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Praologue

This study was an attempt to answer important questions before
they were asked. Education in this state and all others, and
indeed in the entire world is a costly enterprise. It consumes
one of the largest shares of the budget of government at the
state and local level. People frequently pose the question “"Does
education pay?" Few would argue that it is not needed, but many
would question how much and for whom the education dollar should
be spent, given that the dollars are in limited supply. Few
would attempt to weigh the benefits against the costs in any real
terms.

But there are some kinds of education where the results are
fairly immediate and can be partially translated into economic
terms. These are the programs with which this study deals; the
farm management education programs for adult farm families.

This is a study of impact. It attempts to measure in several
ways if the expenditure for educational programs has had an
impact on those persons the programs were designed to serve. It
measures not only the processes that occurred as a result of
economic investment, but the product of that investment - are
thaose whom the program touched different because aof it? There
was an adjustment in the process because of the agricultural
crisis. The question is if adjustments in process led to impact
on people in crisis.

This study will demonstrate that there was indeed impact. In
every measure of impact, those who were touched by the programs
were better able on the average to cope with financial crisis
than those who were not participants.

Legislators whao had the wisdom to provide for program expansion,
maintenance and redirection will be pleased to see the impact of
their action. Administrators at state and local levels will be
reassured that while they have not solved the problems of rural
America, pragrams which they administer are aiding in the
solutions.

Education does not cost - it pays! It is an investment in
Minnesota’s present and future. It protects and multiplies the
worth of our most valuable resource — pegple.



THE IMPACT OF THE MINMESOTA FARM MANAGEMENT EDUCATION PROGRAM DN
FARM FAMILY SURVIVAL: A STUDY IN CRISIS PREVENTION AND
INTERVENTION.

INTRODUCTION

The management education program for farmers is not new. The
basic concepts on which it is based had their trial in the
veterans training programs following World War 1I. These same
concepts guide the implementation and operation of programs in
the decade of the 80°‘s just as they did in the decade of the
40°’s. It 1is based on theoretical concepts of education that have
been proven time and again to work effectively with adult

populations. Even some of the measures of farm organization and
efficiency used in the analyses of the farm business date to an
era before the Great Depression. Yet modern studies have

demonstrated their ability to define the earnings and progress of
the farm family of the BO‘s with equal clarity.

Nor is it a new idea to show concern about impact. Cvancara? as
early as 12464 did a matched pairs study to ascertain if farmers
received value +From their instruction. His study showed an
advantage in gross income of about %500 per year for farmers in
the management education program after costs of attending had
been deducted. Rolloff,® testing for impact among Ffarmers in
Dhio, showed a benefit cost ratio of about $53 to 1 for farmers
and community expenditures on management education. The Rolloff
study, bhowever, exaggerated benefits and minimized cost making
the true benefit-cost ratio lower than reported, but still highly
pasitive.

In Minnesota, there have been four major studies following
Cvancara’s initial effort. All have used different methodology
and all have arrived at similar conclusions regarding impact.

The Persons et.al.® study was the most exhaustive. It used a
sophisticated benefit cost formula and curvilinear regression to
establish the benefit to farmers. The over 3000 farm records

examined in this study showed an impact as measured by benefit
cost ratio of about 4:1 for an individual farmer and 2:1 for the
community when only farmer net returns to labor and management

were considered as benefits. When stimulated business activity
was the benefit measure, the benefit cost ratio rose to 9:1.
A different approach was followed by Richardson “. He chose to

ask more questions about program quality and to examine program
content. Rather than examine farm records as was done in the
Persons, Rolloff and Cvancara study, Richardson asked farmers
about their perceptions of the monetary value of the program.
They reported a range in monetary value from O to $15,000 per
vyear with an average value of $3000-$5000.

The major benefit of the Richardson study was in the valuing and
ranking of the kinds of activities farmers thought important.



Farmers ranked activities that had reference to financial
management (record keeping, analysis, tax planning, etc,} highly.
Richardson’‘s study was restricted tao farmers who were currently
enrolled in a farm management education program. Shiflet =,
using essentially identical procedures and techniques, followed
the Richardson effort by studying the responses of persons who
had dropped out of management education programs {for numerous
reasons. It was interesting to note that those who dropped out
gave similar responses to their priority for content and their
perception af value as did those who were currently enrolled.
There were, howsver, a larger number who gave less positive
responses about the value of the program to their own farm
business.

Thome © used still another approach. His target study group was
veterans who had participated in the Viet Nam veterans training
program. Like the other studies, his conclusions called
attention to the gains that had been made by the veterans in
getting established. His study group showed a gain in earning of
about #8000 per year adjusted for general economic inflation and
reported in constant dollars. This is particularly significant
since during this periad, the earnings of the average Minnesota
farmer measured in constant dellars, fell £283/yr.

The latest study was done in conjunction with a Project
Support/Project Survival? report to the legislature on the
service to farmers. This report, presented to a legislative
committee in 1986 was primarily a quantitative report, showing
the number of clients who had been served and the hours of work
contributed to assisting FmHA offices in meeting the demands of

clients. Mo attempt was made in that report to draw judgmental
conclusions about the economic worth of the farm management
education program or its impact on crisis prevention and
intervention.

Since the last report to the legislative committee the full body
of the legislature has once again shown canfidence in the farm
management education program by appropriating substantial funds
for program expansion and maintenance. It was nat the first shaw
of confidence. 1In a prior year the Minnesota legislator funded
vacational agriculture farm management and the Minnesota
Extension Service in a Jjoint proposal to ease the farm crisis.
Barlier legislation, creating the Farm Security Program for
Beginning Farmers, had a provision to make farm management
education mandatory for loan recipients. A similar story can be
told about crisis legislation that reduces interest payments and
involves farms in special financing provisions. These
legislative acts also require participation in farm management
pragrams.
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THE PROBLEM AND OBJECTIVES

The evidence supporting public expenditure on farm management
education is positive and strong. The benefit-cost ratio exceeds
that of almost any other public and most private investments.
But the evidence has been gathered in a different era and in
different economic times. Do management education programs far
farmers today have the same positive impact? What evidence is
there that the management programs have had impact on individual
farmer crisis prevention or on crisis intervention? Are farmers
who are part of management education programs better able to deal
with the agricultural crisis than those who are not? One might
also ask what quantitative effect the infusion of new money has
had? Have more people been served? How many?

It is likely that in the 1long term the real proof of crisis
prevention and intervention will show in the number of farm
operator survivors and in the quality of their business life.
But decision makers in education and in policy development

positions cannot wait for the long term. They must have more
immediate clues upon which to base decisions about current and
short term public support. To provide those clues, this study

addressed the following specific research questions.

1. What was the quantitative result of increased financial
support? How has the status of programs changed in regard to:

a) the number of full time equivalent farm management educators.
b) the number of farmers enrolled in farm management programs.

c) the number of analyses completed for Minnesota farmers.

d) the number of contacts with farmers in crisis utilizing one or
mare of the {financial planning tools provided by FINPACK
saftware.

e) service to farmers through cooperation with FmHA Offices

f) service in farm mediation through professional service as
financial analyst or mediators.

2. What is the current financial condition cof farms by area as
shown by the area analysis summaries®? Is there evidence that
farmers in management programs have slowed the progress of income
and net worth deterioration when compared ta the general
population of farmers?

3. Is there a difference in the rate of business claosure (with
or without loss to creditors) between farmers in management
praograms and those not enrolled?

4, What perceptions do farmers have about the value of farm
management education programs in relation to their ability tao
cope with the current crisis. Are these same perceptions held by
creditors in rural communities?



STUDY METHODDL OGY

It is obvious from the variety of guestions that were asked about
the farm management education program that no single source of
data collection or technique was sufficient to supply all of the
data. Thus a variety of techniques, seeking information from a
variety of sources were employed.

The were 8 primary sources of data for this study.

1. Farmers enrolled in farm management education
programs at the time of the study (Fall - 1986)

2. Summaries of farm business record analysis data as
published each year by the agricultural coordinator in
each analysis area.

3. Archives of farm record data maintained by area
agricultural coordinators.

4, Records of the State Department of Agriculture.

9. Records of the agricultural section of the State Board
of Vocational and Technical Education.

6. Records from individual Farm Business Management
instructors.
7. Archives of newspapers and advertising papers where

official records of business foreclosures and public
auctions were published.

8. Creditors employed in farm credit granting institutions
in selected towns in Minnesota.

Even a casual perusal of the list would suggest that some sources
provided only selected bits of information while other specially
selected sources provided major data for this study. The major
data were obtained by sampling.

The Sampling Process.

The data collected in this study were not all obtained by random
process. Some were from a deliberate sample.

The information on auctions and foreclosures was obtained from
all of the counties in which a member of the adult agriculture
advisory committee member resided. Fourteen counties were
included in this portion of the survey. They are shown on the
map on Figure 1. The thirteen members of the advisory committee
served aa the data collection enumerators for this portion of the
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study. One area coordinator not on the advisory committee
collected data on foreclosures and auctions to provide
representation of farmers in North Western Minnesota.

Each of the area coordinators was requested to randomly select
two farm management instructors from his area whose students

would be asked to respond. To be eligible for selection the
instructor had to meet three criteria:
1. The program had to be in continuous operation for the
past 8 years.
2. The current instructor had to have at least 3 years
tenure in the school.
3. The program had to bhave met the state guidelines for
enrollment and number of analyses for each of the past
3 years.

This group of 12 randomly selected teachers was added to the
thirteen teachers on the advisory committee +to identify the 23
schools Ffrom which all +farm management enrollees would be
surveyed. This sampling scheme exposed approximately 875~1000
farm families as potential recipients of the questionnaire on
perceptions of the program. The locations by county of all 25
programs is shown in Figure 2.

Farm creditors were selected from the suggestions given by twenty
five teachers who were chosen to survey their farmers. ‘Each
teacher provided the agricultural area coordinator the names of 2
creditors in their town or community whom they thought were
knowledgeable about the farm management education program. It
was stressed that the creditors needed only to be knowledgeable
but were not expected to necessarily be strong advocates of the
management program. Area coordinators collected data from
creditors by personal contact, although the everyday stress of
business prevented creditors from always responding when visited.
Prepared surveys were in some cases left for creditors to
complete and mail. Eighty-eight percent of the creditors
responded.

Instrument Design:

Two basic instruments were designed to facilitate data
collection.

The instruments for recording data on auctions and foreclosures
were almost identical. Enumerators had to check the time period
to which the data applied, provide the source of the information
and a description of the action. When recording auctions only
the name of the person and the county in which he/she resided was
requested. For foreclosures additional information about the
kind of creditor initiating the foreclosure notice was also
requested. There was also a space for the area coordinator to
indicate if the person was a member of the farm management
education program. A copy of each form is in Appendix B.

10
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The instrument for use with farmers, except for program profile
data, was taken almost verbatim from the instrument used by
Richardson in his 1979 study. Since it was important to know if
farmer attitude was different now in a period of crisis then it
was in 1979, whenever possible individual questions and series of

guestions were left intact. There were only one or two minor
additions to reflect concerns that surfaced in the past few
years. A portion of the Richardson study requiring a @-sort

technique was not used. In portions of the report of findings of
this study you will find reference to Richardson data for

comparison purposes.

A copy of the questionnaire used in this study and a copy of the
Richardson questionnaire is included in Appendix B.

The questionnaire for creditors is identical in concept to the

assessment section of the questionnaire for farmers. Waording of
items was changed only enough to ask for the creditars’ opinion
about the program in relation to farmers’ opinion. The farmer

profile data were not included in the creditors questionnaire. A
sample is in Appendix B.

Data Collection Procedurest

The Agricultural Adult Advisory Committee was briefed on the data
collection procedures in a 1 1/2 hour training session. The
purposes and objectives were reviewed as well as the specific
instructions for enumeration. Forms and a brief cover letter for
gathering information on auctions and foreclosures were sent
approximately the first week of October. Frequent telephone
contact was maintained to speed the collection process. Data
were obtained for foreclosures in fourteen counties with a single
piece aof property in each of two other counties, giving
information from a total of 16 counties. Foreclosure notices for
126 farmers were included in the reports.

Information from farmers was obtained by making each of the
teachers selected responsible for delivering the questionnaires
to his/her constituents. No record was kept of the number of
questionnaires actually delivered, since some were sent by mail,
same handed out in class and some delivered during the home
visit. It is estimated that between 875 and 1000 questionnaires
were available to farmers. About 615 were included in the
analysis. A small number (less than 20) were received after the
data analysis was complete.

Collection of data for creditors was initiated by a personal
visit by the area agricultural coordinator. While most of the
data were collected during the visit, some surveys were mailed to
the coordinator at a later date. Forty four of the 50 creditors
responded.

12



Dther data were collected either from public recard or through
personal or telephaone contact. Some information was supplied
directly by Mr. Murray who had collected it either from his own
records or through contact with teachers under his supervision.

