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Abstract:
This research examined the effects of succession planning on the stress, life satisfaction, and
self-esteem levels of Montana two-generation farm families. This was a quantitative, descriptive study
that utilized individualized four-family member surveys which were mailed out in 1985 (175
respondents) and again in 1987 (137 respondents). The dependent variables—stress, life satisfaction,
and self-esteem—were measured with the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) for general stress, the Farm
Family Stress Scale (FFSS), and the Life Satisfaction Scale (LSS) which included a self-esteem
measure. The independent variables were method of transfer (with or without a plan) and family
position (father, mother, son, and daughter-in-law).

Mothers generally had higher stress scores when there was a succession plan, and sons and
daughters-in-law generally reported higher stress without a plan. Anova main effects showed that stress
is more strongly related to family position than to succession planning. It also showed that the method
of plan affects stress and self-esteem levels and that family position affects stress and life satisfaction
levels.

Anova results indicated a significant interaction for the 1985 data set between family position and
method of transfer in affecting Lack of Equal Status stress scores, with a t-test showing stress to be
significantly greater for the son without a plan. For the 1987 data set, a t-test found significant
differences for sons and daughters-in-law for the Independent vs Dependent stress measure with scores
being higher without a plan, and for Self-Esteem with scores being lower without a plan.

Fathers all reported having a plan for farm transfer.

A chi-square analysis showed a significant difference in the proportion of family members reporting
that there was a plan and those reporting that there was not a plan. This implies a lack of
communication and a difference in perception of "the plan" among family members.

Many writers have suggested that families with businesses make a plan for succession to relieve family
stress, but few families follow their advice. This study supports previous research suggesting that the
older generation may experience more stress when they have a succession plan because of a variety of
perceived losses.

If the cost of developing a succession plan is perceived as greater than the reward, the older generation
may resist a change in the family and business system by avoiding the succession issue. Professionals
and families need to become aware of the reasons for this lack of communication and resistance by the
older generation before they will be able to utilize planning skills for the successful future of the family
and the business.
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ABSTRACT

This research examined the effects of succession 
planning on the stress, life satisfaction, and self-esteem 
levels of Montana two-generation farm families. This was a 
quantitative, descriptive study that utilized individualized 
four-family member surveys which were mailed out in 1985 
(175 respondents) and again in 1987 (137 respondents). The 
dependent variables— stress, life satisfaction, and self­
esteem— were measured with the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) 
for general stress, the Farm Family Stress Scale (FFSS), and 
the Life Satisfaction Scale (LSS) which included a self­
esteem measure. The independent variables were method of 
transfer (with or without a plan) and family position 
(father, mother, son, and daughter-in-law).

Mothers generally had higher stress scores when there 
was a succession plan, and sons and daughters-in-law 
generally reported higher stress without a plan. Anova main 
effects showed that stress is more strongly related to 
family position than to succession planning. It also showed 
that the method of plan affects stress and self-esteem 
levels and that family position affects stress and life satisfaction levels.

Anova results indicated a significant interaction for 
the 1985 data set between family position and method of 
transfer in affecting Lack of Equal Status stress scores, 
with a t-test showing stress to be significantly greater for 
the son without a plan. For the 1987 data set, a t-test 
found significant differences for sons and daughters-in-law 
for the Independent vs Dependent stress measure with scores 
being higher without a plan, and for Self-Esteem with scores being lower without a plan.

Fathers all reported having a plan for farm transfer.
A chi-square analysis showed a significant difference in the 
proportion of family members reporting that there was a plan 
and those reporting that there was not a plan. This implies 
a lack of communication and a difference in perception of "the plan" among family members.

Many writers have suggested that families with 
businesses make a plan, for succession to relieve family 
stress, but few families follow their advice. This study 
supports previous research suggesting that the older 
generation may experience more stress when they have a 
succession plan because of a variety of perceived losses.
If the cost of developing a succession plan is perceived as 
greater than the reward, the older generation may resist a 
change in the family and business system by avoiding the 
succession issue. Professionals and families need to become 
aware of the reasons for this lack of communication and 
resistance by the older generation before they will be able 
to utilize planning skills for the successful future of the family and the business.

.S'
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION

"Frequently, the biggest hurdle in family owned 
businesses is getting the founder to recognize that he's not 
immortal. Failure to identify, train, and install a 
successor is almost a sure prescription for future chaos" 
(Benson, 1987, p. 181). The family and the business are two 
systems intertwined in a complicated interaction of 
individual, family, and business needs. The farm family has 
a unique lifestyle and character because the agriculture 
business is so directly related to generativity (a desire 
for an immortal contribution) and living off the land. The 
family and business goals are not always compatible, and 
transferring the family business to the next generation 
becomes a very complex process. What are the reasons for a 
failure to pass the farm on? Are the reasons mostly 
financial, or are there other influential factors?

During the 1980's the media focused national attention 
on the stressful financial plight of a number of American 
farm families. Some academics, however, suggest that an 
equally important reason for the demise of the American 
family farm is the failure of the older generation to 
successfully transfer the family business to the younger
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generation (Anderson & Rosenblatt, 1985; Birley, 1986; Cates 
& Sussman, 1982; Friedberger, 1983; Harl, 1972; Keating & 
Munro, 1987; Marotz-Baden, 1988b).

