farm Business Management Association 
University of Minnesota Extension 

RESEARCH SURVEY 
January 2008 

Please answer the following survey questions for the farm/farmer for which the SWMFBMA 
FINPACK analysis is done. In the case of partnerships and corporations, the response will reflect the 
views of the primary decision maker or management group. 

To save you time and avoid asking more survey questions, we will match your responses to your 
FINPACK data. In order to link your responses to your data within our database, we have identified 
this survey form with a farm identification number. The field staff of SWMFBMA (Jim and Rob) will 
be the ONLY ones who will have the ability to identify your responses as yours. Once these answers 
are merged with the FINPACK data, all identity will be removed. We will keep all individual 
information strictly confidential. Only group information and summarization will be released. 

Thank you for your assistance with this research. 

Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college or voc. school 
Vocational school degree 
College (Bachelor's) degree 
Post college, graduate degree 

2. If the education level above is beyond high school, did you major in agriculture? 

1. What is the highest level of educational background of the decision makers for the farm? 
(Please check your response): 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 
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no 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 

yes 

3. How did your farming operation get started? (Please check all that apply): 
I started on my own with no significant family help 
My parents (or other family members) helped but I farmed on my own 
I had a partnership (or farmed jointly) with my parents (or in-laws) 
I had a partnership (or farmed jointly) with a brother or sister 
I started as part of a family corporation, limited liability partnership, or limited liability 

company 
I started as an employee of my parents 
I started as an employee of an unrelated farmer 
Other (please specify): 

4. Was your home farm purchased from relatives? 
yes 
no 

5. How many generations of your family have farmed this farm? (Count your children's 
generation if they are actively farming full-time, but not if they are full-time students). 

generations 

6. Do you have children (or other successors within the family) interested in operating your 
farm? 

yes 
no 

7. How would you rate the soil productivity on your farm compared to the other farms in your 
county? (Please check one): 

above average 
average 
below average 
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8. Please check the major enterprises you have on your farm: 
dairy corn 
finishing hogs (including iso-wean) soybeans 
farrow-to-finish hogs wheat 
feeder pig production hay 
contract hog feeding canning crops 
beef finishing oats 
beef cow/calf custom work 
sheep other (specify) 

9. In order to compete in agriculture, I have done the following on my farm. (Please check all 
that apply): 

added one or more new enterprises 
discontinued one or more enterprises 
significantly expanded in livestock 
changed my basic tillage system 
adapted precision farming technology 
rented more land 
purchased land 
sold land 
added or expanded a "niche" market 
become certified organic 
other (please specify): 

10. How many hours are spent doing farm activities in a normal week? (Count all types of farm 
activities -- both labor and management for each owner and spouse. See note below for 
clarification). 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 

In Spring 
In Summer 
In Fall 
In Winter 

hrs. per week 
hrs. per week 
hrs. per week 
hrs. per week 

(NOTE: A simple way to classify all the work that is done on a farm is as either management or labor. 
Labor is the physical work such as driving tractors, feeding animals, repairing fences, cleaning, 
harvesting, etc. Management involves deciding which tractor to buy, which ration to feed, crop 
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varieties to plant, directing employees, deciding how and when to market your products, continuing 
education, financial management, record keeping etc.) 

11. Using the total work hours for the entire year from question #10, estimate the percentage of 
time spent on labor and on management: 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 

Labor: 

Management: 
Total: 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

12. Non-farm income is an important contributor to the family budget of many farm families. 
Do you and/or your spouse have a non-farm job? 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 

Yes 
No 

If anyone responded "yes" to question #12 above, was the annual non-farm income greater 
than or less than $10,000? 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 

Greater than $10,000 
Less than $10,000 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 
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13. How many hours per month does the primary decision maker spend on the following 
activities: 

farm organizations (farm organizations, commodity groups, etc.) 
church activities 
farm related committees and boards (co-ops, ethanol plant, etc.) 
community organizations (scouts, school board, township government, etc.) 
hobbies and recreation 
other (please specify): 

14. Who is the major decision force on the farm for each decision activity listed below? (Check 
one for each decision activity listed): 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Major purchasing decisions 
Crop decisions 