Data Analysis Procedures:

Data were analyzed using the StatPak Software program and the
Compaq computer supplied as part of the management program
augmentation.

Much of the economic data were analyzed on a simple spreadshaet
using Lotus 1-2-3. All data were descriptive only.



FINDINGS: PRESENTATION OF DATA.

Profile of Enrollees:

Common questions from persons unfamiliar with farm management
education programs are "who does the program serve?" and " What
are the students 1like?" Individual instructors could answer
without hesitation about their own individual programs, but they
may:be: unsure if the program they managed was typical of other
pragrams in the state.

To provide a profile of participants in the farm management
program, the: 615 farm families who responded to the questionnaire
provided data on themselves and their farm business. The
questionnaire was completed by 163 females and 505 males
indicating that in some cases (5&) more than one person supplied
the information requested. This section of the report shows the
profile of farm management enrollees in October of 1984. The
information is from a broad cross section of the enrollment in
the state and represents roughly 20 percent of the families
enrolled at the time of the survey.

This profile should be viewed <cautiously. It represents
enrollees in older, well established farm management programs and
does not include persons in new programs or programs where the
instructor was new. A random sample of farm families enrolled in
the program would show a different profile in some aspects since
families in newer programs would not have had the opportunity to
be continuously enrolled for any extended length of time.

14



Table 1. Farm Family Profile of Members of Well Established
Farm Management Programs: A Summary.

Mean Range
Min. Max.

Number of people in the business 2.33 1 &
Number of females in the business 1.02 0 3
Number of males in the business 1.31 1 4
Average age of females 38.9 i9 72
Average age of males 38.9 17 81
Average years of school completed -~ Females 13.1 a 18
Average years of school completed - Males 12.8 a8 18
Years of H.S. vo—ag completed - Females « 64 - =

By those who reported some H.S. vo—ag;
339 reporting of 628

Years of H.S5. vo—ag completed - Males 2.42 - =
By those who reported some H.S. vo—agj;
604 reporting of 802

Number of Females with Education in Ag- 37. * *
beyond high school

Number of Males with Education in Ag 196. * *
beyond high school

Years in Farm Mgt. Eﬁucatian program ?.1 1 31

ficres if owned (avg. tillable 271)No:S528 318. 0] 1800

Acres if rented (avg.tillable 33B)No:S1S5 372. o 2200

Average acres farmed-both owned and S1é6.

rented by all cooperators.

#Data not available or confounded.
Expanded Profile of Selected Measures:

Some characteristics of farm management enrollees are not well
represented by simple averages or rangesy the distribution tells
a better story about the enrollees. To provide detail on some o¥f
the key measures, additional tables are incorporated in Appendix
A on age distribution, education distribution, farm size

a2
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distribution and tenure 'in the management education program.
Types of Farms Served:

Agriculture in HMinnesota is very diversified. While individual
farms may be quite specialized, in the aggregate they are a
diverse group. To illustrate the diversity of farms served in
the management education program, farmers were asked to indicate
what kind of farm they thought they had. They were to check up
to three different descriptions of crop and livestock
organization. If they thought even three descriptors did not
describe their farm, they were to check diversified. Table 2

reports the farmers’ perceptions of the kind of farm they thought
they had.

Table 2. Self Perception of Type of Farm by Farm Management

Enrollees

Type of Farm Number

n=568
Dairy 90
Dairy, Hogs 21
Dairy, Beef 8
Dairy, Other livestock 7
Dairy, Cash Crops 65
Dairy, Hogs, Beef 4
Pairy, Hogs, Other 1livestock 2
Diary, Hogs, Cash Crop 25
Dairy, Beef and Cash Crop 7
Hogs 23
Hogs & Beef 8
Hogs & Other Livestock 2
Hogs & Cash Crop Q7
Hogs, Sheep % Cash Crop 3
Beef 3
Beef & Cash Crop 33

16



Table 2 (continued)

Sheep 1
Sheep & Cash Crop &
Other livestock & Cash Crop 1
Dther livestock, Cash Crop & Veg/Fruit 1
Cash Crops 123
Fruits & Vegetables 1
Dairy, other livestock, Cash Crops 146
Dther combinations &
Diversified 15

It has been a common phencmena that farmers beget farmer. More
than 85 percent of the farmers are knawn to be sons of farmers
with another 4-6 percent of the principal farm agperators known to
be daughters of farmers. Farm land alsao gets passed from
generation to generation. To illustrate the roots that farm
management enrollees have in farming, each was asked heow many
generations of their family had farmed the land or a portion of
land they now farmed. The results are interesting, and help one
to understand why, even in the face of adversity, farmers are
reluctant to leave the land. Table 3I shows *the generational
connections of the farm management families with the land they
farme.

Table 3. The Number of Generations of Family that have Farmed
Land Now Operated by Farm Management Enrollees.

No. of Prior Generations of No. of Families
The Family Operating The n = 544
Present Farm.

1 136
2 174
3 156
4 59
S 11
1) 3

37



It is with some pride that families look back over many
generations of stewardship of farm land. To have a designated
Century Farm is a mark of great accomplishment. To operate a
farm that was claimed even before Minnesota became a State must
give a great sense of satisfaction. Farmers were asked in this
survey to report when the farm land they now farm was first
purchased by a member of their family. Table 4 gives some sense
of what it means to have a farm that has been in the family for
many generations.

Table 4. The Date of Purchase by a Family Member of Farm Land
Now Farmed by Management Education Enrollees.

Period of Purchase No. of Families Reporting
n=473
Before 1860 S
1860 - 1879 28
1880 - 189% 44
1900 - 19219 o4
1920 - 1939 84
1940 - 1959 142
19260 - 1979 97
1980 - Present 21

Program Growth and Expansion:

An understanding of the profile of farm management education
enrollees will be helpful in the future development of programs
for farmers. But of greater importance is the ability of the
educational system to respond to stimulation by legislative
augmentation of funds for program support. Twice during the past
four years the legislature has increased funds for adult farm
management programs.

Two criteria were used to measure program growth and expansion:
1) number of programs and FTE instructors and 2) the number of
farmers enrolled in management education and other forms of
instruction (not including incidental adult instruction that may
have occurred as part of secondary programs). Program growth is
shown in Table 5.

18



The decrease in the number of farmers enrolled and the number of
instructors during the period of 1981-83 was due primarily to
budget constraints and some uncertainties of funding during that
period. The number of instructors and farmers has increased
significantly in 1984 and 19805. It is anticipated FY 1986-87
will show similar increases in enrollment as a result of reduced
tuition and the maturation of programs expanded or began in 1985
and 19864.

TABLE 5. Number of Prograss and Personnel Engaged in F.B. Mgt. Education - 1980-84

Year Starting No. of Schools Hith No. Full Time No. Part Time No. FTE Instructors
Prograes Instructors Instructors
1980 92 922 12 98,0
1981 8B 87 9 91.5
1982 a3 a3 8 87.90
1983 1 81 10 86.0
1964 1 83 B B7.3
1985 92 92 14 9.3
1986 104 102 21 114,0
TABLE 4. No. of Fareers Enrolled in Fara Management and Other Managesent Related Instruction - 1900-86
Year Farn Hgt. Other Inst,
1980 4230 B6t4
1981 H70 7430
1982 4068 7122
1983 3852 4448
1984 3904 4706
1985 4057 6918
1986 4407 7500



As a result of 1985 legislation, farm management education instructors
were equipped with computer hardware, trained in the use of FINFAC
software and assigned to assist farmers 1in crises. Some effort was
directed at farmers who were members of management education programs,
but much of the time and effort was devoted to those in need who were
not enrollees. Table 7 shows the effort made in the time period May-
December 1985 and December 198BS - September 1984. Almost 7000 farmers
were reached by adult farm management instructors during this period.

Table 7. Fara Management Education Instructor Participation In Crisis Prevention/Intervention: GSpecial Activities
Individual Consultations - 1989-B6

Tiae Peripd Time Period
Individual May 85 - Dec. 85 Total Dec 835 - October 86 Total ‘brand
Consultation Regular Non Regular Non Total
Enrollees Enrollees Enrollees Enrollees

Number 2,119 1,238 3,357 1,716 1,838 3,594 -6,911
Associated With
Financial Mgat.
Hours Spent in 11,340 5,937 17,217 19,400 3,748 25,168 42,445
Face To Face
Consultation
Non Enrollees XXXX "9 499 XAXX 386 284 1,085
assisted VIA
telephone
Number of
Computer
Programs Run

1,624 906 2,530 1,720 885 2,505 3,135
FINLRB
FINFLO 254 187 44 1,334 383 1,919 2,360
FINTRAN 74 43 119 152 30 202 2
OTHER 444 131 973 589 12 b1 1,236

Assistance was given 1in three general areas: farm financial

management, family stress management and family resource management.
Table B contains the distribution among these three categories as
recorded by instructors.
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Table B. Fars Hanagement Education Instructor Participation In Crisis Prevention/Intervention: Special Activities
Broup Sessions: - 1983-84

Time Period Tiee Period
Focus of May 85 - Dec. 85 Total Dec 85 - October 86 Total Grand
Group Activity Regular Non Regular Non Tatal
Enrollees Enrollees Enrolles Enrollees

Farm Fin. Hgat. 823 1,203 2,028 1,029 1,102 2,13 4,159
Family Stress 174 233 407 285 438 123 1,130
Hoet.

Family Resource 11 14 125 2346 i 47 472
tgat.

The Farm Crisis Intervention Project initiated much activity relative
to financial planning, largely through the introduction of the Compaqg
computers and FINFACE software. This activity occurred both with farm
management enrollees and non-enrollees. As exhibited in the preceding
tables, this activity took a variety of forms, both in individual and
group instruction. Coping with family stress and management of family
resources were also taught in group sessions. In addition to the
activities conducted solely through their departments, many farm
management instructors participated in cooperative efforts with county
FmHA offices, as provided in the Farm Crisis Intervention Project.
These activities are documented in tables 9 and 10.

Ther2 was no obligation to participate in FmHA office activity during
the December 8% - October 1986 period. Farticipation was voluntary in
response to requests from local FmHA offices.

In a significant number of cases, the farm management instructors
helped farm families develop approaches to problems. Farm management
instructors were expected to assist farm families in develaping
strategies Far dealing with crisis. Table 10 illustrates six
categories of strategies that were generally pursued.



TABLE 9. Farm Management Education Instructor Participation In FaHA Office Activity

ITEH Hay-Dec 1985 Dec 1985-Oct. 1984 Grand Total
No. of Days 860 94 954
No. of Hours 5,821 b18 6,439
Type of Activity
Buaranteed Loans 170 20 190
Operating Loans 248 56 304
Security Checks 177 2 17
Chattel Appraisals 107 b 13
Analysis of Past Years
Records 261 17 278
FINLRBS 233 9% 627
Loan Deferrals 170 15 183
Other 130 0 130

TABLE 10. Farn Management Education Instructor Participation In  Crisis Prevention/Intervention: Special Activities
ficcomplishment: 19B5-86

ACCOMPLISHMENT: Tire Period Tise Period

Develaoped A May 85 - Dec. B85 Total Dec 85 - October B Total Grand

Strategy Regular Non Regular Nan Total
Enrollees Enrollees Enrollees Enrollees

To continue Farming 1,399 659 2,058 1,980 526 2,506 4,564

To DObtain Off Fara 33 165 498 423 125 548 1,044

Income

To Discontinue 86 133 221 134 93 227 448

Faraing

For Fanily Resource 548 268 816 487 123 610 1,426

Hgt.

For Dealing with 315 m 632 153 153 805

Stress

Re-entering Faraing i i 1 1 2
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Mediation Activity:

In addition to their regular duties in teaching and assisting
farm families with regular financial skills and strategies, many
farm management instructors have become involved with mediation,
either as a mediator or financial consultant to the farmers in
mediation. A summary of mediation activities is 1listed in Table
11. All participation in mediation is voluntary since it was not
mandated by mediation legislation, but grew out of the
capabilities established by the crisis legislation which provided
computerized planning tools.

TABLE 11. Fara Business Management Instruction Participation In Mandatory Mediation ~ March - October L, 1984

Activity Munber

Serve as Financial Analyst

No of Farmers Served 283

Estimated No. of Hours 3507
Serve as Wediator

No. of Fareers Served 45

Estimated No. of Hours s
fss't. Extension Office in Coordination

No. of Cases Handled bb

Estiaated No. of Hours 343
Other

No. of Cases 24

Estimated No. of Hours 263

Financial Condition of Farmers in the Farm Management Frogram.

The +financial condition of farmers enrolled in the farm management
program is described in the Statewide summary of Selected Items from
Farm Operators Financial Statements attached to this report as Appendix
D. This summary was taken from the area record analysis summaries for
the years 19280-835.