Although the succession survival rate of family farms 
appears to be higher than for other types of businesses 
(Leband & Lenz, 1983, cited by Keating and Munro, 1987), the 
rate is still low enough to be considered a serious problem 
(Marotz-Baden, 1988a). The succession process is 
particularly stressful in situations involving family farms 
because roles and needs in the family and business settings 
so frequently overlap and conflict. Even when there is 
agreement regarding a plan for the transfer of the farm

the transition means changes in roles of family 
members as authority and ownership is transferred (Bratton & 
Berkowitz, 1976) .

Statement of the Problem

This study examines the extent to which the existence 
of a plan for succession is correlated with stress, life 
satisfaction, and self-esteem levels of family members in 
two-generation farm/ranch families.

Objectives or General Hypothesis

The major objective of this study is to determine if 
having a plan for succession affects the stress, life 
satisfaction, and self-esteem levels of the four key members
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in farm/ranch families: fathers, mothers, sons, and 
daughters-in-law.

This study's specific objectives are as follows:

1. To compare differences in the levels of stress reported 
by each family member in two-generation farm/ranch families 
between those families who have a plan for succession and 
those who do not have a plan for succession.

2. . To, compare differences in the levels of life 
satisfaction reported by each family member in two 
generation farm/ranch families between those families who 
have a plan for succession and those who do not have a plan
for succession.' ■

3. To compare differences in the levels of self-esteem 
reported by each family member in two-generation farm/ranch 
families between those families who have a plan for 
succession and those who do not have a plan for succession.

Assumptions

This research is based on two assumptions. It is 
generally agreed in the literature that having a plan for 
succession, especially a formal plan, increases the 
probability of the survival of the business into the next 
generation. It is also generally assumed that there are 
inherent stressors involved in the process of developing a 
formal plan for succession and that these stressors will

f
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affect the life satisfaction and self-esteem levels of both 
the older and the younger generation.

Limitations

The sample is limited to Montana two—generation intact 
families who own farms or ranches ranging between 200 to 
2000 acres. Because of the problems encountered in ( 
generating a list of the population, the sample is small 
(176) .. in addition, the sample is not random. Although we 
are talking about intact, four-member families, not all four 
members of each family responded. This study includes all 
respondents. Therefore, there are unequal numbers of 
fathers, mothers, sons, and daughters-in-law represented. 
These limitations affect the generalizations which can be 
made from this study.

Definitions

Boundary Ambiguity: Not knowing who is in the system and
who is not, and a lack of clarity of roles and 
responsibilities. This term includes both physical and 
psychological absence or presence (Boss, 1988).
,Life Satisfaction; Subjective evaluation of the quality of 
life and a feeling of well-being.
Resistance: A person's persistence in maintaining the
status quo of an individual or system.
Strategic Plan: Long-term management which involves a step-
by-step approach to planning for the future of a business.
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Succession: Establishing a successor to manage the
C'Otttiftuance of a business and the process of transferring 
the business from one manager to another.
Two—Generation Farm/Ranch Family; An older generation and a 
younger generation farming together, that is, sharing at 
least some land, facilities, machinery, and/or labor. For 
the purpose of this study the family members are the father, 
the mother, the son, and the daughter-in-law.
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review focuses on farms as a subset of 
family owned businesses and how inheritance practices affect 
planning for the continuance of the family business.
Because a large proportion of this review is not about farm 
businesses specifically, but rather about family businesses 
in general, the terms farm and firm are used interchangeably 
throughout this document. Strategic planning is discussed 
in relationship to increasing the chances of successful 
transfers of family businesses. Systems theory is defined 
and presented to explain how the family and business systems 
are interrelated. The difficulties of establishing a 
successor to manage the continuance of a business, 
particularly resistance to succession, are explained. The 
family life stages, family rules, and patterns of 
interaction which complicate the implementation of a 
succession plan are mentioned.

Social exchange theory will be discussed as well as the 
process of planning for succession. How a plan for 
succession may affect the stress, life satisfaction, and 
self-esteem levels of the family members of both generations 
is also discussed.
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Continuance of Family Businesses 
Most owners report that they want to pass the family 

business on to their children (Bratton & Berkowitz, 1976; 
Ward, 1987). However, according to Beckhard and Dyer 
(1983b), only 30% of family-owned businesses in America 
survive into the second generation. The researchers find 
that approximately 70% of all family firms are either sold 
or liquidated after the death or retirement of their 
founders, suggesting that most owners do not plan for the 
succession of their business. In a study of 200 successful 
family businesses in existence between 1924 and 1984, Ward 
(1987) found that 35% of all companies sold cited lack of 
management depth and/or lack of successors as the key 
reasons the business was sold rather than transferred.

Lack of succession planning has been identified as one 
of the most important reasons why many first-generation 
family firms do not survive their founders (Lansberg, 1988). 
The most important reason given by researchers for the low 
survival rate is intergenerational family dynamics (Dyer, 
1986; Rosenblatt et al., 1985; Ward, 1987). In a family 
business, the family and the business are so inextricably 
interwoven that the transfer of the operations from the 
older generation to the next generation is often fraught 
with emotion and problems (Birley, 1986).