Livestock decisions 

Marketing decisions 

Farm record keeping duties 

Financing decisions 

Primary 
Decision 
Maker #1 

Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#2 

Group 
Member 

#2 
Spouse 

Group 
Member 

#3 

Group 
Member 

#3 
Spouse 

15. How many employees does your operation typically have? 

full-time employees, working total hours per year, as a group 

temporary employees, working total hours per year, as a group 

16. What motives do you have for taking business actions? (Rank three of the following 
motivations. Mark 1 in front of the most important, 2 for second and 3 for third): 

I am motivated to take actions because I want to 
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be among the best farmers. 
improve the farm successively. 
have adequate farm net income for family needs. 
do what interests me. 
do what is expected of me. 
amass significant wealth. 
raise the family in a rural setting. 
thrive on challenges. 
have one or more children farming in the future. 
have money. 
continue the tradition. 
maintain my/our chosen lifestyle. 
produce food for the world. 
manage my taxable income. 

17. Have you traveled abroad? (Please check one): Yes No 

If "yes", what was the purpose of the travel? 
education 
vacation 
military 
other (please specify): 

18. What do you consider has the biggest impact on your long-term farm income? (Select 
three, and rank them as: 1 the most important impact, 2 as second, 3 as third): 

actions of my/our own 
politicians and other persons in power 
uncontrollable events (weather, markets, etc.) 
good or bad luck 
chance or fate 
I do not know. The relationships are too complex. 

19. When looking for general information, how often do you use the following? 

Very 
Frequently 

b) Group discussions, group advice 

Frequently Seldom 
Very 

Seldom 
a) Newspapers, magazines, radio/TV, 

direct mail, etc. 
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(seminars or workshops), study 
tours, exhibitions, etc. 

c) Individual discussions with an advisor 
or consultant. 

d) Discussions with people in my personal 
network (colleagues, friends, other 
formal or informal contacts). 

e) Books, reports, etc. 

f) Electronic media (Internet, Extension 
websites, etc.) 

20. Of the six categories listed, which give you the best information? (Please circle no more than 
two): 

a) Newspapers, magazines, radio/TV, direct mail, etc. 

b) Group discussions, group advice seminars or workshops), study tours, exhibitions, etc. 

c) Individual discussions with an advisor or consultant. 

d) Discussions with people in my personal network (colleagues, friends, other 
formal or informal contacts). 

e) Books, reports, etc. 

f) Electronic media (Internet, Extension websites, etc.) 
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NOTE: For the following section of the survey, please check your level of agreement or 
disagreement with each of the following statements: 

21. My farming future looks bright. 

22. Most of my neighbors received more 
help than I did when they started farming. 

23. The increase in ethic groups in rural 
Minnesota is a positive thing. 

24. Productivity measures (such as corn yield, 
milk per cow, etc.) are the most important 
measures of my farm's performance. 

25. Having the most modern machinery 
is important to me. 

26. I use the futures markets and options 
regularly in my marketing. 

27. Having no debt is important to me. 

28. Staying physically fit is a high priority 
with me. 

29. I usually let my neighbors try something 
new first. If it works for them, then I'll do it. 

30. Spending time with my family is a 
high priority for me. 

31. To a large extent, I am in control of my 
own destiny. 

32. It is important to me, that a future 
generation within the family continue our 
farming operation. 

33. I welcome most of the changes in agriculture 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 
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34. To me, farming is primarily a business, not 
a way of life. 

35. Setting short-run and long-run goals, and 
striving to achieve them, is important to the 
success of my business. 

36. I rely heavily on consultants for 
management help. 

37. Regular recreation is an important part of 
my life style. 

38. As an occupation, the future of farming 
looks bad. 

39. Getting the work done is more 
important than records, management 
and decision making. 

40. I feel that my farm is sustainable in 
terms of profitability and the environment. 

41. Understanding my finances helps me in 
making decisions. 

42. Listening to daily market news is essential. 

43. If I could select my occupation over 
again, I would choose to farm. 

44. I understand my own finances (financial 
statements, ratios, measurements, etc.) 
quite well. 

45. Concern for the environment affects my 
decisions on farm practices. 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 
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46. The staff of the SWMFBMA are interested in supplying you with the most beneficial and 
useful information and assistance as possible. To help us improve that process, please rate the 
importance of the various services provided by the Association? 

a) Balance Sheet preparation 

b) Whole Farm Income Statement 

c) Analysis of enterprises 

d) Cash Flow Projections 

e) Tax planning 

f) Tax preparation done by one 
who is familiar with your 
business and your goals 

g) Farm visit 

h) Assistance with farm accounting 

i) Access to field staff for farm 

management concerns 

j) Association newsletters 

k) Meetings and trainings 

l) RankEm report 

m) Annual Association Report 

Not at all 
Valuable 

Somewhat 
Valuable 

Quite 
Valuable 

Extremely 
Valuable 
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47. How much financial help did you receive 
from your parents when you started farming? 

