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EFFECTS OF ALTERNATE INCOME-GENERATING STRATEGIES OF 
SMALL-FAM HOUSEHOLDS: A MODIFIED FARMING SYSTEMS APPROACH 

E. Yvonne Beauford and H. k x  M i l l e r  
Department o f  Ag r i cu l t u ra l  Economics and Rural 
Sociology, F o r t  Va l ley  Sta te  College 
Department o f  Sociology, Un i ve rs i t y  o f  Georgia 

ABSTRACT The growing dependence o f  small farm 
households upon nonfarm income involves impoi tant  
changes i n  sources o f  income, i n  l e v e l s  and techniques 
o f  production, and i n  assessments o f  economic 
well-being. Based on a sample o f  small-farm 
households drawn from the four  r u r a l  development 
regions o f  Georgia, t h i s  research examines these 
changes by focusing on household income, t r ac ing  
pat te rns  o f  decision-making re la ted  t o  i t s  production, 
and attempts t o  evaluate the  consequent economic 
we1 1-being o f  small-farm households. The primary 
ana l y t i c  technique i s  d iscr iminant  analysis, w i t h  28 
var iab les  represent ing th ree elements o f  the  farming 
system--the household, the  household's resources and 
farming enterpr ises.  

Findings suggest s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences among 
the  farming systems or  pa t te rns  o f  farming o f  small 
farm households. Many o f  these d i f fe rences are 
a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the r e l a t i v e  importance o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  
i n  con t r i bu t i ng  t o  t o t a l  household income. The 
farming system dimension which accounts f o r  the most 
d i f fe rences i n  the processes and outcomes associated 
w i t h  farming i s  resource cha rac te r i s t i cs ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
those cha rac te r i s t i cs  associated w i t h  managerial 
s t rategies.  The f i n d i n g  o f  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences 
between farm income-dependent and nonfarm 
income-dependent households i n  measures o f  economic 
well-being suggests t h a t  small-farm households may 
employ d i f f e r e n t  s t ra teg ies  t o  achieve the  same degree 
o f  economic well-being. 

I n t roduc t i on  

During the past several decades numerous studies have 
inves t iga ted issues re la ted  t o  the pat te rn ing  o f  product ion 
a c t i v i t i e s  on small farms and t o  the  economic well-being o f  
small-farm fami l ies .  Most o f  t h i s  research i s  dominated by 
studies i n  which the  conceptual focus i s  on the operator o f  
the farm enterpr ise  (Bertrand 1967; Cavazzani 1979; F u l l e r  
and Mage 1976). More o f ten  than not, t he  emphasis i s  on the  
farm as a production u n i t  p rov id ing  an important source o f  
income f o r  the farm family. The economic well-being o f  the 
fami ly  i s  viewed as depending, t o  a s i g n i f i c a n t  degree, upon 
the  success o f  the  farm as an income-generating enterpr ise.  
Thus, t he  goal o f  much small-farm research has been t o  
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improve the income-generating capaci ty o f  the  farm by 
increasing l eve l s  o f  product ion and the ra tes  o f  r e t u r n  t o  
investments i n  land, labor,  cap i t a l ,  and management. 

Consequently, major a t t en t i on  has been devoted t o  the  
study o f  f ac to rs  a f f e c t i n g  the  income-generating po ten t i a l  
o f  the farm, espec ia l l y  as inf luenced by the  cha rac te r i s t i cs  
o f  the operator. Considerably less  a t t e n t i o n  has been paid 
t o  the effects o f  a1 t e r n a t i v e  income-generating s t ra teg ies  
on the pat te rn ing  o f  economic a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  character ize 
small farms. The r e l a t i v e  importance o f  a1 t e r n a t i v e  
economic surv iva l  s t ra teg ies  (e.g . , of f - fa rm employment, 
t ransfer  payments, etc.) on farm-related product ion 
behavior, espec ia l l y  as t h a t  behavior i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the  
se lec t ion  o f  farm management s t ra teg ies  re la ted  t o  
production and marketing, has not  been adequately addressed. 
The tendency has been t o  deemphasize farmers' ideas about 
"appropriate" economic behavior and t o  emphasize instead the 
e f f e c t s  o f  such fac tors  as farm size, composition o f  the  
household, and the  r i s k s  and payof fs associated w i th  
t r a d i t i o n a l l y  assumed prof i t -maximiz ing behavior (Chibnik 
1975). 

An e f f o r t  i s  made here t o  expand upon most t r a d i t i o n a l  
approaches t o  the study o f  f ac to rs  a f f e c t i n g  the pat te rn ing  
o f  farm-related production a c t i v i t i e s  and the economic 
well-being o f  small-farm fami l ies .  Consideration i s  given 
not  only t o  the personal a t t r i b u t e s  o f  small-farm operators, 
but  a lso  t o  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  farm resources and the 
i n te rac t i on  o f  fami ly  members i n  t he  l a rge r  soc ia l  and 
economic systems o f  which the  farm i s  a part .  Add i t iona l ly ,  
the  conceptual focus i s  s h i f t e d  from the farm enterpr ise  and 
the operator t o  the household as a s i n g l e  economic unit'. 