Research reveals significant differences in stress 
levels by generation when two families are farming together
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and suggests that the stress experienced by the two- 
generation farm family may be more highly correlated with 
family interaction than with economics. in addition, the 
fact that the younger generation reports higher levels of 
stress than the older generation suggests that family 
interaction may be an important variable affecting the 
stress levels of the family members (Marotz-Baden, 1988b; 
Weigel & Weigel, 1987).

On the basis of social choice theory (see section on 
social exchange theory), Marotz-Baden (1988b) hypothesizes 
that the younger generation will be willing to postpone 
pleasures and make more sacrifices if they know they have a 
future in the farm business. The members of the older 
generation may resist making a plan because they perceive 
experiencing many personal losses in the process of 
succession. This resistance to change by the owner(s) is a 
primary reason that the succession issue is so difficult. 
These changes include confronting retirement, death, and 
potential family conflict arising from the process of making 
such a plan (Handler & Kram, 1988; Lansberg, 1988; Levinson, 
1971; Ward, 1987). In summary, the personal and family 
dynamics involved in the continuance of the family business 
cause it to be much more complex than it.may at first
appear.,
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Inheritance Practices

Although the U.S. inheritance system is rooted in 
testamentary freedom to pass property on to whomever one 
chooses, many times traditional unwritten rules such as 
primogeniture (passing property on to the oldest son) are 
still practiced. Tower (cited in Cates & Sussman, 1982) 
found that in 1952, 75% of the family farms were transferred 
to a son. Recent figures could not be found.

Friedburger (1983), in his historical study of farms 
from 1870 to 1950, found that approximately one-third of the 
families studied had some sort of a plan worked out to pass 
on their land to their children and that there were three 
key objectives of the inheritance settlement: (I) to pass
on the farm to family members; (2) to treat all heirs 
reasonably fairly in the settlement; and (3) at the same 
time, to provide sustenance to the widowed spouse, such as a 
Bond of Maintenance Agreement.

Friedburger (1983) lists four types of inheritance 
practices which have different effects on the transfer of 
the farm:

I. "Inter vivo" transfer. In this type of transfer, 
the property is transferred before the death of the owner.
A study in Wisconsin cited by Friedberger (1983) suggests 
that this is the most satisfactory way of ensuring that the 
farm remains in the family and that the farm operations are
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not disrupted by extended probate court proceedings when a 
change of ownership takes place;

2• Testate Settlement. The owner draws up a will and 
the property is transferred after the death of the testator 
according to his/her wishes, with an executor guiding the 
settlement through probate. The executor is usually a 
spouse, child, relative, neighbor, or banker;

3. Intestate Settlement. There is no will and the 
probate court administers the transfer of the estate 
according to the law of intestate succession. Many states 
give one-third to the spouse and two-thirds divided among 
the children. Such an arrangement often means the successor 
must buy out the others, which is sometimes impossible. In 
their study of farm transfers, Anderson and Rosenblatt 
(1985) found that all of the farms that were sold to non­
family members were sold following the illness or death of 
the husband/father. Harl (1972) also states that estate 
settlement costs and death taxes (federal estate and state 
inheritance) can cause a severe loss of equity capital.
Even if a will exists (testate), there is a risk of 
intestacy or disqualification of the existing will if other 
family members choose to contest it;

4• Liquidation of property bv the family with no 
interqenerational transfer. This usually happens when there 
is disorganization or disagreement among the family members
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about the division of property, and they prefer that the 
court enter the decision-making process (Friedburger, 1983) 
If the family members can come to an agreement, then the 
court does not have to get involved.

In researching farm transfers, Anderson and Rosenblatt 
(1985) found that typically there was no explicit planning 
and no overt decision process, yet frequently one offspring 
seemed to have been selected indirectly. These authors 
suggest that this kind of covert planning does not work as 
well as formal, explicit planning with communication. In 
such cases where intentions are only inferred, people may 
lack confidence about their identity, their future, and 
their place in the family and the farm.

Anderson and Rosenblatt (1985) found that many times 
there was tension among offspring about issues of fairness, 
about who wanted to farm, about who was competent, and about 
when and how the transfer was to take place. They recommend 
early planning of farm transfer and open communication to 
avoid these problems.

In review of the four options of inheritance, it 
appears that the most successful farm transfer necessitates 
a plan. The inheritance practices of farm families have not 
been studied extensively (Friedberger, 1983), but 
researchers have begun to study the intergenerational 
dynamics of the retirement planning process (Anderson & 
Rosenblatt, 1985; Marotz-Baden, 1986; 1987; 1988a; 1988b; 
1989).
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Gradual Transfer
Farm transfer is generally much more gradual than other 

kinds of business transfers. The farm transfer/retirement 
process may extend from the time the older farmer is in his 
early fifties to the time of his death. Friedberger (1983) 
describes this process as "Transitional Tenure." This is a 
period of farming together between the surrender of active 
management by one owner and the assumption of active 
management by a second owner. The timing of this transfer 
is related to the interrelated family and business cycles of 
farm families (Keating & Munro, 1987; Keating & Munro,
1989) . This cycle begins with farmers being tenants of 
their parents' farms when they are in their early to middle 
years and continues into the stage of becoming 
owners/operators when their parents die; finally, these 
tenant farmers step into their parents' earlier role of 
landlords to begin the cycle all over again. This process 
may appear deceptively simple (Uchtmann & Carpenter, 1980), 
but because of the overlap of the generations and the 
different developmental life stages within each, the process 
can be a continual struggle for adjustment.