48. How much inheritance have you received 
during your lifetime? 

49. How much time do you personally spend on farm 
record keeping? 

50. How much time do you spend reading farm 
educational materials? 

51. How much time do you spend attending farm 
educational meetings? 

52. How much have you changed or updated your 
farm in the past 7 years? 

53. How much time do you spend on marketing the 
commodities that you produce? 

54. How much time do you spend on projecting 
income and expenses for the next year? 

55. How much time have you spent increasing the 
value of your crop production (other than 
through livestock)? For example, how much 
are you involved in specialty crop production, 
corn processors, ethanol production, etc. 

Please respond to the following questions by checking either none, some, or much: 

None Some Much 
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56. As you look five years into the future, what do you feel will be the main issues facing you, 
your family, your farm business and your rural community? 

You individually: 

Your family: 

Your farm business: 

Your rural community: 

57. Are there any other comments you would like to share with us? If so, please list them here. 

We do respect your time and opinions. Thank you for taking the time to share your responses and 
opinions. Again, your identity and individual survey responses will be protected. The results of the 
survey will help University of Minnesota Extension understand the farming public. 

Thank you, again! Jim & Rob. 
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Appendix F 

Variable Means and Coefficient Calculations 

59 

Question N Mean Std Dev T-Test Prob Signif (p) 

Farm decision maker's education 73 3.75 1.24 12.035 0.026 ** 

Generations family has farmed 73 2.71 1.25 4.859 0.065 * 

Productivity measures 73 3.07 0.90 0.648 0.317 

Understand Finances 73 4.18 0.63 15.947 0.020 ** 

Balance Sheet 73 3.38 0.66 17.940 0.018 ** 

Whole Farm Income Statement 73 3.41 0.60 20.189 0.016 ** 

Enterprise Analysis 72 3.38 0.68 17.146 0.019 ** 

Cash Flow Projections 71 2.75 0.79 7.985 0.040 ** 

Tax Planning 73 3.78 0.51 30.022 0.011 ** 

Consultant familiar with business 73 3.74 0.50 29.683 0.011 ** 

Farm Visit 73 2.82 0.73 9.580 0.033 ** 

Accounting Assistance 73 2.99 0.82 10.216 0.031 ** 

Access to consultant 73 3.21 0.74 13.833 0.023 ** 

Association newsletters 73 2.60 0.72 7.138 0.044 ** 

Training meetings 71 2.66 0.70 8.017 0.040 ** 

Benchmark reporting 73 2.78 0.79 8.487 0.037 ** 

Association report 72 2.63 0.76 6.990 0.045 ** 

Time spent record keeping 73 1.34 0.53 5.492 0.057 * 

Reading educational materials 73 1.22 0.42 4.496 0.070 * 

Educational meetings 73 1.07 0.45 1.297 0.209 

Note. **p<0.05 *p<0.10 
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Appendix G 

T-Test calculations when sorted into two classes by Net Farm Income per operator 

(greater than $100,000 and less than $100,000) 

Question T-Test Prob Signif (p) 

Farm decision maker's education -0.88465 0.1903 

Education level of spouse -1.55649 0.0638 * 

Generations family has farmed -2.65487 0.0049 ** 

Understand Finances -0.43765 0.3316 

Balance Sheet -1.81413 0.0378 ** 

Whole Farm Income Statement -1.95136 0.0282 ** 

Enterprise Analysis -1.60501 0.0571 * 

Cash Flow Projections 0.92909 0.1786 

Tax Planning 0.690435 0.2461 

Consultant familiar with business 0.258794 0.3983 

Farm Visit 0.052745 1.4791 

Accounting Assistance -0.7557 0.2264 

Access to consultant -1.92779 0.0294 ** 

Association newsletters -0.83395 0.2037 

Training meetings -3.22186 0.0010 ** 

Benchmark reporting -2.92462 0.0026 ** 

Association report -0.80069 0.2133 

Time spent record keeping -1.28298 0.1025 

Reading educational materials -2.12641 0.0185 ** 

Note. **p<0.05 *p<0.10 