Whereas most previous research has examined the e f f e c t s  
o f  operator cha rac te r i s t i cs  and the  pat te rn ing  o f  economic 
a c t i v i t i e s  on the amount o f  farm-generated income, the  
present i nves t i ga t i on  asks how the farm fami ly  s t ruc tures  
i t s  soc ia l  r e l a t i o n s  and i t s  pa t te r i ng  o f  economic 
a c t i v i t i e s  t o  accomnodate i t s  major income-generating 
strategy;  t h a t  i s ,  how do pat terns o f  soc ia l  and economic 
a c t i v i t i e s  o f  small-farm households d i f f e r  on the basis o f  
whether the farm i s  the  primary source o f  household income. 
A t a c i t  assumption o f  t h i s  study i s  t h a t  many small-farm 
fam i l i es  depend upon sources other than the  sale o f  farm 
products t o  achieve economic secur i ty .  Thus farming may be 
seen as j u s t  one s t ra tegy  o f  several t o  reach maximum 
economic goals. Amajor  goal i s  t o  explore the  va r i a t i ons  
i n  pa t te rn ing  o f  soc ia l  and economic a c t i v i t i e s  
charac ter iz ing  small farms and t o  f i n d  how these pat te rns  
d i f f e r  according t o  the r e l a t i v e  importance o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  
i n  provid ing t o t a l  household income. 

Patterns o f  farming are r e f l e c t e d  i n  t he  se lec t i on  o f  
management opt ions and i n  decisions about inputs,  en terpr ise  
combinations, and resource u t i l i z a t i o n .  These pat terns are 
inf luenced by fami ly  goals, values, needs, and extra-farm 
soc ia l  r e la t i ons .  

Put more succinct ly ,  t he  ob jec t i ve  o f  t h i s  research i s  
t o  examine the  re la t i onsh ips  among the  primary source o f  
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household income, pattern's o f  dec is ion  making re la ted  t o  
farming, and the economic we1 1-being o f  small-farm 
households. It i s  hypothesized t h a t  the r e l a t i v e  importance 
o f  farm, income t o  t o t a l  household income leads t o  d i f f e r e n t  
pa t te rns  o f  product ion a c t i v i t i e s  (e.g., o rgan iza t ion  and 
u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  resources) by operators o f  small farms, bu t  
no t  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences i n  economic outccines f o r  
small -farm households. 

Conceptual framework 

The conceptual model employed f o r  examination o f  the  
re la t i onsh ips  among primary sources o f  fami ly  income, 
pat te rns  o f  farming, and measures o f  economic well-being i s  
extracted from the farming systems research perspect ive 
(Norman 1978; Shaner e t  a l .  1981). 

Farming systems research, as def ined by Shaner e t  a l .  
(1981:214), i s  t h i s :  

An approach t o  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research and 
development t ha t  (1 )  views the  whole farm as a 
system and ( 2 )  focuses on the  interdependencies 
among the components under the cont ro l  o f  the 
farm household and how these components i n t e r a c t  
w i t h  the physical, b i o l o g i c a l  and socioeconomic 
fac to rs  not  under the  household's cont ro l .  

I n  farming systems research, emphasis i s  d i rec ted 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  the needs and asp i ra t ions  o f  farmers w i th  
l i m i t e d  resources. H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  these have been small 
farmers who have not  adequately bene f i t t ed  from a g r i c u l t u r a l  
research (Shaner e t  a1 . 1981). Farming systems research 
evolved as an e f f o r t  t o  i d e n t i f y  t he  l o g i c  o f  the farming 
prac t ices  ac tua l l y  adopted by the household and t o  
compensate f o r  the l i m i t a t i o n s  and inadequacies o f  
conventional s t ra teg ies  i n  deal ing w i th  the problems o f  
small farmers. 

The farming systems approach i s  based on a complex 
i n t e r a c t i o n  among a number o f  interdependent components 
inc lud ing the farm operator, the  farm family, o f f - fa rm 
enterpr ises,  and the  fac tors  o f  production. A t ten t i on  i s  
given not  on ly  t o  crop and l i ves tock  production, bu t  a l so  t o  
s t ra teg ies  f o r  processing, s tor ing ,  and marketing 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  products. Other important considerat ions 
inc lude the e f fec t s  o f  nonfarm economic a c t i v i t i e s  and 
fami ly  goals as they r e l a t e  t o  production, p r o f i t ,  and 
se l f -ac tua l  i t a t i o n  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  The farming 
systems approach i s  d is t ingu ished from t r a d i t i o n a l  
small-farm research i n  t h a t  "it looks a t  the  i n te rac t i ons  
tak ing  place w i t h i n  the whole farm s e t t i n g  and measures the  
r e s u l t s  i n  terms o f  the  farmer's and soc ie ty 's  goals" 
(Shaner e t  a l .  1981, p. 14). I n  doing so, i t  d i r e c t s  
a t t e n t i o n  t o  pub l ic  p o l i c y  by considering var iab les  t h a t  are 
exogeneous t o  the farm fami ly  and t h a t  cons t i t u te  
const ra in ts  t o  the  achievement o f  f am i l y  object ives,  such as 
employment and income t h a t  can be ameliorated through 
program in tervent ion  (Norman 1978). 
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For purposes o f  analysis, t he  elements o f  the  farming 
systems research model are usua l ly  subdivided i n t o  two 
categories o f  var iab les  represent ing 1)  the farmer's 
environment and 2) the farming system. The farmer's 
environment includes the  physical  s e t t i n g  o f  cl imate, water, 
and q u a l i t y  o f  s o i l ;  t he  b io log i ca l  s e t t i n g  o f  such fac to rs  
as diseases, insects, and weather cond i t ions  t h a t  a f f e c t  t he  
hea l th  and v i t a l i t y  o f  p lan ts  and animals and the q u a l i t y  o f  
products harvested; the economic s e t t i n g  o f  access t o  
markets, c r e d i t  and informat ional  sources, oppor tun i t ies  o f  
o f f - fa rm employment, and government regulat ions;  and the  
soc ia l  s e t t i n g  inc lud ing fac to rs  t h a t  in f luence the farm 
household's w i l l ingness t o  accept new technologies (Shaner 
e t  a l .  1981). 