One of the objectives of this study was to make a caomparison between
the earnings of farm management enrollees and Minnesota farmers in
general. Because of some basic differences in determination of
earnings between the farm management record analyses and the Minnesota
Dept. of Agriculture — USDA statistics, there was some difficulty in
finding a common measure. Inventory values are calculated differently
in each of the data systems, so the most representative sarnings
measure is net operating cash (cash income minus operating expense).
Consequently, this measure was used in the comparisons found in Table
12. The base year to calculate comparisons was 1981 because of arester
uniformity in the USDA date collection from 1921~3%,

A

7%
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TABLE 12. Income of Fara Managesent Enrollees Compared to General Fara Population

Year Farm Management Net 1 of 1981 Minnesota Net Cash 1 of 1981
Cash Dperating Income USDA Figures

1981 25,592 100 14,834 100

1982 24,359 95 17,421 103

1983 33,935 133 19,548 116

1984 23,573 92 15,397 )

1985 28,377 1 22,498 134

The net cash operating income of farm management enrollees moved in the
same direction as farmers in general during the years studied.
However, the level of net cash earnings of farm management enrollees
showed a dollar advantage ranging from %5879 in 1985 to #14387 in 1983.
Although the percentage change from the base year was lower than the
state average in 1981 and 1985, the level of net cash earnings held
considerably over the state average.

Comparison of Business Closures-—

The Farm Management instructors who were members of the Minnesota Adult
Farm Business Management Advisory Committee collected data from
official county newspapers for the periods March-April, 1985 and March-
April, 1984. The names of farmers having farm auctions or foreclosures
were forwarded to the area adult agriculture coordinators who compared
those names with their 1list of farm management enrollees. The
percentages of farmers undergoing a business closure were then compared
with the percentage of all farms who experienced closures.

Farmers were considered to have been a member of a farm management
program if in any year from 1980-1986 they had their farm business

analyzed through the Vocational Agriculture farm business analysis
system.
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Table 13. Auction Sales and Foreclosures of Farm Management Enrollees
Compared to Farmers In General.

- — — — — ——

Total No. of Number in Percent
Farms—Commercial Mgt. Program of Total
Total Farms 55,9452 5,539= ?.9
Farms Having
Auction Sales™ 722 56 7.76
Farms with
Foreclosure Notices~< 126 9 7.14

0Of the commercial farms in Minnesota 9.9 percent were or had been
enrolled in farm management education programs. If management
education programs had no benefit in helping +farmers deal with
finmancial crisis, it would be anticipated that approximately 2.9
percent of the farmers having auctions or being foreclosed upon would
also be counted as farm management eduction program enrollees. That
was not the case. Only 7.76 percent of the auction sales and 7.14
percent of the foreclosures were with farmers who were enrolled in farm
management education programs at any time during the 1980-1986 period.

Appendix C contains Figures 3 and 4 which show the counties from which
the auction/foreclosure data were obtained. The figure showing
foreclosures also shows by symbol the kind of credit agency that
-initiated the foreclosure action.

Farmer and Creditor Perceptions of Farm Management Education Programs.

As described earlier, farmers Ffrom 25 farm management education
programs were asked to respond to a questionnaire relating to their
perceptions of the management education program. A total of 615

farmers responded +to all or part of +the questions asked. Fifty
creditors were asked to respond to a similar query, and forty—-four
responded. In the tables, which follow, farmers and creditors
responding in 1986 are compared to farmers responding in 1979 to
determine if the responses appear to be appreciably different. No
statistical tests of significant differences were employed.

L Based on 1982 Census — Commercial farms based on $20,000 gross sales
= Estimated number of different farms with analysis 1980-1985

= Actual auction sales in 25 sample areas March—-April, 1985, and Marct
- Actual foreclosure notices published in 25 sample areas Marchk-Qgr:l,
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Table 14. Contributions to the Family from Participation in the Adult

Farm Management Program, Ranked in Order of Importance

Richardson Study

1979: Farmers by
Family Contribution Years of Enrollment

1-3 4-6 >6

Total
(n=58) (n=50) (n=113) (n=221)

1986 Study

Farmers Creditors

(n=615) (n=44)

Increased Earnings 3 3 2
Less Workload 9 9 9

Improved Outlook on
Farm Business
Opportunities =] & 7

Improved Management
Skills 1 1 1

Better Knowledge of the
Capabilities aof Yoursel+f
and Your Business 2 2 3

Exchange of Ideas, Skills,

and Techniques Gained

Through Class Discussion,

Tours and Instructor’s

Visits 7 7 6

Community Social Aspects

Gained Through Attendance

at Banquets, Tours and

Class Meetings 10 10 10

Development of Greater

Confidence in Actions

Taken and a Feeling that

Greater Goals can be

Accompl ished & 4 S

Considering the Farm

Operation More as a

Business than a Way

of Life a8 8 8

A Feeling of Greater
Security in the Business
Decisions Made 4 S 4

2
9

10

3

Q

10

2

9

10
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Respondents were asked first to rank in order of importance, 10
benefits they might have received as a participant in the farm
management education praogram. Rankings with comparisons are shown
in Table 14. '

The ranking of the 10 contributions by farmers survey in 1986 is
almost identical to the ranking of farmers in 1-3 years of
enrollment in 1979, differing only in items ranked &th and 7th
place. The degree of agreement is extraordinary. When compared
to creditors, farmers place the same three items in the top three
ranks (although in slightly different order) and the same two
items in the bottom ranks as do creditors. Again, the degree of
agreement is extraordinary. Except for some minor variations in
the middle of the rankings where perceived differences may be
small, farmer surveyed in 1984, farmers surveyed in 1979 and
creditors surveyed in 1986 assign essentially the same rank order
of importance to 10 selected contributions farm management
education programs make to farm families.

Instructional Methodology.

Farmers and creditors were also queried about the kind of
instruction they perceived to be of most benefit. To provide some
measure of stability of farmer perception, the seven alternatives
used by Richardson wRere used. However, two primary instructional
methods have been used much more frequently since 1979 and were
added to the list: individual instruction using the computer, and
regular access to the instructor via telephone.

Table 15 shows how farmers and creditors responded to the question
on preferred methodology. With the two items added to the
Richardson list, the ranks are not directly comparable, but still
provide infarmation that suggests some changes in farmer emphasis.
NMote that the individual farm visit to the farm still ranks number
one. It is followed by the other forms of individualized
instruction: individual computer assistance with planning and
management and with telephane contact.
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Table 15. Type of Instruction From Which Respondents Perceived They
Received the Most Benefit

Rank of Importance

Richardson Study: 1986 Study

Type of Instruction Farmers by Years
of Enrollment: 1979
1-3 4-4 >6 Farmers Creditors
(n=38) (n=31) (n=114) (n=61%) {n=44)
Classroom Meetings 3 2 3 4 &
Farm Tours with Prepared
Material 4 4 4 9 8

Farm Tours in Small Groups
with Impromptu Ruestions
and Answers 2 3 2 6 =

Individual Farm Visits to
Your Farm by Instructor

on Scheduled Basis 1 1 1 1 1
Newspaper Articles of

Local Concern 7 7 7 7 Q
Monthly Farm Management

Newsletter & & [ S &6
Farm Demonstration Plota S 5] S 8 7

Individual Inst. Using

Computer to do Long Range

Budgeting, Cash Flaw

Planning and General Fin.

Mgt. NA NA NA 2 2

Regular Access to Consul-
tation by The Instructor
Via Telephone NA NA NA 3 3

Group sessions (classroom meetings) is next in order of preference
by both farmers and creditors in 1986. Such activities as farm
tours with prepared materials, farm demonstration plots and
newspaper articles were on the bottom of the 1list of both groups
surveyed in 1984. It appears that monthly newsletters have taken
on greater importance for a number of farmers with this item
ranking bhigher than any of the other media based alternatives.
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It is likely that farmers respond to the kind of instructional
methodolagy where the instructor shows the most expertise. In
general, farmers and others place priority on individualized
instruction of all kinds, classroom instruction and then an
techniques where the instructor may have shown particular skills
in providing education and guidance.

Program Objectives.

With the major economic and structural adjustments in agriculture
during the 1980s, there was some question about how farmers viewed
the objectives of the Farm Management Education programnm.

Table 1& shows that there is absolute agreement among the farmers
survaeyed in 1986 and those surveyed in 1279 as to the priority
order of the objectives of the farm management program. Likewise,

creditors gave almost an identical response. It is vital tao
recognize that the objectives of the program in the eyes of the
user have not changed. It would appear that no change in the

direction of management education programs should be considered at
this time.

Farm Management Frogram Activities.

Farm management instructors frequently wonder if they are doing
the right things! The previous discussion of oabjectives
illustrates that the farmers are in clear agreement as to the rank
order of importance of the various abjectives. But how do they
feel about the specific activities? To gain same perception of
how farmers and creditors viewed the instructor’s role, they were
asked to respond to twenty—nine statements to indicate: 1) If
they thought this activity was part of the farm management program
and 2 Did they think the activity should be part of the
management program. The responses are reparted in percentages,
that is a 95 means that ?5 percent of the respondents thaught the
activity was (or should be) part of the program of instruction.
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Table 14. Adult Farm Management Program Objectives Ranked in
Order of Priority by Farmers and Creditors

1979 ; 1986
Richardson Study Respondents
Program Objectives Years of Enrollment Farmers Creditors
1-3 4-6 >6
(n=57) (n=54) (n=118) (n=6195) (44)

Assistance in Setting
Goals and Planning 4 4 4 4 4

Assistance in Keeping
Complete and Accurate
Farm Records Including
Inventories 1 1 1 | 1

Assistance in Interpret-
ing and Analyzing Farm
Records 2 2 2 2 3

Technical Assistance

Relative to Crops,

Livestock, Buildings

and Equipment S S S 3 é

Assistance in Planning,

Implementing and ‘

Evaluating Changes in the

Farm Business for more

Efficient and Profitable

Use of Resources : 3 3 3 3 2

Improved Family and

Community Life through

Development and Applica-

tion of Sound Management

Decisions and Practices b6 6 6 b6 35




Table 17 Perceptions of Present and Desired Activities That Are or
Should be Part of the Farm Management Frogram of Instruction

Farmer Responses Creditor Responses
Is Part af Should be Is Part
Program Part of of program
7 Program 74
y 4
Assistance in keeping =) @7 100
Accurate Farm Records
Interpretation of Your Farm 924 97 6
Operation Analyses Report
Assistance with Crop &S 80* Ba+
Planning and Soil Mgt.
Livestaock Feeding and 44 &0 68+
Ration Improvement
Farm Business Credit &5 79 &1
Planning
Assistance With Cash- go 88 Qb+
Flow Projections
Aiding with Building and 49 64% 52
Machine Purchases
Assisting with Building 37 S3x 27
and Farmstead Layout
Income Tax Mgt. and a7z 2 77
Planning
Income Tax Preparation S2 &6 48
and Filing
Assistance with Estate 346 97+ 32
Planning
Creating an Understanding o8 77 &8

of the Farm Product
Marketing Options Avail.

Assistance with Livestock 24 41u 464
Health
Aiding in the Improvement 38 50 71%

of Quality of Livestock
Production

A %)
Pl



Table 17 (continued)

Livestock Breeding and 21
Genetics
Crop and Herbicide 54

Demonstration Plot

Assistance with the 13
Understanding of Farm
Machine Repair % Main.

Development of Mech. 14
Skills, such as Welding
and Electrical Wiring

Assistance with Knowledge 40
of Crop Harvesting and
Handling Alternatives

Assisting with Suggestians 27
for Farm Building Repair
and Modification

Assisting in Establishing 68
Family and Business Goals

Assistance with Farm 49
Transfer and Operating
Agreements

Assistance in Interpreting 75
Gov't. Farm Program
Regulation

Coping with Family Problems 25
Involving Mental Stress
and Pressure

Assistance with Under- 42
standing the Legal and

Tax Aspects of Foreclosures,
Bankruptcy and Other Finan-—
cial Crisis Situations.

Assistance with Communica- 37
tion Among and Between

Family Members Regarding

the Operation and Manage-

ment of the Business.

Assistance with Planning 44
Personal Expenditures
and Budgeting

33

&6

38»

40#

S7»

47 %

77

ao*

86

a7

b1x

52

sS4

o7+

57

23

14

b6+

43+

82

39

84

19

17+

26

31



Table 17 (continued’

Assistance with Organizing 43 &2% 25+
and Managing the Farm

Office Including Computer

and Software Selection

Provides an Unbiased 70 77 31+
Impartial Perspective
of the Farm Business

# Expectation is 15 percent or more greater than the current assessment

Table 17 shows how farmers and creditors responded. It is abvious
that there is a great deal of variation in the specific activities

among various praogramse. Almost without <fail, Ffarmers reported
help with keeping records and interpretation of the analysis
repaort as both a present and desired activity. Next in order of
accomplishment were the planrning activities - both those that

dealt with the financial management of the business and those that
involved enterprise planning. Technical knowledge and assistance
was the lowest on the list of both activities accomplished and
desired. It should bhe noted, however, that the greatest
discrepancies existed between what is and what should be on the
technical items. For example only 13 percent of the farmers
reported that the instruction provided "assistance with the
understanding of farm machine repair and maintenance" while 38
percent, or one-quarter more of those surveyed thought this
artivity should be part of the program. To help spot these
discrepancies more easily, each item where the expectation is 15
percent or more greater than the current assessment is marked with
an # asterisk.