Moving out of the family business involves three main 
factors: I) withdrawal from work; 2) withdrawal from 
management; and 3) withdrawal from ownership (Atchley, 1983, 
cited in Keating & Munro, 1987). These three stages all 
happen very gradually, and the timing is directly related to
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the life cycle of the business, which also includes three 
stages: I) entry or establishment (high labor capital 
inputs); 2) growth and survival (building the business); and 
3) exit or disinvestment (reduce operation and management 
control) (Boehlje, 1973, cited in Keating & Munro, 1987). 
According to this definition, some farmers never retire; 
however, the family conflict is not so much about whether a 
farmer is actually retired as it is about how the families 
manage the retirement process.

A gradual transfer of power is reasonable for training 
the successor, but most farmers delay the transfer of 
property. Farmers appear to be able to reduce their work 
load and transfer moveable assets, such as livestock, with 
little resistance, because these do not necessarily reguire 
a reduction in control (Keating & Munro, 1987). On the 
basis of their research, Keating and Munro (1989) suggest 
that the sequence of retirement for farmers is as follows:

1. reduction in work
2. reduction in livestock holdings
3. reduction in control over production
4. reduction in control over marketing
5. reduction in control over financial decisions
6. reduction in land
7. reduction in equipment

Keating and Munro (1987) found that the most costly 
reductions to the farmer were those that represented
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control, such as land and financial decisions. The 
researchers also found that generally the beginning stages 
of withdrawal from work began when the farmer was in his 
early fifties but that he didn't decrease management until 
his late sixties. "They appear to be happy to pass along 
the work to their children but want to maintain the power to 
the end" (Keating & Munro, 1987, p. 11).

For the self-employed, retirement is a lengthy process 
requiring a complex set of decisions concerning work, 
ownership, and management of the business. Retirement is 
not looked at as an event as much as an ongoing process of 
continuous planning and adaptation (Keating & Marshall,
1980). The movement of ownership from one generation to the 
next has been cited as one of the most agonizing experiences 
in any business, especially those businesses that are family 
owned and operated (Barnes & Hershon, 1976).

Strategic Planning
Planning for the future of the family and the farm is 

something farmers think about but do not actually do very 
often. Anderson and Rosenblatt (1985) found that there is a 
general tendency in families not to plan ahead or to 
communicate about major decisions that all family members 
could anticipate. Families seem especially reluctant to 
interact about issues connected to death, the end of current 
involvements, or the allocations of resources that may be 
impossible to allocate fairly. Family members often act as
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though the legal and financial business issues are the only 
issues surrounding succession. That can leave a family 
poorly prepared to cope with subsequent family tensions and 
resentments (Anderson & Rosenblatt, 1985).

•Although this transition is fraught with emotion and 
stress resulting from the interplay of the two systems of 
the business and the family, a plan appears to be necessary 
for the successful transfer of the farm business. Most of 
the literature on the relationship between planning and 
performance suggests that the process of rational planning 
leads to more success (Beckhard & Dyer, 1983; Below et al., 
1987; Dyer, 1986; Etzioni, 1964; Liebtag, 1986; Thune & 
House, 1970; Ward, 1988). Strategic planning, also 
described as long-term management, has been cited as the 
single most important function of key decision-makers in any 
organization (Liebtag, 1986; Ward, 1988). Organizations of 
aH  sizes recognize the need to plan and manage so that both 
long-term and short-term results can be achieved on a 
consistent basis (Below et al., 1987).

Ward (1987) states that good planning is necessary for 
a business to succeed and that planning involves more than 
just thinking ahead; it is a comprehensive, step-by-step 
approach. In spite of this evidence, Liebtag (1986) found 
that only 34% of business owners he polled said they had a 
written strategic plan. According to an American Express 
national survey, the majority of small business owners said 
they were too busy to plan properly for long-term growth,
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which includes planning for the continuity of the business 
(Small Business, 1987).

The reasons that business founders delay and even 
resist making a succession plan are psychological as well as 
pragmatic. These issues will be discussed in further detail 
in the section on resistance.

The Systemic Approach
One approach to understanding the potential problems of 

family businesses and business families is to use a systems 
perspective (Below et al., 1987; Etzioni, 1964; Hollander & 
Elman, 1988; Rosenblatt et al., 1985; Ward, 1988). Systems 
theory has been described as the whole being greater than 
the sum of the parts. Individuals are a part of a larger 
interdependent social system; therefore, a change in one 
part will affect the whole system. Systems also develop 
established patterns of behavior, potentially making change 
difficult (Broderick, 1986; Kantor & Lehr, 1975; Nichols & 
Everett, 1986) .

There has been a recent change in the attitude of 
corporate business management toward the systemic approach 
to planning. This change suggests that the conventional 
approach to planning, which does not take the environmental 
structure (larger system) into account, is unlikely to 
succeed because it does not treat the organization as a 
system. Etzioni (1964) and Below et al. (1987) agree that 
no part of the planning process can be developed in
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isolation from the other parts. If planning is to work in 
any organization, the first step is to identify the various 
components and determine how they all fit together. Instead 
of reactively adapting to a changing environment, the 
managers of the business consciously seek to redesign 
significant parts of future environments, taking into 
consideration all of the systems involved. In family 
businesses such as farms and ranches, this reassessment 
means that the influence of the family system on the 
business system must be considered.