It i s  the  second category o f  elements, those which 
comprise the farming system, from which the  var iab les  i n  
t h i s  analysis are drawn. The farming system includes 1)  the 
household, 2) the household's resources, and 3) farming 
enterprises. The household i s  the  key element i n  the  
farming system. It i s  composed o f  the  farm operator and 
other members o f  the  household who share a s ing le  residence. 
The household's resources inc lude the product ion fac to rs  o f  
land, labor, cap i t a l ,  and management. Farming enterpr ises 
r e f e r  t o  the processes employed by the  household i n  
u t i l i z i n g  i t s  resources t o  produce output t h a t  cont r ibu tes  
t o  the income o f  the  farm household. Enterpr ises inc lude 
nonagr icu l tu ra l  a c t i v i t i e s  ca r r i ed  out  on the farm, such as 
handicraf ts,  and employment o f f  the  farm by members o f  the  
household as wel l  as crop and l i ves tock  production. 

Research design 

Data and sample 

Data f o r  t h i s  paper were co l l ec ted  i n  conjunct ion w i th  
the  reg iona l  research p r o j e c t  RR-2, "Factors In f luenc ing the 
Survival  o f  Small Farms i n  the South." The populat ion o f  
primary i n t e r e s t  was the  small-farm populat ion i n  the 
Southern Region o f  t he  United States, although other farm 
types are also included i n  the sample. Data f o r  t h i s  study 
are exc lus ive ly  from Georgia. I n  order t o  reasonably assure 
t h a t  small farm(er) s were adequately represented i n  the  
study, the sampling strategy involved a purposive se lec t ion  
o f  counties w i t h  h igh  proport ions o f  small farm(er)s. 

The c r i t e r i a  f o r  i nc lus ion  as a sample county f o r  the 
study were 1) t ha t  the  county had a t  l e a s t  200 separate farm 
u n i t s  and 2) t h a t  a t  l eas t  10 percent o f  these farms were 
operated by black farmers. To insure representativeness o f  
t he  sample, counties were selected on a random basis from 
the four  d i s t i n c t  i d e n t i f i a b l e  geographical areas -- 
Mountain, Piedmont, Coastal Pla in,  and F a l l  L ine  regions. 

Farms and farm operators were i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the selected 
sample counties through the  assistance o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
serv ice agency personnel a t  the  county l eve l  (So i l  
Conservation, Ag r i cu l t u ra l  S t a b i l i z a t i o n  and Conservation, 
and the County Extension Service). A f te r  l i s t s  o f  a l l  
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farmers were prepared, a f i n a l  sample o f  i nd i v i dua l  farmers 
was drawn. 

Each farmer selected through the random sampling 
procedures was interv iewed a t  length; a comnon in terv iew 
scheduTe was used. The instrument was s t ruc tured t o  gain 
informat ion i n  10 major areas: demographic data, farm 
operat ion data (e.g., acres devoted t o  crops, pastures, 
etc.), tenure status, length  o f  t ime i n  farming, o f f - fa rm 
employment and income, sources o f  in format ion  and use o f  
selected farm enterpr ises and marketing data, informat ion on 
farm machinery and equipment, management pract ices,  
product ion problems and resource needs, and a  soc io log ica l  
component addressing a t t i  t ud ina l  t r a i t s ,  value or ien ta t ions ,  
and extra-farm soc ia l  and p o l i t i c a l  pa r t i c i pa t i on .  
Interv iews were completed w i th  245 farmers. These analyses 
invo lve  a  subsample i d e n t i f i e d  as operators o f  small farms 
(N=225) .  

Analy t ica l  procedures 

Discr iminant  analysis procedures ava i l ab le  through the  
DISCRIMINANT r o u t i n e  o f  SPSS ( S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the 
Social Sciences) served as the main ana l y t i ca l  approach. 
Discr iminant  analysis i s  a s t a t i s t i c a l  technique t h a t  
f a c i l i t a t e s  simultaneous study o f  d i f fe rences between two o r  
more groups o f  objects w i th  respect t o  several var iab les  
(Klecka 1980, 1975). The mathematical ob jec t i ve  i s  t o  
weight and l i n e a r l y  combine d i sc r im ina t i ng  var iab les  i n t o  
functions. Each func t ion  expresses a pa t te rn  o f  
re la t i onsh ips  obta in ing  among the d i sc r im ina t i ng  var iab les  
which can be used t o  d i s t i ngu i sh  membership i n  one group 
from membership i n  another. The maximum number o f  funct ions 
t h a t  can be der ived i s  e i t h e r  one less  than the number o f  
groups o r  equal t o  the number o f  d i sc r im ina t i ng  var iables,  
whichever i s  smaller. 

An i n i t i a l  i nd i ca to r  o f  the d i f fe rences between groups 
i s  gained by examining the group means, which show how f a r  
apart  the  groups are. The F s t a t i s t i c  provides a t e s t  o f  
the s t a t i s t i c a l  s i gn i f i cance  o f  the e f f e c t  o f  each 
d i sc r im ina t i ng  va r i ab le  on the grouping var iable.  