The symbol (+) marks responses of creditors if they deviated from
farmer responses by 15 percent or more. It is of value to note
that creditors often perceive the farm management program to be
more highly oriented to technology transfer than do farmers. They
also significantly underrate the role the managerial program plays
in things such as computer advice and assistance with bankruptcy.
1t may be of value to note that creditors do not rate the
"unbiased, impartial, perspective of the farm business" the same

way farmers do. Creditors are cautious in suggesting that the
perspective given to farmers by the management programs and their
instructors is impartial. Since this question was not asked in

the 1979 survey, it is not possible to determine if the farm
crisis has had an impact on how creditors view the impartiality of
the management program.

Marrative Responses.
To allow both creditors and farmers to express their own views,

they were asked to respond to two open ended questions requesting
their opinions.

(7]
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Farmers were asked "In vyour own words, list two reasons why you
decided to enroll in a farm management education program." Of the
615 questionnaires received, 5BB persons gave one or more
responses to the question. Researchers read each response and
categorized them into categories of similar content. The
responses were categorized into the 18 items shown in table 18.

Table 18B. Response to the Question "In Your Own Words List Two Reasons

Why You Decided to Enroll in a Farm Management Education

Program." 588 of 615 farmers responding
General Category of Reply Frequency
Record Assistance(Including depreciation) 251
#Correct, Accessible Source of Valid Information 123
Availability of Record Analysis % Interpretation 96
Individual Instruction -68
Development of General Management Skills &0
Tax Planning & Preparation 47
Encouragement and/or Requirement from Other 435

Individuals or Agencies (Farm Security,
Creditors, Co.Agent, Dad, VoAg)

Gain General Farming Knowledge 42
Assistance in Financial Planning 39
Gain Knowledge % Control of Own Business 33
Decision—Making Assistance 27
Comparison with Other Farms 20
Desire to Increase Earnings 15
Assistance in Dbtaining or Maintaining Credit 10
Share Ideas 10
Assistance w/transfer or establishment 9
Began with Veteran’s Program 3
Other (decrease work load, lower cost, etc.) 3
# Includes: General info-9, Crop Mgt. 25, Livestock Mgt. 15,

Marketing B8, Government Programs 9.
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While ¢there are many reasons for enrollment listed, it is
interesting to note that "Desire to increase earnings® was not a
high priority reason. It was listed by oniy 13 farmers or 2.5
percent of the respondents as a reason for enrolling.

Some typical responses were:

Allows clients ¢to see where they have been, where they are
now, and where they are going in terms of farm financial
management.

Improve farm management skills, especially through sharing
practical ideas with instructors and fellow farmers.

Develop record keeping system that will enable %them ta
analyze their business and adapt to current conditions.

Improve profitability by using the information provided by
the management reports.

Farming is a business and business decisions must be made
with accuracy. Farm management offers the tools needed in
the sound decision making process.

Todays economy places an emphasis on finding and using
various tools for management. Farm management affers the
access to these tools with assistance in using the tools to
theif fullest extreme.

A second query asked about what farmers liked mast about the
management program. Table 19 shows the categorized responses to
the question “"In your own words list the two things you like best
about the farm management education program.®
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Table 19. YIn Your Own Words, List The Two Things You Like Best About
The Farm Management Education Program." 573 out of 615

responding.

General Category of Reply Frequency
Buality and Availability of Individual Instruction 216
An Easy, Accurate, and Thorough Record System 127
(Includes 12 replies listing computer tools)

Availability and Interpretation of Record Analysis 117
#8 Source of Current, Reliable Information 105
Tax Management Assistance S7
Aid in Goal Setting & Financial Planning 42
Comparisan With Other Farms 40
Computer % Software Availability and Assistance 30
Liked the Program in General 235
Decision—Making Assistance y 23
Sharing of Ideas | 21
Classes and Group Sessions 16
Ability to Develop Managerial Skills 15
Knowledge % Control of Business 15
Tours and Demonstration Plots | 12
Gives Confidence & Support to Decisions 11
Credit Assistance 7
Lower Cost 7
Assistance with Transfer or Establishment S
Farm Management Newsletter 2
Negative Response 1

# Includes (crop 25, livestock &, general 45, marketing 19, government
programs 10)
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The responses closely parallel the responses

to the question an

program benefits reported in Table 14. Only one farmer gave a
negative response. Some of the typical responses were:

Instructor helps customer with guestions regarding changes in
farming operations either taking place or neaded.

The availability of individualized instruction by a highly

qualified instructor at the local level.

Goal setting and progress reports.

The advisaors and their capabilities ta have their enrollees

present me with acczurate farm records,

production and costs.

Our program offers so much, marketing skills; production,
cost analysis, budgeting, etc. Growth potential is strived

+or and most of the time reached.

Creditors were asked similar questions.
responses to the question about reasons

Table 20 1lists the
for joining the farm

management praogram. All of the creditors responded.

Table 20. Response to the GQuestion: "In Your Own Words, List Two
Reasons Why You Think Your Farmer Clients Shoq}d Decide to
Enroll in a Farm Management Education Program: Number of

Responses = 44

r d

— — —

Response Category

Number of Responses

Decision Making Tools % Assistance
{Including Cash Flow Assistance)

Development of Record Keeping Skills

Praovide Tools % Assistance To Develop Management
Ability Including Analysis

Better Knowledge of Own Operation
Access to Current Technology
Marketing Skills

Goals and Personal Develaopment

Dther Generally Positive Statements

13

10

10

Ww » U 9
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Creditors emphasized record keeping, decision making, developing
managerial ability, and better knowledge of the operation as the
primary reasons for farmers to join. Some typical responses were:

To help understand where I am at in my farm business at the
end of the year.

To get a better handle on costs of production for individual
enterprises.

Assist in improving profitability of operations.
To learn better marketing skills.

To get better business information in setting future goals
for farm business growth.

Creditors were also asked how they 1liked the farm management
program in their community. Table 21 shows how creditors
expressed their views of the farm management program.

Table 21. Creditors Response to the RQuestion: "In Your Own Words,
List Two of the Things You Like Best About the Farm Management
Education Program in Your Community Creditors.

Response Category Number of Responses
Decision—Making Help - Records, Cash Flows, Etc. 15
Access to a Qualified Instructor 14
Analysis & Comparisons 13
Contributes to Farmers Success, & Personal 7

Development, Goals

Marketing & Technical Knowledge 3
Generally Positive Statements Regarding Program 3
Help Farmers in Trouble Including Gov°'t. Programs 2
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Creditor responses were not unlike those of farmers, concentrating
on the high priority activities that involved instructor/farmer
relationships and the information that could be gained from a
systematic study of the farm business. Some typical responses
were:

The availability of the instructor for any help and questions
we might have.

The financial planning, analysis and consultation.
Analysis of yearly records as compared to other cooperators.

Having good and organized records from which to make
decisions.

The confidential and unbiased perspective of the instructor
helps keep the business on an even keel. Instructor is
invaluable'

Manetary BGains From Farm Management.

Table 8 illustrated that farmers did not place increasing earnings
as the high priority reason for joining a management education
pragram, although it could be argued that increasing earnings
would be the ultimate outcome of many activities to which farmers
did ascribe a high priority.

In the introduction to this paper several studies were cited in
which economic return was the primary focus of the study. A true
testing of economic return in a benefit-cost analysis was beyand
the scope of this study in both time and resources. But
Richardson in 1979 tested the farmer’'s perceptions of what the
dollar benefits of the program were by asking a simple question
about their perception of earnings attributable to farm management
instruction. Both farmers and creditors were asked the same
question. To determine if perceptions today are different than
perceptions of 1979, Table 22 shows how farmers and creditors in
19846 responded compared to farmers in 1979. The specific question
asked of farmers was "Everyone recognizes that the income from
farming is not as good as it could be, but given these conditions,
how much of your annual income do you attribute to vyour
participation in the farm management education program? How many
more or less dollars in Net  Income did you feel you earned each
year than other farmers 1like vou who were not in the farm
management education program?" Creditors were asked about their
perceptions of farmers who enrolled versus those who were not with
basically an identical question. The results of those gquestions
are shown in Table 22.
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Table 22. Perceptions of Farmers and Creditors of The Annual Monetary

Benefit of Farm Management Education Participation.

Degree of Increase or Richardson — 1979#% 1986 1986
Decrease in Average Years of Enrollment Farmers Creditors
Annual Income 1-3 4-4 >6

(n=22) (n=33) (n=53) (n=317) (n=20)
Least o Q (0] 0 1,000
Most 10,000 10,000 15,000 50,000 12,000
Average 3,473 3,073 4,962 4,381 4,900
Median NA NA NA 3,000 5,000
Mode NA NA NA 5,000 5,000
95% confidence interval around the mean 3I799-4983 3688-6111

#Weighted average — all groups cambined = $4081

The 19846 sample of respondents is much larger than the 1979 sample
reported by Richardson so it would be expected that the range of
responses (differences between high and 1low) would be greater.
There has also been an increase in general farm size during this
intervening period. The increase in weighted average from $4081
in 1979 to the average %4381 in 1986 is likely tied to both
increases in farm size and increases in the general productivity
level of farm business, even in periods of unfavorable economic
conditions. The stability of the estimates among and betwaen
groups is rather surprising given the economic crisis conditions
for many farm families. The fact that their estimates aof benefit
are still sizable perhaps relates to their ability to cope better
with crisis, and the +fact that the sample group represents
students from well established, stable farm management education
pragrams.

Farmer and Creditor Recummendatians.

Another measure of satisfaction is if the current enrollees would
recommend that their friends and neighbors also enroll. To test
the strength of their recommendations, they were asked +to respond
n an 11 point scale (0-10) if they would encourage their neighbars
to enroll.



Table 23. Degree of Encouraging Neighbors to Enroll in Farm Management
Education Praograms.

Scale No. Reporting No. Reporting
Farmers (n=598) Creditors (n=43)

Strongly O 1 0
Di scourage

1 3 o

2 2 0

3 1 o

4 3 0

S 41 2

6 i8 2

7 52 1

a 126 9
Strongly 9 94 12
Encourage

10 257 17

Mean = 8.6 8.8

The mean response from both farmers and creditors was very
similar. It should be noted, however that a small minority (10 of
998 or 1.74) of the farmers would discourage their neighbors from
joining. No attempt was made to identify why they would
discourage them. None of the creditars would discourage farmers
from enrolling, but some (2 O0f 43) took a neutral stance and would
neither encourage nor discourage. A more sizeable number of
farmers were alsao neutral, with 41 of 598 or 6.8 percent neither
encouraging or discouraging their neighbors.

The conclusions and implications of these findings are discussed
in the next chapter.

41



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

This study of impact represents a major at-risk examination of the
farm management education program at a time when all public
programs are subject to careful scrutiny. It was guided by the
need to know if the changes in economic climate and structure had
altered in an appreciable way the perceptions participants have of
the management education program. While there had been previous
evidence of the "process" of crisis intervention in an ailing
agriculture there was 1little except conjecture about the real
impact that the processes had had on those the programs of
management instructions and crisis intervention had touched.

There was need also to examine purpose and content. The
abjectives for farm management education, established in the last
1960°s, had not been verified since 1979 to determine if they were
in fact the objectives thought by farmers to be important. Along
with objectives was a need to re-examine activity: Are pragrams
doing the right things?

This study represents data from a wide variety of sources. Each
piece was selected to answer a specific question or group of
questions. The primary data sources were as follows:

1. Census and survey records from the State Department of
Agricul ture.

2. Summaries of farm business records from the six analysis
regions for the years 1978-198S5.

3. Archive recaords from the regional farm management
analysis centers for the period 1980-1786.

4, Archive recards from selected official county newspapers

for the period March 1 - April 30, 1985 and March 1-
April 30, 198é4.

S. Archive records +from selected county newspapers or
advertising supplements for the same period listed in
item 4.

6. Ruestionnaires fram 415 farm families enrolled in 25
different farm management programs.

7. Buestionnaires from 44 farm credit managers selected

from the same cities or towns from which farmer
questionnaire information was abtained.

8. Records from the agricultural section of the State Board
of Vocational And Technical Education.

Conclusions:

1. The vast majority of farms in the farm management program are
single family businesses represented on the average by 1.3
males and 1.0 female.