In regard to systemic thinking, Etzioni (1964), an 
organizational theorist, states that a succession crisis is 
very common in all organizations because the change affects 
the whole system. If there was only a plan and a commitment 
to the position of succession, the transfer would be easy, 
but there is generally a commitment to the person by the 
family, non-family employees, clients and other businessI
contacts. There is a loss to be adjusted to, and this need 
for adjustment almost invariably leads to a period of 
instability for the business. All organizations are subject 
to this kind of crisis from which the people and the 
business have to recover.

Rosenblatt et al. (1985) suggests that in family 
business, however, the transition is more stressful because 
the transfer is often quite blurred, compared to a business 
transfer between non-relatives. The latter transfer is 
typically neat and well-defined, many times down to the
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minute of the actual transfer. In the family business, a 
successful transition imposes many significant systemic 
changes on the family business, family relationships, 
traditional patterns, and management and ownership 
structures (Lansberg, 1988).

Marotz-Baden (1987) suggests that in the two-generation 
farm family there are two systems: the extended family which 
usually has rather clear boundaries, and the family business 
which may have less clear boundaries because the family 
members inappropriately act in the same patterned 
interactions and roles in the two different settings.
Family members tend to relate similarly to each other in the 
farm business system as well as the family system. The farm 
business system and the family system are separate but 
connected systems, and they will inevitably compete at times 
for resources such as time, energy, and money. Because of 
this overlap of the family and business systems, family 
members may resist change in either one because of the 
interactive impact. Change in one will affect the other
(Marotz-Baden, 1988b).

.In preparing a succession plan for family farms, a 
systemic approach may more effectively provide for the 
future needs of the family and the business. This approach 
will be discussed and applied in the following sections.
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Succession

Succession is more complicated in family-owned 
businesses. Lansberg (1988) defines succession planning for 
family businesses as making the preparations necessary to 
ensure the harmony of the family and the continuity of the 
enterprise through the next generation, taking into 
consideration the future needs of both the business and the 
family. Family owned businesses are very complex in that 
they include the interaction of the subsystems of family and 
firm, each having separate identities and cultures often 
with competing needs and values. The business is a 
performance-based system, but the family is a relationship- 
based system.

Family businesses have problems largely 
because they combine the operations of two 
overlapping but competing systems, each with its 
own goals and priorities. Both family and 
business vie for human energy, money, time and 
other resources. Family members can feel inwardly 
torn and divided from one another by competing 
pressures to meet personal goals such as 
togetherness, love and mutual support, and 
business goals, such as profit, growth and 
rational management of resources. (Rosenblatt 1985, p. 56)

Leaders of family businesses have a difficult task in 
managing the continuity of the family business because they 
have to deal with this complex set of relationships 
(Anderson & Rosenblatt, 1985; Beckhard & Dyer, 1983; Birley, 
1986; Bratton & Berkowitz, 1976; Handler & Kram, 1988;
Keating & Munro, 1987; Lansberg, 1988; Rosenblatt, 1985; 
Salamon, 1986; Ward, 1987).
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Beckhard and Dyer (1983) list the following family 

factors that influence the family business and succession 
planning: family cultural pattern (a close family as opposed 
to very individualistic family members); family members' 
independence, dependence, and interdependence; financial 
conditions of family members; other primary relationships; 
sibling cooperation or competition; and spouse's status in 
the business. Latent family issues surface again, old 
sibling rivalries recur, and in-laws find themselves in 
curious roles. Issues may emerge and cause strains; oldest 
son preference, style difference between founder and 
successor, who wants to or is expected to go into the 
business, grandchildren, divided loyalties, in-laws, and 
competent non-family members all may cause tension and 
stress.

Resistance to Succession Planning 
In spite of recommendations and suggested strategies 

for succession planning by professionals, family business 
succession is resisted (Etzioni, 1964; Handler & Kram, 1988; 
Hollander, & Elman, 1988; Lansberg, 1988; Levinson, 1971; 
Ward, 1987). Because succession usually means change and 
growth, it disturbs the collective perpetuation of 
established patterns of behavior and is generally resisted 
rather than perceived as an opportunity (Lansberg, 1988). 
Systems theory defines this resistance to change as
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homeostasis, where the members of the system try to maintain 
the status quo in order to retain stability.

There are two opposing forces in every system, one for 
change and one for homeostasis. When an external or 
internal stimulus pushes for change in the system, these two 
forces are in conflict with each other, and basically, the 
stronger one wins (Broderick, 1986; Kantor & Lehr, 1975; 
Nichols & Everett,'1986). Therefore, in the situation of 
the farm family, there is an interplay of tension and 
conflict among the different members in their interaction 
with each other, and it further appears that the 
father/owner has the strongest desire to maintain 
homeostasis in the family and the farm business. The 
owner's resistance to making a succession plan is an attempt 
to prevent change, at least in his lifetime.