Other s t a t i s t i c a l  features o f  the d iscr iminant  procedure 
t h a t  are important i n  these analyses inc lude the 
standardized d iscr iminant  coe f f i c i en ts ,  the  (within-groups) 
s t ruc tu re  c o e f f i c i e n t s  and Wilks' lambda. The standardized 
d iscr iminant  c o e f f i c i e n t s  i nd i ca te  the r e l a t i v e  importance 
o f  a va r i ab le  t o  i t s  associated funct ion.  The s t ruc tu re  
c o e f f i c i e n t s  are b i v a r i a t e  co r re la t i ons  between a s ing le  
va r i ab le  and a  d iscr iminant  funct ion;  they i nd i ca te  how 
c lose l y  a va r i ab le  and a func t i on  are re la ted.  Wi lks '  
lambda a ids  i n  judging the importance o f  a funct ion.  It i s  
used t o  t e s t  f o r  the s t a t i s t i c a l  s i gn i f i cance  o f  res idua l  
d iscr iminat ion.  Lambda operates as an inverse measure o f  
the d iscr iminat ing  power o f  the  o r i g i n a l  var iab les  which has 
not  been removed by the d iscr iminant  funct ion;  the  l a rge r  
lambda i s ,  the less informat ion remaining. As lambda 
increases toward i t s  maximum value o f  1.0, i t  i s  repo r t i ng  
less and less discr iminat ion.  
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Other analyses invo lved  p r i n c i p a l  components ana l ys i s  o f  
responses t o  23 a t t i t u d i n a l  i tems inc luded i n  the  
ques t ionna i re  t o  determine dominant soc io-psychologica l  
o r i en ta t i ons .  Scores were computed f o r  t he  f i v e  components 
i d e n t i f i e d  through t h i s  process. The new var iab les - - labe led  
powerlessness, economic secu r i t y ,  markets and governmental 
po l  i cy ,  comnitment ( t o  farming) ,  and pessimism (about t he  
f a m i l y ' s  f u t u r e  i n  farming)--were entered as d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  
va r i ab l es  i n  subsequent analyses. 

Var idbles i n  the  analyses 

Grouping va r i ab l es :  The sample i s  s t r a t i f i e d  on the  
bds i s  o f  rnajor source o f '  household income and t he  amount of  
gross farm sales. Households a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  as "farm 
income-dependent" o r  "nonfarm income-dependent" depending on 
where 51 percent  o r  more o f  t o t a l  household income i s  
obtained. The c r i t e r i o n  o f  gross farm sales i s  cons i s t en t  
w i t h  t r a d i t i o n a l  t ypo log i es  o f  smal l  farms. For the  purpose 
o f  t h i s  study, a farm i s  designated as small  i f  gross sales 
do no t  exceed $40,000. 

In fo rmat ion  on the  t o t a l  incomes o f  t he  opera to r ,  t h e  
opera to r ' s  spouse, and o ther  f am i l y  members was prov ided by 
t he  respondent f o r  the  f o l l o w i n g  ca tegor ies  o f  income 
sources: ne t  farm income ( a l l  sources), o f f - f a rm  wages o r  
sa la r ies ,  nonfarm business income, r e n t  from nonfarm 
proper ty ,  and soc i a l  secu r i t y ,  pensions, and o ther  
r e t i r emen t  income. Do l l a r  amounts as repor ted  by t he  
respondent were sumned t o  a r r i v e  a t  t he  t o t a l  annual 
household income. 

Amourlt o f  gross farm sales r e s u l t e d  from sumning the  
values o f  gross sales du r i ng  t he  past  12 months, as repor ted  
by the respondent f o r  crops ( f i e l d ,  vegetable, and t r u c k ) ,  
nursery and greenhouse products,  o ther  crops; f o r  t he  
l i v e s t o c k  en te rp r i ses  o f  beef c a t t l e ,  d a i r y  cows, swine, 
o ther  l i ves tock ;  f o r  p o u l t r y  products, d a i r y  products, o t he r  
1 i ves tock  products;  and f o r  f i s h  and o ther  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
products. I f  the  respondent d i d  no t  r e p o r t  t he  d o l l a r  
a ~ o u n t  of sales, t he  amount was est imated i f  i n f o rma t i on  on 
the  type o f  c rop  and q u a n t i t y  marketed were provided. The 
est imates were based on the  seasonal average p r i c e  pa i d  i n  
t he  county o f  res idence as repor ted  by t he  Crop Report ing 
Serv ice (1982). 

D i sc r im ina t i ng  var iab les :  The d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  va r i ab l es  
were selected t o  represent  t he  t n ree  dimensions o f  t he  
farming system descr ibed p rev i ous l y  --the household, 
household's resources, and farming en te rp r i ses .  

Household c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  inc luded i n  the  analyses were 
race, sex, age, and educat ional  l e v e l  o f  the  operator ;  
rilrniber o f  persons i n  t he  household; va lue o f  farm-produced 
crops, l i ves tock ,  and t imber r e t a i n e d  f o r  home consumption; 
and two va r i ab l es  r e l a t i n g  t o  t he  farming background o f  t he  
operator--years as a farmer and whether the  opera to r  grew up 
on a farm. Cha rac te r i s t i c s  o f  the  household a l so  i nc l ude  
measures o f  dominant soc io-psycholoy ica l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  
i d e n t i f i e d  through p r i n c i p a l  components ana lys is .  
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Household's r e s o u r c e s  i n c l ~ ~ d e  severa l  des igna t ions  o f  
s i z e  o f  hold ings,  economic resources, and managerial  
s t ra teg ies .  Measures o f  s i z e  of  ho l d i ng  inc lude  the t o t a l  
number o f  acres o f  land owned, ren ted  o r  leased, acd 
operated. Economic resources i nc l ude  t o t a l  farm sales and 
t o t a l  farm assets. Economic farm s i z e  i s  measured as t h e  
t o t a l  d o l l a r  amount o f  expenses associated w i t h  the.  
opera t ion  o f  t h e  farm. To ta l  farm assets a re  measored as 
t h e  combined value o f  land owned and the  value of  machinery 
and equ i pmen t . 

