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Deseription.

every variable successively.

the dependsnt variasble.

the varisnce of 2, an independent varisble.
the varisnce of y, & dependent variable.
sws of the squares.

sum of the products.

mean sguare of variance.

number of iteme in emch cless or group.
degrees of freedom.

error degrees of freedom.

correlation coefficient.

multiple correluation cvelliclent from the
Doelittle method.

the Ifrection of the totsl varisuce sccounted
for.

the residusl varisnce.
the stendard partisl regression coefficlient.
the aatural partial regressien coefficlent.

an element of the inverse of the correlstion
matrdn.

dnedecorts "F* test.

"Htudentta” 4" test.

not significant at the 5% level.
significant at or above the 5% level.

pignificant at or above the 1% level.
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SECTION I

INTRODUQTION

Parm

managenent differs from the nataral sciences
in that it can not be studied in the laboratory or on
sample plotea. It must be studied in the asctual opervation
of real farms. These individual farms differ so widely
that lerge numbers of them must be studied in order to
find enough farms similar in any onge character %o make
a sufficient smmple. TFarm menagement surveys provide the
noat ﬁw&w%&aﬁb&@ methed of procuring detailed information,
at reasonsble cost, on the operation of large numbers of
farms, I% is now generally accepted that in farm manage-
ment studies a large number of observations is more
importent than extreme mcourmecy in individual observations.
Yhe primary object of farm menagement research is o
determine facts and principles that will aid individual
farmers o orge
Ashby (1934) has pointed out, "It is not the business of

anize their farms most profitably. is

the research worker %o tell & men how %o run his farm.

Phis is his job. If he can be given information which
will aseist him in checking up on his policy or actions,
then at this point the functions of the research worker

cense. A pasis for intelligent exsmination and oriticiom

should be supplied.®
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There are contipual alterations in economic conditions
affecting agriculture and it ie necessary in meeting these
changes, to meake adjustments in farm organization. The
increased costs of labour and the consequent stimulus to
a more intelligent use of resources, is an example of this
reasction. Inevitably there is a lag in adjustment,
perhaps the result of uncertainty as to the permanency of
changes. Research and education can do much o lessen
this time lag and the associated finasncial losses %o both
the individusl and the nation.

Nany of the surveys carried out in the U.S8.4. throug

the agricultural experimental stations, and land grant
colleges, have dealt mainly with d&t&iiwa’aow%img and
budgetting procedures. Frequently these hsve proved
@xtéam@ly‘%ncw@m@ful in predicting trends and providing
valuable information, especially where diversified farning
has allowed flexibility among enterprises. However, under
the conditione of specialized farming exigting in Hew
Zealand, the demand for costing and budgetting has not been
mé great,

In spite of guaranteed prices and the fact thet returns
for dairy products are not affected by local markets %o an
extent comparable with thet observed in certain overseas
countries, the relative inelasticity of dsivyfarming in
Hew Zealand demands application of efficient ferming systems.

in coutrast to dairyfarming studies conducted in
America and Great Britein, in this country most interest
has been focussed on physical rather than monetary inputs
and outpute, It bas become customary to express farming
efficiency in terms of two limiting factors, arem .gng
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labour, rather than by some index of profit. The
fundamental reason for ueing &iﬁfaw@mﬁ gtandards in
different areas was expressed clearly by Ashby (1937)

when he said ..... "There never can be, either in farm
management or in the general social econonics of Agriculture,
any absolute stendards of production or efficiency (with
respect o) the three simplest standards, per acre, per unit
of capital, and per man; each is in fact applied, if not

in theory in asctual practice, sccording to those conditions
in which any one of the chief factors has to h&vmw&ﬁ to the
grentest possible advantage. Where land was plentiful

m% in Vestern Canada where it cost a dollay an sore, where
lebour was scarce and capital cost an average of about 124
per eanum, the farmer had Yo think about the standard of
production per unit of capitel and per man employed. in
parts of Indis where land is scarce and labour is

plentiful and 1ittle capital is in wse, the standard of
rroduction per unit of land will be dominant, and so one
might go on."

Un each farm the problem confronting the investigator
is not the cholece and integration of a combination of
farming systems, but rather the dedtermination of an
association of managemental fectors which will permit the
most efficient production of a single commodity . Since
the farm menagement survey deals with large numbers of
farms operating at verying levels of efficiency, the
information provided can be extremely valuable for the
evaluation of the absolute and relative importances of the
various managemental and organizational measures considered
in the survey. Past experience has shown, however, that

some of the most valuable informeation derived from the
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application of survey methods has conaisted of evidence
questioning the efficacy of currently acceplted practices
and indicating the need for ressarch in ceritain specific
problems. && an example, the present guestioning of

the widespread use of heavy dressings of artificial
fertilizers on deiryfarms mey be cited (Mitchell (1848)).
The results of this $ype of research may well save the
country as well asg individual farmers money and resources
which otherwise would be expended needlessly.