Handler and Kram (1988) define resistance as 
persistence in maintaining the status quo of an individual 
or system. They describe resistance as a complex phenomenon 
that involves many influential factors, including the 
individual, the group (family), the organization (business), 
and the environmental levels. There can be a mutual 
resistance to planning for succession from these different 
forces in a person's life (Lansberg (1988). The more these 
many systems or areas of a person's life are connected, the 
more difficult it is to change, because change in one system 
will affect all the others (Birley, 1986). In farm 
families, business, social lives, and leisure can be
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intertwined, thereby causing change to be much more 
difficult and complicated.

Lansberg (1988) suggests four critical forces in the 
owner/father that interfere with succession planning in 
family firms and suggests that an awareness of the reasons 
for ambivalence about and resistance to change is the first 
step toward mobilizing the planning process. Other research 
is cited to support these four points.

I. Reluctance to face his own mortality. For a founder to 
plan succession, he must come to grips with his own death. 
There is a grieving process that must take place. The 
founder has to deal with changes and loss in his personal 
life as well as in his business (Handler & Kram, 1988; 
Hollander & Elman, 1988; Lansberg, 1988; Levinson, 1971; 
Ward, 1987). Family transitions and company transitions can 
occur separately and at different times. However, they 
usually occur together, for example, when retirement and 
succession occur at the same time. To ensure a healthy 
transition, the "old man" must face the decision of helping 
the company live even though he must die (Barnes, 1976).
Dyer (1986) suggests that there are predictable patterns of 
changes in family firms and that many problems can be 
avoided and/or managed successfully if the leader 
understands the changes he will encounter as the business 
and the family evolve.
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2* Lgtting go of his power. The owner/founder tends to have 
a strong need for power and centrality (Liebtag, 1986; 
Levinson, 1971) and can experience this power through his 
ability to influence the business and the family. Founders, 
many times make themselves indispensable to the business 
and, therefore, others also believe retirement would be 
disastrous.

3 * Fear °f losing his identity. His organization defines 
his place in the world and forms an integral part of his 
sense of self. The thought of separating from it is 
disturbing and painful (Levinson, 1971) and he feels like he 
is losing an important part of his identity.

4* feelings of rivalry and jealousy toward the potential 
successor. Even when a founder agrees to plan for 
succession, he will enact self-defeating behaviors to 
undermine or sabotage the successor in order to remain in 
control (Lansberg, 1988; Levinson, 1971).

Because of all of these powerful psychological meanings 
the father/owner attaches to the business, he may give 
conflicting messages to his son. The business represents an 
extension of himself, a medium of his personal gratification 
and achievement; therefore, he has great difficulty 
surrendering its control. He consciously wishes to pass his 
business on to his son, but unconsciously he doesn't want 
his son to displace him. The father's contradictory
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behavior is frustrating and confusing to the son (Lansberg, 
1988) .

The son naturally seeks more responsibility and the 
freedom to act responsibly on his own as he matures. He 
resents being kept in an infantile role, dependent on his 
father, but sometimes, he feels unconscious guilt about 
pressing for a plan which will cause the exit of his father 
from the business. The son may, as well, be denying his 
father's immortality. The son finds it very difficult to 
come to terms with the conflict of loyalties he experiences 
around the issue of taking over his father's business.

The mother has many of the same resistance issues as 
the father, specifically in facing retirement and the "empty 
nest," but traditionally, the mother's role and power base 
has been related to her position of nurturer and peacemaker. 
As a result, she tends to be helpful as a mediator in 
influencing movement toward planning because her future 
happiness is influenced by her children's future happiness 
(Lansberg, 1988). The father is also concerned about these 
issues, but his role identity is different.

Parents may also have fears of family disruption caused 
by unavoidable conflict among heirs and concern about the 
possibility of a forced sale of the business in an estate 
settlement (Levinson, 1971; Lansberg, 1988). "Many families 
abandon the effort at succession because they feel it will 
destroy the family" (Ward, 1987, p. 10) and in so doing, 
they may lose their business.
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There are also external resistances by the managers, 

owners, and clients because of their emotional and business 
ties to the founder that contribute to the avoidance of the 
succession issue. Barnes and Hershon (1976) show that the 
transfer of power from the first to the second generation 
rarely takes place while the founder/father is alive and on 
the scene, and many times the business dies with that 
founder because he has failed to provide for the continuity 
of the organization (Handler & Kram, 1988).

Rosenblatt (1985) found planning for succession quite 
uncommon. In most cases there was no arrangement for an 
orderly change of responsibility, no consideration of how to 
minimize the tax and legal costs of a transition, no formal 
training for the successor, and no preparation by the boss 
for his life in retirement. Lack of planning contributes to 
personal problems during succession and can put the business 
at serious economic risk. As Lansberg (1988:141) says,
"... it is very unlikely that a first generation family firm 
can mobilize itself for succession planning unless the 
founder is willing. He retains the power to perpetuate or 
destroy his life creation."

Developmental Crisis
In looking at the succession crisis from a 

developmental perspective, Hollander and Elman (1988) 
suggest that change can be viewed as normal and predictable 
rather than pathological; therefore, change can be treated
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as an opportunity rather than a defeat. According to 
Hollander and Elman (1988), a pathology or dysfunction 
occurs when the family gets stuck in one stage and fails to 
negotiate the transitions. When this happens, a successor 
may get stalled behind an aging parent uninterested in 
relinquishing control. it is usually too late for the 
successor to start a new career, and it may be too late to 
realize his full potential (Ward, 1987).