2. The average age of men and women enralled in well established
farm management education programs is 38.9 years and ranges
from 17 to 81 years of age. y

3. Both males and females are generally high school graduates,
but females have slightly more formal education than males
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

(13.1 vs. 12.8 years)

About 1/2 of the females and 3/4 of the males have had some
high school vocational agriculture, but males have had more
instruction than females. (2.42 years for males and .6 years
for females)

Some farms were taotally owned by the enrollees. Some were
totally rented. Most were a combination with an average total
farm size of 516 acres.

Farms in the management education program are highly diverse.
Farmers classified their farms into 25 different types of
farms. The largest single enterprise farms were classified
as dairy, hog or cash crop farms.

Many farm management families are on farms that bhave been in
the family for some time. Over 400 of the farmers reported
that at least a part of the farm had been in the <family for
two generations or more.

All or part of the farm being operated by 77 of the 475
families responding -were acquired in the 19th century with
some dating back before the civil war.

The infusion of new State dollars into management education
programs has allowed them to regain their scope in the number
of programs and personnel. The 1986 FTE count of 114
compares to the 1983 low for the decade of 86 FTE.

The number of farmers enrolled in farm management and other
instruction closely parallels the number of instructors. In
1986 there were 4407 farm management enrollees and 7500
enrollees in other adult agriculture programs.

The engagement of Farm Management instructors in all forms of
crisis intervention - FINPACK, Mediation, FmHA activities has
been outstanding. Twenty—six person years of assistance has
been given from May, 1985 te September, 1986. Almaost 7000
farmers were aided during this period using the computer
hardware and software provided by special legislative action.
Adult management instructors contributed 3.2 person vyears of
skilled assistance to FmHA offices and 1.75 person years to
the mediation process. ;
The net cash income of farm management enrollees moved in the
same direction as Minnesota farms in general during the 5
year period studied, but in absolute dollars, farm management
enrollees generally showed higher net cash -4ncomes than
farmers in general.

About 10 percent (9.9) of the commercial farms in Minnesota
have been enrolled in farm management education programs at
one time or another since 1980.

Farmers who are members of management education programs sold
their farm at auction or were subject to foreclosure at a
lower rate than were farms in general during the crisis
periods including March - April 1985 and March - April 198&4.
Farmer perceptions of the contributions of the farm
management program to them have not changed appreciably since
a similar group was surveyed in 1979 prior to the farm
economic crisis. Farmers still rank improved management
skills, better knowledge of personal capabilities and
increased earnings as the three most important contributions
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of the management program.

17. Individualized instruction ranks highest among the type of
instruction from which farmers perceive they receive benefit.

18. The aobjectives conceived in the late 1%260s and ranked by
farmers in 1979, have exactly the same ranking in 1984.
Assistance in keeping records and in analyzing and
intarpreting the records are the two ranked highest by farm
families. )

19. Farmers generally agree that activities associated with
planning and record keeping are and should be part of the
management program. Technalagy transfer instruction and
activity is lower on the list of what enrollees now get from
their management program. Some of the biggest discrepancies
between the activities that now occur and those that should
occur are in the technolagy area, but even then what farmers
perceive should occur in these areas is perceived as less
important than the planning activity.

20. Farmers generally join management programs to impsove
management skills and those activities associated with being
a good manager. Increased earnings is not a strong motivator
by itself {for program membership. Creditors gave similar
responses.

21. Farmers listed individual instruction, the simple record
system and assistance with analysis interpretation as their
tap responses when asked what they liked about the program.

22. Farmers perceive the gain in income to be about $4300 per
vears; approximately the same as reported in 1979.

23. 0Only a few farmers would not recommend the management
education program to their neighbors (less than 2 percent)
although a larger number (6.8 percent) were neutral. Some of
the lack of enthusiasm may spring fram the fact that some of
the farmers were forced to enroll by creditaors and others
rather than enrolling voluntarily.

24, Creditors were strongly supportive of the farm management
program with 41 of 43 indicating they would encourage farmers
to enroll.

Recommendationss

Almost without exception the responses to this study show a
positive impact from farm management education programs. Because
there are no areas of the program that appear to be contrary to
need from the standpoint of farmers and creditors, we must be
careful not to fix things that aren’'t broken. But we should take
heed from this study to consider the following recommendations.
They are not necessarily in the order of importance.

1. Many areas of the state still do not have access to
management eduction programs. Since this study of impact is
so positive it is 1logical that steps be enacted to insure
that every farm operator has access to farm management
education. In sparsely populated areas, this education may
need to take a different form taking advantage of the new
modern technologies for program delivery.



All forms of individualized instruction get high marks from
farmers. In areas where farms are sparse, some allowances
may need to be made in program rules to compensate for
enrollment density so instructors can deliver the form of
instruction thought by farmers to be most valuable.

Beginning instructors need to be carefully schooled in what
the clients consider as important activities and objectives.
As programs expand, there must be continued attention to pre-
service and in—-service education so teachers are skilled in

the expected tasks. It is obvious from the attention that
farmers give ta individual instruction, that the relationship
with the teacher is important. Training on how to deal

effectively in a one-to—one instructional/counseling role
should be high on the list of teacher training activity.

The expectations by farmers of teachers is high. To help
build and preserve quality, teaching materials for management
instruction should be kept up to date and revised on a
regular basis. Some funds should be set aside for this
activity on an annual basis.

Part of the incentive for this study was to determine if
legislative augmentation of farm management programs had an

impact during crisis. It is clear that it did. The
legislative body should be made aware of the impact and be
encouraged to continue strong program support not to

necessarily deal with the current crisis, but to prevent the
advent of a new crisis in years to come.

Others may suggest new and different recommendations based upon
their interpretation of the data presented in this study. The
authors are grateful for the assistance they have received and
welcome critique and review from others.
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Appendix A.

Table A-1. Profile: Age of Men and Women on Farms Enrolled in Farm
Business Management Education Programs, 1986

Age Category Men Women Total
n=794 A =618 %
<25 106 .13 S1 .08 157
26-35 257 - 32 222 « 35 479
36—-45 204 « 25 182 . 29 386
46-55 133 «16 106 .17 239
S56-65 74 - 09 53 .08 127
>64 20 .02 4 .00 24

Table A-2. Profile: Education Level: Men and Women on Farms Enrolled
in Farm Management Education Programs, 1986

Level of Education Number Reporting
Years Men Women
n=742 % n=550 %

Less than 8 & 0O
8 30 2.2 7

3.6
9 - 11 32 13
12 388 52.3 304 55.3
13 - 14 164 114
15 - 16 110 38.5 93 41.1
>16 12 17
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Table A-3. Profile: Farm Size: Number Reporting Owned or Rented Land
by Size Category

Size Category No Reporting No. Reporting
Owned Land? Rented Land?
n=917 n=9C0
€20 15 i8
21-160 140 _ 138
161-320 194 133
321-480 a3 77
481640 31 42
641-1000 34 &3
1001-1500 13 19
1501-2000 7 b
»2000 (o] 2

i0f the &15 farms reporting, only 517 supplied information on the acres owned
S00 on the acres rented.




Table A-4. Profile: Years of Enrollment in the Farm Management
Education Program.

Years Enrolled No. of Farmers
Reporting
1 41
2 42
3 42
4 44
5 40
) 42
7-10 135
11-14 115
15-18 54
18-21 35
>21 17
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Appendix B

Froject Impact

Ferceptions of the Farm Management
Education Program - Ag Frofessionals

You have an opportunity to work with and counsel a number of farmers who are members
of the farm management education program in your high school or through the AVTI. UWe
are trying to gain a perception of how professionals who work with farmers view the
benefits and activities of the farm management education programs. 7o help us
determine what that perception is, we are asking that you complete this brief
questionnaire. Note that there is no place for your name nor any place to identify
your city or town. That is deliberate. We want to be abie to examine your responses
without attribution.

1. Listed below are 10 benefits farmers may have received as a result of
participation in the farm management education program. Please rank them in the
order you think most important to them. Rank the most important benefit 1, the
second most important 2, etc. Rank all 10 items.

Fotential Benefits Rank Order of Importance
Increased EarningS.ccesceacanoamconsuanans N e

Less Workloade..aoeeeeeesanenonosaacanenanannsocannsssaannsssansess
Improved Outlook on Farm Business OpportunitieS..c.csscesscacacans
Improved Management Sk1llS.....eeieccncsnsaccassnsascsancssnrosnnn
Better knowledge of the Capabilities of Farmer and

his/her BuSineSS...ccceeuccesascsaasanssscasnnencnansancascaanonsa
Exchange of ldeas, Skills, and Techniques Gained Through Class

Discussion, Tours, and Instructor's ViSitS...eececceceosanccenanss
. Community Social Aspects Gained Through Attendance at Banquets,

Tours, and Class MeetingS..ceceessenccsvnanascncccnscanancasanans
Development of Greater Confidence in Actions Taken and a

Feeling that Greater Goals can be Accomplishede...cceceecansanes
Considering the Farm Operation More as a Business than a Way

D{ Ll'Fe---------l-----u-.---nl--lll...-----.-u--.l-----l--------

A Feeling of Greater Security in the Business Decisions Made......

NEREE

2. Listed below are 7 different types of instruction from which farmers may have
benefited. Rank order the top 5 types of instruction by assigning 1 to the
instruction from which you think farmers may have benefited the most, 2 the second
most important, etc. Rank only the top 5.

Type of Instruction Rank Order

Classroom MeetingS...cececcasescsanssancnssnssascnnnassacsonnsnnes
Farm Tours With Prepared MaterialS..ecsscesccrecsnccssncacncnssnss
Farm Tours in Small Groups with Impromptu Questions and
ANSWBIScacsascrsassnnssccnascsannnnncnssnosonsassnssaansassnnssans
Individual Instruction by the Instructor on a Scheduled BasiS....
Newspaper Articles and Columns Prepared by the Instructor........
Monthly Farm Management Newsletter......ecceeccccncsncscnsanaansa
Farm Demonstration PlotS.ccceeccncesicnessnvncesssnnsanccanancans
Individual Instruction Using the Computer to do Long Range
9udget1n9, Cash Flow Planning and General Financial Management...
Regular access to consultation by the instructor via telephone...
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3. Listed below are 6 commonly accepted objectives of farm management education.
Rank order thes ranking the objective you think should have first priority 1, second
2, etc.

Program Objectives Rank Order

Assistance in Setting Goals and Flanning..ceccccceacscsncencascns
Assistance in Keeping Complete and Accurate Farm Records
Including InventorieS....cecsccreecaccanasacss ttecemsasessnnanan .s
Assistance in Interpreting and Analyzing Farm Records.c.cececcas
Technical Assistance Relative to Crops, Livestock, Buildings
and Equipment......ccvccccnccrecsssnnnnns s(sTa[s1=]aleRs]Tal=1aTs"aro 5] a)uilsTo"e
Assistance in Planning, Implementing and Evaluating Changes in
the Farm Business for more Efficient and Profitable Use
of ReS0UrCEeS.cccsnsencsnscscnnasnssannns sessesessensnassacanas
Improved Family and Community Life through Development and
Application of Sound Management Decisions and Practices.......

P
—_————

4. Listed below are 21 activities or benefits that others have told us have been
part of management education programs. Check those activities or benefits you think
have been part of the management education programs available in your town, and those
you think should be part of the management program.

Progras Benefits or Activities Check here if you Check here if you
think this activity think this activity
or benefit is part of shauld be part of
the Mqt. Educ.Program the Mgt. Educ.progran
in comaunity. in cossimnity.

fssistance in Keeping Accurate Farm Records

Interpretation of Fara Operation Analysis Report

fssistance with Crop Planning and Soil Managesent

Livestock Feeding and Ration lsprovesent

Fars Business Credit Planning

fssistance with Cash-Flow Projections

Aiding with building and Machine Purchases

Rssisting with Building and Farestead Layout

Incose Tax Wgt. and Planning

Incose Tax Preparation and Filing

fssistance with Estate Planning

Creating an Understanding of the Fara Product Marketing Options #vail.
fissistance with Livestock Health

Aiding in the lsprovesent of Quality of Livestock Production
Livestock breeding and Gemetics

Crop and Herbicide Demonstration Plot

fssistance with the Understandings of Fare Machine Repair and Main.
Developaent of Mech. Skills, such as Melding and Electrical Wiring
fssistance with Knowledge of Crap Harvesting and Handling Altematives
fssisting with Suggestions for Fars Building Repair and Modification
fissisting in Establishing Family and Business Goals

fssistance with fare transfer and operating agreesents

fesistance in interpreting gov't. fare prograa regulation

Coping with fasily probless invnlving sental stress and pressure

NERRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRER
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fssistance with understanding the leqal and tax apects of foreclosures,
bankrupcy and other financial crisis situations.

fissistance with communication asong and between family meshers
regarding the operation and managesent of the business.