Five  d i f f e r e n t  measures o f  managerial  s t r a t eqy  are used 
i n  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n :  adopt ion o f  recornended farm 
p rac t i ces ,  r i s k  or  w i l l i ngness  t o  make changes i n  t h e  
opera t ion ,  s i z e  o r  sca le  o f  t he  farm, con tac t  w i t h  o r  
u t i l i z a t i o n  of agency serv ices ,  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  farm 
and extension o rgan iza t ions ,  i n c l u d i n g  co-op membership. 
Separate scales were computed t o  eva lua te  each category o f  
managerial  s t ra tegy .  

From the farming systems perspec t i ve ,  farming 
en te rp r i ses  i nc l ude  nonfarm income-generating a c t i v i t i e s  as 
w e l l  as crop and l i v e s t o c k  product ion.  I n  t h i s  
i n ves t i ga t i on ,  nonfarm income-generating s t r a t eg i es  a re  
i nd i ca ted  by pa t t e rns  o f  o f f - f a rm  employment o f  t he  spouse 
as we1 1 as t he  operator .  S i m i l a r l y ,  farming e n t e r i r i s e s  are 
coded t o  represent  both t he  type(s )  and t he  number o f  
en te rp r i se  combinations. 

Two measures o f  economic v~e l l - be i ng  a re  inc luded i n  t he  
analyses--the solvency r a t i o  o f  t he  farm and the  pover ty  
s t a t u s  o f  the  household. Solvency o f  the  farm i s  
ope ra t i ona l i zed  as t he  r a t i o  o f  farm debts t o  farm assets. 
A household i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as having a nonpoverty 5 ta tus  i f  
t o t a l  income ( f rom a1 1 sources), c o n t r o l  1 i n g  f o r  fami 1 y 
s ize ,  i s  more than t h e  average income f o r  t he  s t a t e  of 
Georgia (U.S. Department o f  Comnerce, 1983). 

Resul ts  

Dominant soc io-psychologica l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  

With t h e  a i d  o f  p r i n c i p a l  components ana lys is ,  f i v e  
components represen t ing  dimensions o f  a t t i t u d e s  toward l i f e  
i n  general and farming i n  p a r t i c u l a r  were i d e n t i f i e d  (Table 
1): 1) powerlessness, 2)  economic secu r i t y ,  3) markets and 
po l i c y ,  4) comnitlnent t o  farming, and 5) pessimism about t h e  
household's f u t u r e  i n  farming. These components 
( o r i e n t a t i o n s )  r e f l e c t  t r a d i t i o n a l  values associated w i t h  
r u r a l  l i v i n g  as w e l l  as t he  he te rogene i ty  and d i v e r s i t y  o f  
b e l i e f  systems a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  l i v i n g  i n  a complex, 
i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  soc ie ty .  Cumulat ively, t h e  f i v e  components 
account f o r  46.3 percen t  o f  the  var iance  among t he  sampled 
farmers w i t h  respec t  t o  the dimensions o f  be1 i e f  systems 
measured. 

The f i r s t  component, powerlessness, measures f e e l i n g s  o f  
l a ck  o f  c o n t r o l  over events a f f e c t i n g  one's l i f e  and a sense 
o f  r e s i g n a t i o n  t o  accept whatever happens. The second 
component, economic secur i t y ,  measures o r i e n t a t i o n s  toward 
farming as a way o f  l i f e  t h a t  can p rov i de  economic s e c u r i t y  
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Table 1. A t t i t u d i n a l  items and s i g n i f i c a n t  loadings f o r  
each canponent 

Item Loading 

Component 1 

7. One can ' t  r e a l l y  do anything about the  future.  .712 
10. People always take advantage o f  you. .686 
9. You j u s t  have t o  accept th ings  the  way they are. .636 
6. Success i s  most ly  a matter o f  g e t t i n g  good 

breaks. .617 
3. You j u s t  can ' t  ge t  ahead anymore. .616 
2. When I am i n  t roub le ,  on ly  a  r e l a t i v e  can 

be counted on t o  help me out. .608 
4. Many times I f e e l  t h a t  i t  doesn't do any good 

t o  t h ink  about what t o  do; you might j u s t  as 
we l l  f l i p  a coin. .573 

13. Farm people cannot a f f o r d  as many conveniences 
as c i t y  people. .438 

Component 2 

.4. Farming i s  a safe business on which t o  b u i l d  
fami ly  economic secur i ty .  .665 

.6. Farming makes us s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  since we 
produce p r a c t i c a l l y  everyth ing our f am i l y  
needs; there  i s  no need t o  be dependent on 
others. .583 

17. I t h i n k  t h a t  about a l l  t h a t  can be sa id  about 
farming i s  t h a t  i t  furnishes a means f o r  
existence. -. 510 

5. The ord inary  person has very l i t t l e  cont ro l  
over what a p o l i t i c i a n  does i n  o f f i c e .  -. 465 

15. Since p r o f i t  i n  farming depends on market 
pr ices,  i t  provides too  uncerta in an income. -.465 

20. Do you fee l  t h a t  you have received the proper 
income from farming? .438 

Component 3 

Do you th ink  t h a t  the government has an 
ob l i ga t i on  t o  he lp  the  small farmer? .789 

Does the  government have more o f  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  help small farmers than t o  he lp  large-scale 
farmers? .622 

15. Since p r o f i t  i n  farming depends on market pr ices,  
i t  provides too uncerta in an income. .460 
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Table 1. Continued 

Component 4 

12. Even i f  I could make more money working o f f  the  
farm, I would not  g ive  up farming al together.  ,680 

23. I f  you had t o  do i t  again, would you choose 
farming as an occupation? ,568 

18. I would l i k e  t o  g i ve  up farming al together 
and j u s t  work a t  my o f f - fa rm job. -. 383 

Component 5 

19. Do you t h i n k  a t  l eas t  one o f  your ch i l d ren  
w i l l  choose farming as an occupation? -.688 

18. I would l i k e  t o  g i ve  up farming al together 
and j u s t  work a t  my o f f - fa rm job. .591 

8. It makes l i t t l e  sense t o  go out and vote 
because the  average man's vote doesn' t  
count anyway. ,465 

1. Most pub l ic  o f f i c i a l s  are not  r e a l l y  in teres ted 
i n  the problems o f  t he  average man. .314 

f o r  the household. It addresses the  "business" nature o f  
farming and r e f l e c t s  a b e l i e f  t h a t  a p r o f i t  can be made from 
farming. 