Vhere decisions &ff@cﬁi&g agricultursel finance have
t0 be made, the regults of farm management studies can
fulfil the importent function of supplying reliable, basic
information. The misdirected land policies of the
depression years still remain vivid in the memories of
many farmers and it should be the aim of all who are
concerned with agriculiure, to prevent a repetition of
these conditions. It is suggested therefore, that such
organizations as money lending institutions, both private
and state controlled, which are advencing money on land,
should make full use of the results of present and
potential land use surveys.

Un the national scale, investigations such as these
can be valusble in providing data of use in the formulation
of public policies, for it is importent %o consider how
measures on taxation, land and oredit affect the individual
fermers comprising the sgricultural community.

Ignorence and neglect of farm management principles
have, in the past, resulted in considerable 10ss and
guffering. Howhere is this better illustrated than in
the United States where, between 1920 and 1930, publie
lends were divided into 160 amcre farms, regardless of

rainfall, topography or soil type. In the drier regions,
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years of slow starvation and great economic loss resulted,
before farms were combined indo holdings adapted to
economical operation under the particular conditions
obtaining in each locality. It was nodt until the
obvious weaknesses of this system were so graphically
illustrated, that attention was focussed upon the results
of land utilization surveys and only then was the real
value of these data appreciated. Governments began o
realize how vitel was the need for a prosperous farming
community and thenceforward the object of agricultural
research became, in the words of A.N., luckman (1930},

"to increase the purchasing power of the farming
population.” In his opinion this ideal could be attenined
“by messuring the problems which limit rural prosperity,
solving them, and blending the solution &m@a‘fﬂvmimg
practice.”

Although under the circumstsnces then existing, it was
asaential to imyr&v& the finencial status of farming, with
the passing of two decades, in Few Zealand at least, sonme
gqualification of the original aim has becoms necessary.
The purchasing power of the farming wpulation has incressed
and in 1936 the institution of gueranteed prices /
inaugurated a period of comparative security. Those who
formulated and presented %o the farming population this
system of stabilization slso counsidered the necesaity of
mainteining the efficiency of the dairy industry.

Hamilton (1944) provided informetion which, supplemented
by more recent deta, (¥.Z, Deiry Board Anmual Repors, 1952,
and H.%, Official Year Book, 1951) queried whether this
objective was being achieved, and indicated the n&@a&@i&y
for discovering mwmwmm and extending the application

of others in promoting greater efficiemcy in the industry.
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The second section of this investigation, Vita., Tthe
study in farming trends, developed ss & natural conseguence
of the possibilities suggested by Hamildon (loc.cit).

Thus, although the objects of this particular research
project could scarcely be expected %o ammf&w& to the
primary aim of farm management research as stated
previously, ifs ultimate though indirect value %o the
farmers should not be overlooked.

There has been a veal need %o determine whether or
not some loss in efficiency has resulted from the birith
and growth of a stabilized price system. As a natural
corollary, the problem of whether incressed purchasing
power ﬁmnaﬁi@m& as an obastacle or as an incentive %o
progress required a solution. The logical approach
entailed the collection of detsiled information from dairy
ferms,and {rom these data, contributions to the totsl
production pool of all sections of a ssmple of the dairye
farming comm

ity were assesaed, By supplementing the
combined rvesulis of the survey and trends sections, with
thoge from land uﬁi&im&%ﬁa& studies, sufficient informstion
was made available to deteot fearm units producing below
capacity.

Hot only does the farm survey technigque provide a
method of determining varying degrees of efficiency among
farms, but it also enables an evalustion of the inpute
distinguiching farms located at these different levels.

The results of this type of research find wide applications,
Fnb% through demonstrating new techaniques of greatest value
%0 properties of established high pwa&u&&iv&%y, but in

what is currently & far more pressing pr&%l@&; of
indicating for the benefit of those farming at less
af%&a&mﬂ% levela, what combinations of inputs have
previously. produced the best resulis.
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Although in certein overseas countries much has
been sccomplished in the past, it appears that in Few
Zealend, the possibilitles of the survey approach ave
me&rw%&y appreciated, yet here may be an opportunity
for agricultural research workevs to %ahﬁw@w what ghould
be their primsry aim - %o increase the Proaperity of
the whole population and %o retain sny such advances,
rather than to increase the purchasing power of one

section of the community.