Assistance with planning personal expenditures and budgeting
fissistance with organizing and managing the fare office including
cosputer and software selection.

Frovides an unbiased ispartial perspective of the farm husiness

| ]

||

—
—_———

S. In your own words, list two reasons why you think your farmer clients should
decide to enrall in a farm management education program.
1.

&. In your own words, list two of the things you like best ahout the farm management
education program in your community.

i.

7. Everyone recognizes that the income from farming is not as good as it could be,
but given these conditions, how much of the annual income of farmers enrolled in fara
managepent programs do you attribute to participation in the {farm management
education program? How many gore or less dollars in net income did you feel they
earned each year than other farmers like them who were not in the farm management
education program? %

B. If you were visiting with your farmer clients about the farm management education
program, what would you recommend ta them? 0On a scale af 0 to 10 mark where you
think your response would best fit. Circle your response.

0 1 2 3 4 ) ) 7 8 9 10
Strongly Nei ther Strongly
Discourage Discourage Encourage
them from nar them to
Enrolling Encourage Enroll
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Appendix B

Froject Impact 10/07/84

Ferceptions of the Farm Management Education Frogram

I¥ vou have more +than I member in this farm business, vou
may prefer to confer with the other adualts. The puwrpose of this
inguiry is to determine vour perceptions of the value of the Farm

Management Education program to vou and your farm business.

Your instructor will not see your responses unless you
choose to  show them to him before returning the guestionnaire to
us for summary. When vou have completed the gquestionnaire,

please place it in the attached envelope, seal it, affix a stamp
and mail it or give it to vour instructor. He will in turn send
2ll he has collected to us for summarization. Thank vyou for your
help.

1. How manvy adult family members are part of your farm business? (For
example, husband =and wife and adult son would be 33 husband and wife anc
brother and wife, all in the zame businsss, would be 4).
Total Number (Males ____ _ Females __ )
2. Complete one column for esach person vou counted in auesstion #1.

Famales Males

fige of each person countead 1 2 3 4 1 2 = 4
in question 1. I I — o o e T
Martk an x for the person
completing the questionnaire __ e T ———
Number of vears of farmal
school completed plbsesy =m  suis e s e
Number of vears of H.GS.
vo—ag completed [~ L " T e
Number of years of full
time post secondary

or college sducation
completed with a major
emphasis in agriculture

F. How many ye=ars have you been a member of the Farm Management Educatior

program?® _____ vears

4. How many total acres did vou have in your farm busipess in 19347 ownec
rentad

(Count all acres, even thosz in woods, waste, farmstead, =tc.?

5. How many tillable acress did you have in yvouwr farm business in 1924 ownec
tillable __ rented tillable (Count all tillable acres, sven 1+ they

were in pasture crops).
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Tyoe of Instruction Flank Order
Classroom Meetings. ueueeuee s esyueessnssssensnnsssnnnsnonsnsssanss
Farm Tours With Frepared Materials.eos v nsnnrnananascnaccansass
Farm Tours in Small Groups with Impromptu Questions

ANd ANSKWEr S o o v & eEmmm 5 s v e S 8 SR § NS § R E R
Individual Imstruction by the Instructor on a Scheduled Basis...
Newspaper Articles and Columns Frepared by the Instructor....o-.
Fonthly Farm Manageament MNewsletber.iwveowewvsosuvuuonoenusoannnasnenu
Farm Demonstration Plobs. o ou e uecunn snononssnsnenssesesssetcsusss
Individual Instruction Using the Compuiter to do Long Range

Budgeting, Cash Flow Flanning and General Financial Management..
Feoular access to consultation by the instructor via telephone..

13, Listed below are & commonly acceplted objectives of
education. Rank order them ranking wvour first priority 1, second

Frogram Ohbhjectives
el

Azal st

-

istance in Setting Goals and Flanning..ececczsvosnsuncerevones
ance in Keeping Complete and Accurate Farm Records
Including Invenlor i o oeecens s w@kEes @ 6o adee § CRceen e & e aem 8 o ks
fAssistance in Interpreting and Analvzing Farm RecordS.cesecescanas
Technical Assistance Relative to Crops, Livestock, Buildings

N e e T e e e O e e T e e PRI Mt I S TS RS BRSPSt
fesistance in Planning, Implementing and Evaluating Changes in
the Farm Business for more Efficient and Frofitable Use

Of HESDUrCeS. s avwesssnsrsn s inalsfRaoned 1o Comes s s Erfing s seass s & ue
Improved Family and Community Life Lhrough Development and
Application of Sound Management Decisions and Practices.cecuwasse

[N

11. Listed below are 21 activities or benefits that others have tolc
have been part of management sducation prodrams. Check those activities o
benefits vou think have been part of vour management education programs.

Prograe Benefits or Activities Check here if this Theck hare if you
ackivity or think this activity
penefit is part should be part of
of your Kok, vour Mat, Edur,
Education Prograe Proorzaa,

Bssictance in Keeping Accurate Farm Keccrds

Interaretation of Yeur Farm Operation finalvsis Report
fissistance with Crop Flanning and Seil Manageeent

Livestock Feeding and Ration laprovement

Fare Busiress Credit Planning

dssistance with Cash-Flow Projections

fiding with Building and Machine Purchases

Assisting with Building and Farastead Layout

Income Tax M¥gt. and Planning

income Tax Preparation and Filing

fissistance with Estate Pianning

Creating an Understanding of the Fara Product Marketing Options Avail,
Assistance with Livestock Health

4iding in the Improvement of Buality of Livestock Production
Livestock Breeding and Genetics

Craog and Herbicide Demonstration Plot

h
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fssistance with the Understandings of Fars Machine Repair and Kain.
Jevelopaent of Mech. Skills, such as Welding and Electrical Riring
fssistance with Knowledge of Crap Harvesting and Handling Alternatives
fissisting with Suggestions for Fare Building Repair and Modification
Assisting in Estabiisking Family and Business Goals

fssistance with farm transfer and operating agreesents

hssistance in interpreting gov't. fare program reguiation

{oping with famiiy problems invalving mental stress and pressere
fissistance with undarstanding the legal and tax apects of foreclosures,
bankrupcy and other financial crisis situations,

Assistance with communication among and between family mesmbers
regarding the operation and management of the business.

fissistance with planning personai expenditures and budgeting ::::: :::::
fssistance with organizing and managing the farm office including
cosputer and software selection, O .

Provides an unhiased impartial perspective of the farm business

12. In yvour own words, list two reasons why you decided o enroll in a farm
management educsition program.

L i30S S O ESe

13, In vour own words, list two of the thinogs vou like best  abont the farm
management education pragram.

% ol Tl B e B E w B T TR TR RS SRR e
L)
14. Everyone recognizes fthat the income from farming is not as good as it

could be, but given these conditions, how much of youwr amnnual income do vou
attribute to your participation in the farm managem=nt sducation orogram?
How many more or less doliars in net  income did you fesl  you sarned each
year than other farmers like vou who were not in the farm management
eduration program?

15. If vou were visiting with yvour neighbors about the farm management
eduration program, what would vou racommend to them? 0On a2 scals of O to 10

mark where vou think vour response would best fit. Circle vour response.

G 1 2 3 4 S & 7 =] 9
Strongly Neither

Discourage Discourage

them from now

Enrolling Encourage



Check:

Feriod: March 1 - April 30,
Pariod: March 1 - April 30,

Appendix B

198BS _ _ Farm Management Impact
1986 _ _ U of M/SBVTE — 1986
Enumerator

Study

FARM ALCTIONS

Newspaper

County This Space For
Coordinator Use
Only

Date of Name of Fersons(s) County Member Not A

Publication Named in Auction Notice of Fmgt Member

Ma/Day
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Check:

Period: March 1 - April 3G, 1985 ___ Farm Management Impact Study
Period: March 1 - April 30, 1986 ___ U of M/SBVTE - 1986
Enumerator

NOTICE OF FORECLOSURES

Newspaper
County This
Space For
Coordinator
Use
Only
Date of Name of Personi{s) Was Creditor A County Member Not &
Publication Named in Action Bank Farm Indiv. of Fmogt PFember
Mo/Day Credit

Agency
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Apnendix B

Richardson Survev, 1979

Adult Farm Management Program Analysis

How many years have you been enrolled in the adult farm management program?
1 to 3 4 to 6 over 6

How many years do you anticipate enrollment in the adult farm management program
will be of benefit to you?

1 to 3 4 to 6 7 to 10 over 10

What do you consider to be the most important contributions to your family from
participation in the adult farm management program? (Rank in order of importance).

l. Increased earnings.

2. Less workload.

3. Improved outlook on farm business opportunities.

4, Improved management skills.

5. Better knowledge of the capabilities of yourself and your business.

6. Exchange of ideas, skills, and techniques gained through class
discussion, tours, and instructor's visits.

7. Community social aspects gained through attendance at banquets,
tours, and class meetings.

8. Development of greater confidence in actions taken and a feeling
that greater goals can be accomplished.

9, Considering the farm operation more as a business than a way of life.

10. A feeling of greater security in the business decisions made.

Which type of instruction do you feel you gain the most benefit from? (Rank in
order from best to poorest).

1. Classroom meetings.

2. Farm tours with prepared material.

3. Farm tours in small groups with impromptu questions and answers.

4, Individual farm visits to your farm by the instructor on a
scheduled basis,

5. Newspaper articles of local concern.

6. Monthly farm management newsletter.

7. Farm demonstration plots.
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(2)

The farm management program you participate in provides you with certain benefits

and assistance in operating your farm business. Check the practices you currently
are aware of that are provided by your farm management program and those you think
should be provided.

10.
11.
12.
13,
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,

25.

. Assistance in keeping accurate farm records.

. Assistance with crop planning and soil management.

. Livestock feeding and ration improvement.

. Alding with building and machine purchases.

. Income tax management and planning.

Currently Should be
Provided Provided

Interpretation of your farm operation analysis report.

Farm business credit planning.

Assistance with cash-flow projections.

Assisting with building and farmstead layout.

Income tax preparation and filing.

Assistance with estate planning.

Creating an understanding of the farm product
marketing options available.
Assistance with livestock health.

Alding in the improvement of quality of livestock
production.
Livestock breeding and genetics.

Crop and herbicide demonstration plots.

Assistance with the understanding of farm machine
repair and maintenance.

Development of mechanical skills, such as welding
and electrical wiring.

Assistance with knowledge of crop harvesting and
handling alternatives.

Assisting with suggestions for farm building repair
and modification.

Assisting in establishing family and business goals.




(3

General benefits you may expect to receilve from participation in the adult farm
management program are listed here. Rank them in the order of priority you feel
the program of instruction should have. (Place a "1" in front of the item you feel.
is highest priority, a "2" in front of the item of next highest priority, etc.).

1. Assistance in setting goals and planning.

2. Asslstance in keeping complete and accurate farm records,
including inventories.

3. Assistance in interpreting and analyzing farm records.

4. Technical assistance relative to crops, livestock, buildings
and equipment.

5. Assistance in planning, implementing and evaluating changes
in the farm business for more efficient and profitable use
of resources.

6. Improved family and community life through development and
application of sound management decisions and practices.

Which type of classroom meeting do you like the best? (Rank in order from best
to poorest).

1. Discussion lecture with visuals.

2. Discussion lecture without visuals.
3. Worksheets for you to work on.

4. Demonstrations.

5. Panel discussion.

6. Small groups working together.

7. Question and answer session.

8. Viewing films and slides.

How often do you feel the instructor should make on-farm visits to your farm?
Monthly

Six times yearly.

Twice yearly plus neéessary analysis visits.

Only necessary visits to complete the analysis.

Only when asked to come out.
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(4)

If a series of classes 1s held in an area in which you are interested, how many
classes would you most likely attend?

10 or more
_____5to l0
1 to 4

none

What type of farmer are you?
Both crops and livestock.
Just crops.
Just livestock.
Participation in the adult farm management program probably has resulted in some
changes in your farm business and/or some changes in yourself. Place a check
mark in front of the farm practices, behavior or attitudes that you directly or
indirectly perceive to be the result of your participation in the adult farm
management program. Please consider each item carefully.
1. Keeping an accurate set of business records.
2. Greater concern for the quality and quantity of feed fed.
3. Using artificial insemination or greater concern in quality
breeding.
4. Greater concern for livestock health.
5. Using improved livestock housing facilities.
6. Use of more labor saving equipment.
7. Using improved marketing methods (forward contracting, hedging,
direct selling).
8. Use of recommended crop varieties.
9. Using more effective herbicides and insecticides.
10. Soil testing before fertilizing.
11. Tissue testing to evaluate fertilizer utilization.
12. Conducting personal test plots to aid in the decision making
processes.
13. Using narrower rows.