The component labeled markets and p o l i c y  r e l a t e s  t o  the  
inf luence o f  fac tors  perceived t o  be beyond the imnediate 
cont ro l  o f  t he  household. These include the  r o l e  o f  
government and the  e f f e c t s  o f  market condi t ions on the  
pr ices  t h a t  farmers rece ive  f o r  t h e i r  products. The 
component f u r the r  suggests t h a t  the government has an 
ob l i ga t i on  t o  he lp  small farmers and t o  provide more 
assistance t o  small farmers than t o  l a rge  farmers. 

Comnitment t o  farming, the  f o u r t h  component, ind ica tes  a  
strong comnitment t o  farming as a way o f  l i f e  i n  s p i t e  o f  
uncerta in p r o f i t s .  The i tem loading highest  on t h i s  
component asserts t h a t  respondents engage i n  farming because 
they l i k e  it and not  because o f  the  income made from it. 
The l a s t  component measures negat ive a t t i t u d e s  toward 
farming and pessimism about the fam i l y ' s  f u tu re  i n  farming. 
The i tem w i th  the  highest  loading on t h i s  component 
expresses l i t t l e  hope t h a t  any o f  the  ch i l d ren  o f  the  
respondent w i l l  choose farming as an occupation. 

Having i d e n t i f i e d  components o f  socio-psychological 
o r i en ta t i ons  toward l i f e  i n  general and farming i n  
pa r t i cu la r ,  the remainder o f  t h i s  sect ion repor ts  t h e  
r e s u l t s  o f  analyses t o  determine the var iab les  or  categor ies 
o f  var iab les  t h a t  e f f e c t i v e l y  d iscr iminate  between farming 
systems operated by small farm households. 
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Farm incane-dependent vs. nonfarm income-dependent 

Prel iminary i ns igh ts  regarding d i f fe rences between the 
farming systems o f  farm income-dependent and nonfarm income- 
dependent households are gained by examination o f  the  group 
means (Table 2). A comparison o f  group means reveals t h a t  
farm income-dependent and nonfarm income-dependent 
households d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on 11 o f  the 28 
d iscr iminat ing  variables. D is t ingu ish ing household 
cha rac te r i s t i cs  are sex o f  the operator, amount o f  money 
saved through home consumption and use o f  farm products, and 
the o r i en ta t i ons  o f  economic secu r i t y  and pessimism about 
the  fam i l y ' s  f u tu re  i n  farming. 

Household resource cha rac te r i s t i cs  t h a t  d i s t i ngu i sh  
between the groups are amount o f  t o t a l  farm sales, economic 
farm size, and the  managerial s t ra teg ies  o f  adoption o f  
recommended farm pract ices,  contact  w i t h  and u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  
agency resources, and wi l l ingness t o  accept the  r i s k s  
associated w i th  making changes i n  the operation, size, o r  
scale o f  the  farm. The groups are f u r t h e r  d is t ingu ished by 
number o f  production enterpr ises and by pat te rns  o f  o f f - fa rm 
employment. 

As might be expected, farm income-dependent households 
have a higher mean on the o r i e n t a t i o n  measuring des i re  t o  
achieve economic secur i ty  through farming. They a lso  have 
higher gross rece ip ts  from the sa le  o f  farm products and 
la rger  economic farm size. They save more money by 
consuming or using farm products and are more l i k e l y  t o  
adopt recommended farm practices. Add i t iona l ly ,  farm 
income-dependen t households tend t o  be more wi 1 1 i ng  t o  
accept the r i s k s  associated w i th  making changes i n  the  
operation, size, o r  scale o f  the farm, and they score higher 
on contact  w i t h  and u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  agency services. 

Nonfarm income-dependent households, on the other hand, 
are more l i k e l y  t o  have female heads o f  households and t o  be 
engaged i n  o f f - fa rm employment. While the  farming systems 
o f  nonfarm income-dependent households have lower solvency 
r a t i o s  ( t h a t  is ,  are more solvent)  than farm 
income-dependent households, the  d i f fe rences between the 
solvency r a t i o s  o f  farm income-dependent and nonfarm 
income-dependent households are not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i gn i f i can t .  Neither i s  there  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f ference i n  the economic well-being o f  the two groups as 
measured by t h e i r  poverty status.  

An understanding o f  the i n te rna l  composition o f  the  
func t ion  t h a t  d is t ingu ishes between the two groups can be 
obtained by examining the standardized d iscr iminant  
coe f f i c i en ts  i n  Table 3. The l a rge  c o e f f i c i e n t  associated 
w i th  the sales var iab le  (.946) shows t h a t  the amount o f  
gross farm sales i s  c l e a r l y  the most important 
d iscr iminat ing  var iable.  The c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  economic farm 
s i ze  (.452), agency contact  (.210), and t o t a l  assets (.185) 
show t h a t  these var iables make moderate-to-low p o s i t i v e  
cont r ibu t ions  i n  d i sc r im ina t i ng  between farm 
income-dependent and nonfarm income-dependent households. 
Negative cont r ibu t ions  are made by l eve l  o f  education 
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Table 2. Means and standard d e v i a t i o n  o f  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  
var iab les :  Farm-incane dependent and nonfarm- 

income dependent households compared. 