A transfer of a business within a family is often 
blurred. Even when ownership changes hands, there is a 
tendency for parents to continue to parent and for their 
adult offspring to let them do so. The boundaries between 
the two systems, family and business, are ambiguous. This 
role confusion resulting from the inherent ambiguity of the 
overlapping roles causes stress in the family system 
(Rosenblatt et al., 1985). Problems arise when one family 
member invades somebody else1s territory or when there is 
ambiguity about who is supposed to do what. This dilemma is 
most frequent in parent-offspring relationships. it is 

to break the normal parenting and offspring 
patterns of behavior, and so families will experience some 
role carryover (Rosenblatt, 1985). Rosenblatt et al. (1985) 
conclude that the patterns of the family system, which 
include roles, rules, and interactions, are inappropriately 
carried over to the business system, frequently, causing 
problems.
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Boundary Ambiguity

Many families in business believe that if they are 
getting along as they should, there is no need to define 
clear roles. Rosenblatt (1985) suggests that a clear 
division of labor seems to be much less stressful than 
presuming everyone knows who is to do what (Rosenblatt, 
1985). Marotz-Baden (1987) found that sons with no role 
ambiguity had lower stress scores for some types of 
stressors than sons with role ambiguity. Marotz-Baden 
(1987) suggests that part of this role ambiguity is a result 
of the son's and daughter-in-law's lack of knowledge about 
the ways in which the older generation is passing or not 
passing the farm/ranch on to them. This lack of clarity 
causes confusion and tension. Weigel and Weigel (1989) 
found that the greatest stressor for members of the younger 
generation was that they were not on their own. A decision 
about who will be included in the business system and the 
appropriate roles and responsibilities for these family 
members will help eliminate some of this boundary ambiguity. 
A plan may help alleviate some of this tension because it 
provides definition of roles and boundaries (Marotz-Baden, 
1988b).

When there is boundary ambiguity, power becomes an 
underlying issue as familial and business roles and statuses 
are blurred (Rosenblatt et al., 1985). Walker and Walker 
(1987) found that a major stressor that farmers experience 
is a lack of personal power, which is defined as the
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inability to feel in control of one's environment. Farmers 
who have less personal power or less control over their 
environment (e.g. younger farmers, and females) have higher 
levels of stress and stress symptoms. Farmers in general 
experience stress related to lack of control over things 
such as the weather and the price of commodities. The sons 
and daughters-in-law also feel an internal lack of power in 
the two-generation farm business for such reasons as less 
responsibility and less decision making power. The 
daughters-in-law appear to experience the greatest amount of 
stress; this may be because they also experience the least 
amount of power. The farm "financial crisis" has also 
contributed to a feeling of less organizational power, e.g., 
political power in market conditions and government policies 
(Walker & Walker, 1987).

Social Exchange Theory
In studying farm families, Marotz-Baden (1986) applied 

social choice theory to suggest that differential costs and 
rewards for each generation would create tension, at least. 
at the timing of the transfer* Social exchange theory, a 
contributor to social choice theory (Nye, 1982), states that 
people seek to obtain rewards and attempt to avoid costs. 
Thus, human behavior is not random, but purposive and goal^  

directed. The pursuit of these goals brings people into 
interdependence with one another. A person perceives an 
exchange as fair or unfair. If an interaction seems fair
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(profitable), positive sentiments build up and the 
relationship between the two people continues to grow and 
develop. If the exchange is costly, the sentiment tends to 
be negative and the relationship slows down or terminates 
(Bowen, 1988).

Research on two-generation farm families indicates a 
significant difference in stress level by generation when 
two families are farming together. Marotz-Baden (1988a) 
found that sons experience the highest stress levels and 
fathers the lowest. However, recent research indicates that 
the older generation experiences increased levels of stress 
in their life when they reach the point of planning and 
transferring the family farm or business (Barnes & Hershon, 
1976; Beckhard & Dyer, 1983; Birley, 1986; Handler & Kram, 
1988; Hollander & Elman, 1988; Keating & Munro, 1987; 
Lansberg, 1988; Levinson, 1971; Rosenblatt et al., 1985; 
Ward, 1988). According to social exchange theory, the older 
generation will feel that the exchange is unfair and that 
the costs are greater than the rewards. Marotz-Baden (1987) 
suggests that the younger generation may experience less 
stress when a plan of succession is put into effect because 
they have future security. They feel the exchange is 
profitable to them.

To illustrate the application of social exchange theory 
to the succession process, a schema was developed to depict 
positive and negative consequences for families with a 
succession plan and for families without a succession plan
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(Figure I). This schema was then presented in relationship 
to stress and life satisfaction. A minus sign (-) was used 
to distinguish between variables that contribute to stress, 
a cost, and a plus sign (+) was used to designate variables 
that contribute to life satisfaction, a profit. These 
variables are listed under older generation or younger 
generation in relationship to having or not having a 
succession plan. The overall stress of not having a plan 
appears to be less than the overall stress caused by having 
one, because of the increased psychological stress related 
specifically to loss of power and control. The younger 
generation, represented on the right, has more minuses 
(stress) with no plan and more pluses (life satisfaction) 
with a plan. The literature suggests that sons and their 
wives feel more power and control when they know their part 
in the future of the farm. This difference in power and 
control between the generations will be discussed in more 
detail in the following sections on stress and life 
satisfaction.