14. Using certified seed.

15. Using improved'crop handling equipmrent.
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16.

—_—

17.

18.

19.

20.

21-'

22.

23.

24.

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

(5)

Constructing a periodic cash flow projection.

Keeping the credit institution properly informed.

Constructing an estate plan.

Involved with income tax planning.

Using farm records as the basis for decision making.

Involved in more community organizatioms.

Officer or leader in an organization.

Attend tours and meetings to keep current in areas of importance
gzbzzéibe to and read more farm publications.

Participate in more social functions and community activities.
Attitude towards education for myself and my family has changed.
More content with the position I have in life.

More content with the farm business I have.

Involved in political activity of some sort.

Enjoying more lelsure time.

Greater income for family living.

Greater income for family living compared to others in the
community that are not program participants.

Increased net worth.

Improved attitude toward risk and risk taking.

36.

37.

38.

Why did you enroll

in the farm management program?

How can the adult farm management program be improved?
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In your own words, explain what you like most about the farm management program.

Are other management programs or record keeping systems available to you in
your area?

If so, what are they?

After 6 years in the adult farm management program, would you conslder enrolling
in a private program of one type or another rather than continue in the current
adult farm management program?

Why or why not?

What 1s your perception of the average increase in annual income you have had
as a result of your participation in the adult farm management program?

$

How many farm families do you think one adult farm management instructor can
effectively work with?

Should the adult farm management instructor work with farm families for more than
6 years?

Is it unreasonable to expect adult farm management instructors to be working with
at least 42 farmer-cooperators with less than 6 years experience in the program?

1f so, why?

Is the farm management program you are enrolled in currently turning down anyone
who desires to enroll in the program?

1f so, why?
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Adult farm management instructors can be and are irvolved in a multitude of activ-
ities. Most of these activities are listed on the attached slips of paper. Using
the grid on this sheet, sort these activities into piles 1 through 9 according to
how you believe adult farm management instructors should be involved. The large
number in each square of the grid indicates how many slips may be placed in each
pile. Note - The small number in the corner of each square of this grid indicates
the degree of priority you would assign to the activity in question. Square number
1 is the activity you would give highest priority to; square number 9 the lowest
priority. When finished, fi1ll in the blanks of each square using the numbers on
the back of each slip of paper. The numbers have been randomly placed and are
significant only to the researcher.

l 2 5

slip of paper slips of paper slips of paper

4 o) 4

slips of paper slips of paper slips of paper

5 2 l

slips of paper slips of paper slip of paper
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Teaching adult Teaching adult Teaching adult Teaching a
farm business enterprise courses agriculture young farmer
management (Dairy prod'n., | mechanics classes course

corn prod'n.,etc.)
Consultation Lesson planning

with other tax-
payers and
organizations not

£ monom 1
fcimally enrolled

in classes

Obtaining and
preparing teaching
materials

Maintaining the
school facilities

Conducting on-farm
instruction

Attending farm
management
instructors
meetings

Attending
professional
meetings

Attending classes
and informational
sessions

Teaching high
school classes

Assisting with
FFA activities

Non-teaching

school related
activities

assigned by

school administration

Non-teaching

school related
activities

not assigned by
school administration

Participating in
and/or attending
community civic
activities

Confer with _
administrators -

Meeting with local
advisory committees
and/or groups

Keeping current
through reading
of books and
magazines




Appendix C

Table Cl. Farm Auctions by County and by Farm Management Membership Status

County Members Non—Members
Benton 1 2
Big Stone 0 S
Blue Earth 0 B
‘Brown 2 g
Carver (o] 1
Cass o] 3
Chippewa 4 22
Chisago o] 1
Clay 1 23
Cottonwood o] 11
Dakota Q 3
Dodge 0 1
Dougl as 2 17
Faribault 0 4
Freeborn 1 7
Goodhue 4 14
Grant 1 3
Jackson (o] b6
Kandiyohi & 24
LeSuer 0 3
Lincaln O 1
Lac Qui Parle 2 a8
Lyon 0 10
Marshall 0 6
Martin 6] 7
Mcleod 1 Q
Meeker 1 21
Morrison o] 16
Mower 1 é
Murray 0 S
Nobles 1 13
Ol msted 4 22
Ottertail 0 11
Pennington 2 S
Pipestone (o] 21
Pope 1 12
Red Lake (o] 2
Redwoad (o] 25
Renville o 20
Rice 0 15
Rack 1 29
Sherburne 0 3
Sibley (0] 2
Stearns 2 24
Steele 3 14
Stevens o] 17
Swift 3 28
Todd 9 92
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Continued

Traverse 0 3
Wabasha 1 &
Wadena o] 11
Waseca 0 11
Watonawan o] 8
Winona o] 2
Wright 0 4
Yellow Medicine 2 12
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Appendix C

FARM AUCTIONS

oy

1-10 non-members

11-20 non-members

21-30 non-members

n

\“>< 31 over

Boxed numbers indicate the # of
//// i AR ) member auctions

L o 7 < jfE;
{f/ ‘T:\ f}?,/:// //// £ /]

Figure 3. Farm Business Auction Sales by Farm Management
Membership Status .
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Table CZ. Foreclasures By Farm Management Membership Status and

Tvpe aof Creditor: 16 Counties Represented

Bank Credit Individual Insurance Total

Agency Companies
Members 3 4 1 1 Q
Naon—Members 15 ] 9 4 16 117
126
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FORECLOSURES

Appendix C
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Figure 4. Farm Business Foreclosures by Farm Management Membership

Status and Type of Creditor
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Appendix D

S TATEWIDE SUMMARY
Selected ltems 1978-1985

Farm Operators Financial Statement

source:
Minnesota Farm Business Management Education
Frogram Annual Reports — Table S Operators
Met Worth Statement

Compiled by:

Delbert L. Hodghkins, Area fAg Coordinator
Mankato Technical Institute

November 1985

Dennis Lehto

December 1986
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EAFLANATION OF RATIOS USED AND SFECIFIC METHOD OF CALCULATION

Table 1O — Ratio of Total Asseots to Total Liabilities. sometimes
called the Net Capital Ratio, measures the degree of satety
in the farm business. It shows the number of dollars

available to cover each dollar of debt.

Table 11 - Ratio of Net Worth to Liabilities, is a ratio of the
owners equity to his total debt. It expresses the
percentage of his liabilities that are covered by Net Worth.

Table 17 — Ratie of Non—Real Estate Assets to Non—Real Estate

Liabilities, sometimes called the Intermediate Ratio. It 13
calculated by dividing the sum of Livestock Inventory, plus
Crop, Seed, Feed and Supply Inventory, plus Machinery and
Equipment plus the Non—-Farm Asset Inventory by the Total
Non—-Real Estate Liabilities which are ofdinarily listed as
Chattel Mortgages, Notes, and Accounts Fayable.

Table 13 - Real Estate Assets to Real Estate Liabilities,
calculated by dividing the inventoried value of real ectate
(land, buildings, house, etc.) by the amount o+ real estate
mortgage and/or other real estate liability.

Table 1& — Ratio of Total Farm Expense to Total Farm Receipts,
sometimes called the Gross Ratio, expresses the percentage

-

o+ each dollar's worth of income consumed by expenses.

Table 17 — Ratio of Cash Operating Expense to Adjusted Total Farm

Sales, is calculated by dividing the cash expenses by the cash
income., adjustments having for sale of capital assets and -
capital assets purchased.

Table 18 - Ratio of Total Farm Receipts to Average Farm Capital -

Operator Share, sometimes called the Capital Turn Over Ratio is
calculated by dividing the owner's total receipts, cash and
accrued, by the -average capital owned that year. It
indicates the amount of income for.each dollar of investment
in the business. .
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Number of Farms included in average by area each year

TABLE 1 - NUMBER DF FARMS

1976 1379 1580 1931 1582 1983 1954 1583
Northwest Area (1} 451 509 482 179 425 356 202 7
Thief River Falls
Northwest Area (2} 287 248 297 293 200 156 160 204
Staples
West Central Area (3) 431 905 230 ol 468 43 &9 380
Willmar
Southwest Area (4} 250 302 40 296 301 304 216 267
Jackson
South Central Area (5i RGT 327 365 266 2B3 244 249 2E8
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) 317 267 342 200 206 )| 208 206
Austin
TOTAL 2187 2178 2376 2059 1685 1472 1926 1738

buildings and machinery.

TRBLE 2 - VALUE OF FARM CAPITAL OWNED BY OFERATOR
Includes: Livestack Inventory, Crop, Seed, Feed, & Supply Inventory, Machinery and Eauipment Inventory, Land and Buildings.
Conservative market values are assigned crops and livestock; land inventoried at cost; and depreciafed value is used for

1578 1973 1580 1981 1582 1983 1584 1983
Northwest Arsa (1) $204228 $264579 $288092 $351407 $34626B0 $361637 $370683 $362421
Thief river Falls
Northeast érea (2} 125441 158718 202579 224308 299242 238138 262194 238454
Staples
West Central Area (3) 226537 267802 301861 390762 342145 3334z8 337730 315804
Willmar
Southwest Ar=a (4) 29122 323602 374540 342635 3g7711 _3B4610 365748 312195
Jackson
South Central frea (3} 2Ba5e5 337366 JAZ533 261321 65715 65619 335549 J29415
Mankato
Soutnsast frea () 260116 289002 H4I145 J41z49 339133 360011 332019 45781
Austin
AFFROAIMATE AVERAGE $232500 $275500 $308850 $326600 $342800 $331400 $337400 $316082
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TRBLE 3 - LAND AND FARM BUILDING
VALUE PER ACRE CWNED

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1982 1954 1985
Northwest Area (1) $ - $ - 5 - $ - $ - § - $437.88 %444, 00
Thiet River Falls
Northeast Area (2) - 262,96 327.82 397.60 407.38 377.76 392.28 446,00
Staples
West Central Area (3 - 643.48 771.00 505.21 881.59 £96.98 906.36 879.00
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) - 579.19 1178.32 1210.38 1309.2L 1392.93 1373.31 1384, 00
Jackson
South Central Area (5) - 704,00 822.87 910.40 930.83 996.83 1157.52 1200. 00
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) - 1113.83 793.72 gi1.06 - 810,37 835.27 831.-04 1022, 00
Austin
APPROXIMATE AVERAGE 5 - $750.00 $770.00 $840.00 $870.00 $500.00 $850,00 $696. 00

TAELE 4 - DEBT (ALL SUURCE_S) FER ACRE OWNED

1976 1979 1980 1961 1982 1983 1964 19865
Northwest Area (1) $ = $ - $ - $ - 5 - 5 - 5 - $442, 00
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) = 347.89 415.61 461.50 491,94 472.5% 523.42 393. 00
Starles g
West Central Area (3} - 603.36 753.%90 841.10 945.82 535.78 992:10 891,00
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) - 995.13 1154, 06 1339.44 1464,02 1529.33 1415.7% 1410.00
Jackson
South Central Area (3} - 630.31 820.85 891.75 959.22 953,00 1113.00 1073. 00
Mankato
Southeast Area (&) - 664,35 678.38 1037.76 1063.31 1126.57 1190.47 1226, 00
fustin
AFFROXIMATE AVERAGE 5 - $630. 00 $815.00 $920.00 $950. 00 $1015.00  $1045.00 $932.00

(5 areas, NW excluded)
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TABLE 5 - TOTAL AGSETS OWNED BY DPERATOR
FARM AND NON-FARM

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1584 1585
florthwest Area (1) $2423Z 3310245 $333366 $I31407 $41513¢ $415987 $434831 5430275
Thief River Falls ?
Northeast Area (2) 146203 165043 232803 22625 29684¢ 274303 302169 281293
Staples
West Central Area (3) 208253 05717 301861 394415 39031z 377715 387379 364719
Willmar
Southwest Area (4} F25349 266203 419076 387735 438090 443172 426435 361312
Jackson
South Central Area (3) 325668 389507 396514 421036 430735 427657 416591 RGTRSNS
Mankato
Southeast Area (b} 254300 33799 JBEES4 87936 86030 416593 REwRET 400327
fustin
AFFROXIHATE AVERAGE $2600350 $315450 $345780 $366470 $392B&0 §393340 $37130 $371040

TRELE & - TOTAL LIABILITIES
TOTAL OF ALL DERTS OWED BY OPERATOR

1978 1979 1980 1931 1982 1983 1764 1985
Northwest Area (1) $ 94124 $141813 $154719 $2328%8 $276441 $220956 $236737 $220265
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 64753 51043 113566 132912 153485 1459795 179325 181929
Stapies
West Central Area (3 105336 126881 153419 169837 208174 201167 219332 247570
Willmar
Southwest firea (4} 128911 161708 167192 263034 232632 230823 218457 203056
Jackson
South Central Area (3) 131376 195687 170164 136721 211695 211467 203379 190394
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) 254300 337951 IBB634 337936 3B60S0 415953 385587 257360
Austin
AFFROKIMATE AVERAGE $129200 $169300 $194600 $223900 5236500 $235200 $245400 $Z15400
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OFERATORS NET WORTH