Farm-income dependent Nonf arm-income Un i - 
N = 78) Dependent (N = 

Var iab le  Mean SD Mean 

Race 0.462 
Sex 0.974 
Age 58.974 
Education 4.564 
Household 

s i ze  3.231 
Years 

farming 33.718 
Farm 
h i s t o r y  0.923 

Amount 
saved 889.641 

Power - 
lessness -0.017 

Economic 
secu r i t y  0.228 

Markets and 
p o l i c y  0.085 

Comnit- 
men t -0.0332 

Pessimism -0.187 
Acres 

owned 101.949 
Acres 

ren ted  38.423 
Acres 
operated149.167 

Farm 
assets 120514.141 

Economic farm 
s i z e  12423.808 

Farm 
sales 15391.179 

Adoption 3.141 
Risk 2.359 
Agency 

con tac t  6.205 3.965 4.380 3.761 12.33~ 
P a r t i c i -  

pa t i on  0.359 1.006 0.515 1.395 .7472 
Co-op 
member 0.359 0.483 0.311 0.465 .5163 

O f  f - farm 
employment 3.500 6.187 5.098 5.148 4.059 

No. o f  enter-  
p r i ses  7.205 5.054 4.477 4.789 1 5 . ~ 6 ~  

Solvency 5.924 16.315 2.617 8.336 3.769 
Poverty 
s t a tus  0.820 0.386 0.841 0.367 .I456 ............................................................ 

a = p < .001; b = p < .01; c = p < .05 
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Table 3. Discr iminant  f unc t i on  coe f f i c i en ts :  Farm-income 
dependent and nonfarm-income dependent households 

Unstandardized Standardized Within- 
d iscr iminant  d iscr iminant  s t ruc tu re  
c o e f f i c i e n t s  c o e f f i c i e n t s  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

Var iable Function 1 Function 1 Function 1 

Race .340 0.166 0.084 
Sex .270 0.071 0.129 
Age -.1045D-01 -0.150 -0.004 
Education -198 -0.360 -0.064 
Household s i ze  -. 360D-02 -0.014 0.012 
Years farming .183D-02 0.034 0.032 
Farm h i s t o r y  .258 0.074 0.031 
Amount saved -.489D-04 -0.049 0.158* 
Powerlessness -. 131 -0.132 -0.012* 
Economic 

secu r i t y  . lo9 0.107 0.155 
Markets and 

pol i c y  .903D-01 0.090 0.057 
Comnitmen t -. 689D-02 -0.007 -0.022 
Pessimism -. 158 -0.156 -0.126 
Acres owned .132D-04 0.024 -0.081 
Acres rented -.666D-03 -0.073 0.068 
Acres operated -.738D-05 -0.027 -0.039 
Farm assets .155D-05 0.185 0.166* 
Economic farm 

s i ze  .267D-05 0.452 0.191* 
Farm Sales .134D-03 0.946 0.778* 
Adoption .305D-01 0.051 0.299* 
Risk -.931D-01 -0.127 0.186* 
Agency .548D-01 ,0210 0.211* 
Pa r t i c i pa t i on  -.I50 -0.190 -0.052 
Co-op member -.245 -0.115 0.043 
Off-farm 
employment -. 5900-01 -0.327 -0.121 

Number o f  
enterpr ises .349D-01 0.171 0.235* 

Solvency -. 410D-02 -0.049 0.117 
Poverty status -.745 -0.279 -0.023 
(Constant) .I24 

Canonical co r re la t l on :  0.155 

M i l ks '  lambda = 0.430 x2 = 162.39 w i t h  28 df ,  p < ,001 
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(-.360), o f f - fa rm employment (-.327), and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  
farm and extension organizat ions (-.190). 

A d i f f e r e n t  perspect ive on the func t i on  can be a t ta ined 
by examining the s t ruc tu re  coe f f i c i en ts .  As b i v a r i a t e  
cor re la t ions ,  t he  w i th in -s t ruc ture  c o e f f i c i e n t s  r e f l e c t  how 
ind i v i dua l  var iables are re la ted  t o  the function. Thus, i t  
i s  apparent t h a t  var iables t h a t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between farm.  
income-dependent and nonfarm income-dependent households are 
those tha t  a f f e c t  the  amount o f  gross farm sales ( a  
w i th in -s t ruc tu re  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .778). Elements o f  t he  
farming system t h a t  are most s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la ted  t o  amount 
o f  farm sales are the  resource and enterpr ise  
cha rac te r i s t i cs  o f  adoption o r  recomnended farm pract ices,  
number o f  production enterpr ises,  and contact  w i t h  agency 
personnel. Resource cha rac te r i s t i cs  o f  farm s ize  and the 
management s t ra tegy  o f  r i s k  are a lso  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la ted  
t o  farm sales. General l y ,  household cha rac te r i s t i cs ,  
inc lud ing sex and educational l eve l  o f  the  operator, amount 
o f  money saved, socio-psycho1 og ica l  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward 
economic secur i ty ,  and farming enterpr ises as ind ica ted by 
pat te rns  o f  o f f - fa rm employment are no t  as important as the  
household's resources i n  accounting f o r  d i f fe rences i n  
amount o f  gross farm sales. 

The sumnary s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  the model (Wi lks '  lambda o f  
.430), p <.001) ind ica te  t h a t  the  d i sc r im ina t i ng  var iab les  
are very e f f e c t i v e  i n  d i s t i ngu i sh ing  between the farming 
systems o f  farm income-dependent and nonfarm 
income-dependent households. 

Smnary and discussion 

The f i nd ings  o f  t h i s  study i nd i ca te  t h a t  there  are 
s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences among the  farming systems and 
pat te rns  o f  farming o f  small-farm households. Many o f  t he  
d i f fe rences seem t o  be a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the r e l a t i v e  
importance o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  i n  prov id ing  t o t a l  household 
income. The dimension o f  the  farming system t h a t  accounts 
f o r  the most d i f fe rences i n  the  processes and outcomes 
associated w i th  farming i s  t h a t  o f  resource cha rac te r i s t i cs ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  those associated w i th  managerial s t ra teg ies- -  
adoption o f  recomnended farm pract ices,  w i l l i ngness  t o  
accept the r i s k s  associated w i th  making changes i n  t he  
operation, size, and scale o f  t he  farm, and contact  w i t h  and 
u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  agency resource--al l  o f  which are p o s i t i v e l y  
re la ted  t o  the  amount o f  gross farm sales. i n  add i t i on  t o  
scoring higher on each o f  these i nd i ca to rs  o f  managerial 
s t ra teg ies ,  farm income-dependent households a lso  tend t o  
have greater  cont ro l  over more farm assets, as ind ica ted by 
the  value o f  land and equipment owned (an expected 
associat ion).  

Farm income-dependent households are a lso  involved i n  a 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  la rger  number o f  product ion 
enterpr ises than nonfarm income-dependent households. 
Households t h a t  are more dependent upon farm income are much 
more l i k e l y  than nonfarm income-dependent households t o  
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d i v e r s i f y  t h e i r  en te rp r i ses  by producing a v a r i e t y  o f  crops 
i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  l i ves tock .  Nonfarm income-dependent 
households, on the  o ther  hand, tend t o  r e s t r i c t  t h e i r  
en te rp r i ses  almost s o l e l y  t o  f i e l d  crops. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  being s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  i n  t he  
amount o f  farm income and i n  the  processes associated w i t h  
i t s  product ion,  farm income-dependent and nonfarm 
income-dependent households d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  
soc io-psychologica l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  and pa t t e rns  o f  off- farm 
employment. Farm income-dependent households have a h igher  
p o s i t i v e  score on t he  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  economic s e c u r i t y  ( they  
seek economic s e c u r i t y  from farming)  and a low negat i ve  
score on pessimism ( they  tend no t  t o  be pess im i s t i c  about 
t he  f a m i l y ' s  f u t u r e  i n  farming) .  h o n g  farm 
income-dependent households, bo th  t he  operator  and t he  
spouse a re  l i k e l y  t o  work p a r t  t ime o f f  t h e  farm, whereas 
nonfarm income-dependent households a re  o f t e n  charac te r i zed  
by an opera to r  who works f u l l  t ime o f f  t h e  farm and a spouse 
who works p a r t  time. The f i n d i n g  o f  no s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f fe rences  between farm income-dependent and nonfarm 
income-dependent households f o r  e i t h e r  of t he  two measures 
of  economic wel l-being, solvency r a t i o  and pover ty  s ta tus ,  
conf i rms t he  hypothesis  t h a t  smal l - farm households employ 
d i f f e r e n t  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  achieve t he  same degree o f  economic 
we1 1-being . 

Imp1 i c a t i o n s  

I n  order  t o  b e t t e r  accomnodate t h e  d i f f e r e n t  needs o f  
smal l - farm households, numerous e f f o r t s  have been devoted t o  
the  development o f  smal l - farm typo log ies .  The t ypo log i es  
a re  o f t e n  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  complex d i v e r s i t y  o f  resource 
combinations and outcomes (e.g., s i z e  o f  hold ings,  amount o f  
gross farm sa les )  t h a t  cha rac te r i ze  small- farm produc t ion  
systems. While var ious  con f i gu ra t i ons  o f  resources p rov ide  
a bas is  f o r  c l a s s i f y i n g  small- farm popu la t ions  i n t o  f a i r l y  
homogeneous groups represen t ing  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  t he  c o n t r o l  o f  
resources, they  a re  l ess  e f f i c i e n t  i n  ana lyz ing  dec is ion-  
making processes o r  economic outcomes associated w i t h  
a l t e r n a t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  o f  resource u t i l i z a t i o n .  A r e a l i s t i c  
appra isa l  o f  t he  s ta tus  o f  small- farm households must 
consider  no t  on l y  resource u t i l i z a t i o n ,  b u t  i n t e r a c t i o n s  
among resource a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  resource u t i l i z a t i o n ,  t he  
e f f e c t s  o f  decision-making processes on t h e  o rgan i za t i on  o f  
resources, perceived and r e a l  soc i a l  and economic 
cons t r a i n t s ,  and f a m i l y  farm and nonfarm goals. Only 
through simultaneous cons idera t ion  o f ,  and s e n s i t i v i t y  to ,  
v a r i a t i o n s  i n  a l l  o f  these dimensions can p o l i c y  makers and 
program developers reach any degree o f  p r e c i s i o n  i n  
understanding how smal l - farm households organize t h e i r  
resources t o  respond t o  t he  pressures and oppo r t un i t i e s  
w i t h i n  t h e i r  environments. Inasmuch as small  fa rm(er )s  have 
been i d e n t i f i e d  as a key group f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  development 
s t r a t eg i es ,  an understanding o f  t he  process i s  a 
p r e r e q u i s i t e  t o  so l v i ng  the  problems o f  small  - farm 
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households. The e x p l i c i t  ' a r t i c u l a t i o n  o f  d i f fe rences among 
farm households as a f fec ted by r e l a t i v e  dependence upon farm 
income i s  one step toward the fo rmula t ion  o f  programs and 
p o l i c i e s  appropr iate t o  the needs o f  a heterogeneous 
small-farm population. 
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