TABLE 7 - NET WORTH - STATEMENT GF FINANCIAL FOSITION &ND
MEASURE OF FINANCIAL FROBRESS

1978 1979 1980 1951 1982 1983 1984 1583
Northwest Area (1) $133412 $168432 $1B0647 $176082 $158689 $199029 $196093 $189967
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 61450 9400 119217 123343 143339 124708 122844 99323
Stanles
West Central Area (3} 152717 176836 184697 204578 182138 176348 167627 147149
Willmar
Southwest Area {4) 200437 206495 231866 184681 203458 207349 207958 158256
Jackson
South Central Area (3) 198393 229620 226730 224338 219026 216190 213212 198260
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) 147419 156008 177401 155334 146725 159054 124724 140867
Austin
APPROXIMATE AVERAGE $152300 $157800 $185680) $178100 $180900 $1B80500 5172400 $152640
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TABLE 8 - PERCENT OF LIABILITIES THAT ARE NON-REAL ESTATE

1978 1977 1980 1981 1982 1983 1964 1985
Northwest Area t1) 514 50% 473 451 437 4% 42% AG%
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 454 457 434 467, 473 46% 457 474
Staples
West Central Area (3) 454 0% %Y 447 447, 437 30 417
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) 9% 955% 517 o914 471 47 471 a&3
Jackson
South Central Area (5} 477 487 447 417 447 417 407% 37
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) 437 447 43U 427 433 9% 47y 39%
fustin
AFFROXIMATE AVERAGE 467 497, 457 45y 457, 437 430 42%
TABLE 9 - PERCENT GF LIABILITIES THAT ARE REAL ESTATE MORTGAGES
1978 1979 1980 1961 1982 1583 1984 1985
Northwest Area (1) a5% 0% LXYA 94 57t 98% S8% 607
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 327 33 574 547 934 94 LY S53%
Starles
West Central Area (3) YA 50% 574 S&% So% S7L A 59%
Willmar
Scuthwest Area 4) ; 49% 45% 49% 49% 1% S5k S9% 4%
Jackson
South Central Area (3) w574 o2 567, ook YA 594 607 63%
Mankato
Southeast Area (&) 534 S04 S77 587 97 SV 98% sl
Austin
SFFROXIMATE AVERAGE S5Z.1% ) P4 S54.6% 93. 2% 54.8% S57. 0% S7.2% 38%
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TABLE 10 - RATID OF TOTAL ASSETS TO TOTAL LIABILITIES

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 15632 1084 1983
Northwest Area (1) 2,22 .19 2.17 1.76 1.63 1,30 {.cé 1.75
Tnief River Falls
Hortheast Area (Z) 2.26 2.03 2.05 1.93 1.93 1.83 .48 1.55
Staples
West Central‘Area (3) 2.45 2.37 2,20 2.08 1.88 1.88 1.76 1.48
Willmar -
Southwest Area (4) 2,35 2.2B 2.24 1.91 1.88 1.91 1.95 1.78
Jackson
South Central Area (5) 2.91 2.47 2,33 2.14 2.04 2.02 2.05 2.04
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) 1.98 1.B6 1.84 1,67 1.61 1,62 1.48 1.35
Austin .
APFROXIMATE AVERAGE 2,33 2.20 2.14 1.94 1.B6 1.86 1.75 1.73

TABLE 11 -RATIO OF NET WORTH TO LIABILITIES

1978 1979 1960 19614 1982 1983 1784 ° 1985
Northwest Area (1} 1.22 1.19 1,17 76 .63 50 .54 79
Thiet River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 1.26 1.03 1.05 93 .93 B3 .48 )
Staples
West Central Area (3) 1,43 1.37 1.20 1.08 .68 .88 .70 .08
Willmar
Southwest Area (4} 1.56 1.28 1.24 .91 .88 .71 W93 .78
Jacison
South Central Area (3) 1.51 1.47 1.33 1.14 1,03 1.07 1.05 1.04
Maniato
Southeast Area (&) .98 .86 .B4 &7 .61 .62 .48 .54
fiustin
AFFRGAIMATE AVERAGE 1.33 1.20 1.14 0,91 0.85 0B85 (.77 7D
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TABLE 12 - RATION NON-REAL ESTATE ASSETS TO LIABILITIES

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1584 1985
Northwesi Area (1) 2.33 2,32 2.37 1.90 1.86 1.95 1180 1.93
Thiet River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 2,30 2.47 2.57 2.21 2,03 1.92 1.75 1.56
Staples
West Central Area (3) 2.68 i.32 2.48 2.03 1.88 1.93 1.73 1.68
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) 2.5 2.17 2.22 .77 1.83 1.B3 1,94 1.7
Jackson
South Central Area 95) 2.75 2.63 2.79 2,20 2.76 2.2 2.18 .47
Mankato
Southeast Area (4) 2.33 2.12 2.17 1.93 1.81 1.94 1.463 1.80
fwstin '
AFFROXIMATE AVERAGE 2.92 2,34 243 2,06 2.03 1.96 1.684 1.B4
TRBLE 13 - RATID REAL ESTATE ASSETS TO LIABILITIES

~ 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Northwest Area (1) 2.11 2.05 1.58 1.64 1.82 1.86 1.86 1.70
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 2,02 1,67 1.65 1.48 1.84 1.76 1.63 1.53
Staples
West Central Area (3) 2.26 Z.42 2.00 2.10 1.87 1.84 1.79 1.67
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) 2.55 2.40 226 ; 2.06 1.54 1.5z 1.9 1.84
Jackson
South Central Area (5)  2.30 2.33 1.7 1.69 1.74 1.90 1.97 180
Mankato
South=ast Area (&) 1.69 1.65 1.59 1.47 1.47 1.4 1.35 1,38
fustin
AFPROXIMATE AVERAGE 232 2.049 1,61 1.81 .78 {.78 1.74 1,65
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TRELE 14 ~ RETURN TO CAFITAL AHD FAMILY LAEOR
Money available from income atier farm expenses are paid, o service debts,
to provide family living, and for savings.

1578 1979 1660 1981 1982 1983 1954 1585
Northwest Area (1} §27354 $23036 $22491 $10934 $ 5049 $12463 $15721 $14636
Tnief River Falls
Noriheast Area (2) 20233 18631 2122 9337 {2302 100146 4640 3824
Staples
West Central Area (3) 29911 27937 39943 10628 18G18 18399 2900 9387
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) 48199 20730 33844 2666 22331 13418 2421 8733
Jackson
South Central Area (3) 38314 29907 41108 3013 16252 23088 o692 10783
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) 33900 26114 31693 611 12271 18668 2410 G230
fustin
APPROXIMATE AVERAGE $332 $24400 $32134 § 7031 $14370 $16042 $ 6164 § 9438

TABLE 15 - NON-FARM INCOME
Income from off farm jobs, investment earnings, gitts, sale of perscnal assets,
tax refunds, etc.

1978 19739 1280 1761 1582 1963 1984 1783
Northwest Area (1) $ 4950 $ 4912 % 6147 % 6843 $ 6349 $ 7399 $ 6337 $ 9%62
Tnief kiver Falls '

Il

Northeast firea (&) 4242 3772 4520 4100 4456 4847 4742 6572
Staples
West Central Area (3) PALH] Key]i 4181 4369 9230 3925 6198 7993
Willmar '
Southwest Arsa (4] 2636 3933 3204 4332 3433 o208 &3%6 2091
Jackson
South Central Area () 3746 4282 2170 475] 5855 6737 oliZa g129
Mankato
Southeast Area (&) 454z 4745 0606 4754 4173 7:11 ae%4 JEET
Austin
APFROXIMATE AVERAGE $ 3639 $ 4092 $ 4566 $ 4891 §3242 $ 6223 $ 5257 $ 7572



TABLE 16 -RATIO: TOTAL FARM EXFENSES TO TOTAL FARM RECEIFTS

1978 1379 1980 19561 1982 1983 1784 1385
Northwest Area (1) .81 .89 .89 .78 .99 .56 93 .74
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) T2 .54 .81 .94 .91 .92 .59 .99
Staples
West Central Area (3) .B1 .67 .82 .99 .91 .9 Lol .56
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) .78 .95 .63 1.00 . .96 1.02 .57
Jackson
South Centra Area (T) .82 .90 .82 1,02 .93 .90 1.0l W97
Hankato
Southeast Area (6) .81 .89 .86 97 .93 .90 .96 .95
Austin
AVERAGE B0 B9 .84 .96 .93 .92 .59 7

TABLE 17 - RATIO: CASH OFERATING EXPENSE TO ADJUSTED FARM SALES. ADJUSTED SALES
DD NOT INCLUCE SALES OF CAPITAL ASSETS.

Z 1778 1979 ~ 1980 19861 1982 1963 1584 1983
Northwest Area (1) .71 .78 79 v/ 83 .B1 .81 .19
Thief River Falls B s 3
Nor¢heast Area (2) b9 CoJ4 79 .78 W76 76 .80 B3
Staples
West Central Area (3) .68 Tl 73 7 .61 74 82 80
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) .74 24 79 B3 .65 W77 8BS B4
Jacison
South Central Area (5) .70 g3 .75 .78 .82 .74 60 .75
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) YA .76 B0 .83 .89 W79 .86 ,B1
fustin
FVERAGE g1 T8 77 79 .82 .76 .B2 .80
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TABLE 16 - RATION: FARM RECEIPTS TO AVERAGE FARM CAPITAL

83

1976 1979 1980 1961 1682 1983 1984 1965
Northwest Area. (1) O r) 548 954 LA24 478 447 A2
Thief River-Falls
Northeast Area (2) .Y 588 .4592 L4352 . 396 .39 S . 389
Staples
West Central Area (3) . 590 036 Bk 453 457 . 450 . 367 A
Wilimar
Seuthwest Area &) 529 .82 42 358 +931 .03 487 L)
Jackson
South-Central Area. (5) «992 W31 . 566 . 482 477 496 439 <481
Mankato
Southeast Area (6) b2 .02 SB1 483 477 024 483 .09
fustin
AFFROXIMATE AVERAGE 601 . 062 540 L4590 460 LA A% SAsd

TABLES 19 - TOTAL CASH AND NDN-CASH FAMILY LIVING EXPENSE

1978 - 197% 1980 1981 1982 19683 1764 1985
Northwest Area (1) $13745 $16825 $16886 $21577 $19819 §20421 $22636 322344
Thief River Falls :
Northeast Area (2) 9063 11000 11117 10620 10791 16415 11718 17754
Staples
West Central Area (3) 11118 14005 14203 16547 17133 16735 17044 17667
Willmar
“Southwest Area (4) 14069 18406 17016 17404 19106 20207 13250 18458
Jackson
South Central Area (5} 13323 17608 15997 23791 19645 22045 18578 18374
Mankato
Southeast Area (4) 13514 16483 14763 16707 14293 17927 16907 20993
Austin
AFPROXIMATE AVERAGE $12500 $15700 §15000 $17800 $17000 319000 $17700 $19231



TABLE 20~ MONEY BORROWED

1578 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1964 1785
Northwest Area (1) $59786 $72790 $83425 $126345 $82919 $75660 $78163 $81642
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 23083 36383 33583 37430 30084 24643 36736 35995
Staples
West Centrai Area (3) St 57799 63387 84158 81939 66653 71214 62314
Willmar
Southwest Area (4) 87760 117717 130937 156087 144194 123408 107339 83503
Jackson '
South Central Area () 74748 83645 86380 111021 88897 78748 70854 42243
Mankato
Southeast firea (b) 75165 89220 110754 109463 84614 72320 §2221 82472
Austin .
APPROXIMATE AVERABE $62600 $76300 $84800 $104000 $85500 $734600 $73400 $68395

TABLE 21 - FAID ON DEBT

1578 1979 1960 1B - 1982 1983 1984 1983
Northwest Area {1} $44969 v $43681 $65147 $84007 $69480 $64344 $641535 $76375
Thief River Falls
Northeast Area (2) 13930 18611 22600 %727 24561 22505 26974 32078
Staples _
West Central Area {3) 33611 35969 48267 59254 64303 50348 a0762 63331
Willpar
Southwest Area (4) 69119 B1637 110192 132726 121020 115579 95035 89238
Jackson
South Central Area {3} 91221 60344 70570 81174 69767 70754 615983 &B0BO
Mankato
Southeast Area (4) 57750 5913 82788 85068 71730 74697 69425 85611
Austin
AFFROXIMATE AVERAGE $43100 $49700 $66600 $78000 $70100 $68200 $63000 $70322



ADDENDUHR
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