Stress
Studies by Marotz-Baden (1986, 1987, 1988a, 1988b,

1989) have focused on how the process of transferring the 
farm from one generation to the next can be stress-producing 
for both generations. Two stressors for the younger farmer 
are lack of financial power and lack of decision-making 
power (Marotz-Baden, 1987). According to social exchange



Figure I. Social Exchange Theory Applied to Succession Planning in 
Relationship to Stress and Life Satisfaction in Two-Generation Farm Families

OLDER GENERATION YOUNGER GENERATION
Without a Plan With a Plan Without a Plan With a Plan

♦ keep power - change - no financial power + change
♦ keep identity - famiIy conflict - no personal power + gain power♦ keep self worth - face mortality - no status + gain status
♦ keep authority - face retirement - no decision-making power + gain control♦ financial control - lose power - dependent ♦ independence
♦ decision-making power - lose control - no security-continuity ♦ responsibility♦ status - lose identity - lower self worth ♦ self worth
♦ responsibility - lose status - role ambiguity + continuity♦ independent - lose decision making power - inheritance problems later ♦ prevent problems
♦ avoid grief of losses - dependent + clarify roles

- lower self-worth + taken care of by parents
- more responsibility - grieve losses + no financial risk - financial risk- more work ♦ less responsibility - responsibility
- less freedom + continuity of farm + more freedom - more work

+ prevent inheritance + less work - less freedom
fair to all members - provide for parentsprovide for spouse + clarify roles + smother transfer ♦ less work + more freedom 

+ less responsibility

♦ = life satisfaction Schema depicting the positive and the negative consequences for families with a plan
(profit) for the transfer of the farm and families without a plan for the transfer of the farm

- = stress (cost)
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theory, the economic and emotional power of the older 
generation would decrease in a transfer. Therefore, they 
prefer to delay the transfer. The younger generation, 
however, prefers an earlier transfer for the same reasons 
(Marotz-Baden, 1987). The transfer is a stressor for both 
families, but in the process, the overall stress of members 
of the younger generation should decrease as they experience 
more power and control in their lives. The overall stress 
of the older generation, however, should increase for the 
opposite reason: they will experience a loss of power and 
control.

Financial concern has been shown to be related to 
stress for families in both generations (Marotz-Baden,
1988b). One of the economic stressors of succession in farm 
families is that the farm must then provide for two 
households at an acceptable level for both families.
However, income satisfaction seems less important for 
fathers for whom it is very important that the farm be 
passed oh to their offspring, than for fathers for whom it is 
less important (Marotz-Baden, 1988b).

Financial stress is only part of the overall stress 
that both generations experience. Stress experienced by the 
two-generation farm family is thought to be highly 
correlated with family interaction as well as economics 
(Marotz-Baden, 1988b). Farm couples in one study by Marotz- 
Baden (1988b) reported financial and business strains as 
their primary stressor, followed by intra—family strains.
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with work family transitions and strains the third largest 
source of stressors. Marotz-Baden (1988b) suggests that the 
stress experienced by farm families is related to a complex 
interaction of economic and other social factors including 
occupational stressors, and it is difficult to differentiate 
among them.

Communication between the generations about their 
expectations is assumed to affect the stress and life 
satisfaction levels of the family members. On the basis of 
her research, Marotz-Baden (1989) suggests that when there 
is a lack of a clear distinction in roles between the father 
and the son, there is somewhat more stress reported by the 
son than by the father. Sons who reported that their 
parents were going to transfer at least part of the 
enterprise to them had higher total economic satisfaction 
scores than did sons who reported that their parents were 
either undecided or did not know how or if the business 
would be transferred to the next generation (Marotz-Baden, 
1987) .

Holloway (1988) and Marotz-Baden (1988b) also found 
that although sons had the highest stress levels and fathers 
the lowest, the overall stress levels of both fathers and 
sons was not high. Most of the sons were satisfied with the 
extent to which they had been incorporated into their 
parents' farm/ranch operation (Marotz-Baden, 1989). One 
reason for this may be that most of the sons owned or rented 
land in addition to the land they shared with their parents.
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Therefore a feeling of control over their own resources 
might account for their general satisfaction with the amount 
of control they had in the farm business. In neither of 
these studies were the stress levels tested against having a 
succession plan. The low stress reported by the sons and 
fathers is also suggestive of the development of successful 
stress management skills.

Life Satisfaction
Life satisfaction is an elusive concept. It has been 

described in many ways: quality of life, well-being, 
happiness, and satisfaction of life experience. It seems to 
be related more to values and expectations than to material 
goods (Campbell et al., 1976). Recent theories suggest that 
life satisfaction needs to be individually value-based 
(Bowen, 1988). This is explained below.

Traditionally, social scientists have had a view of 
cultural homogenization, which assumes that through 
socialization we all share the same values and perceptions 
and that there is one desirable way for families to function 
(Bowen, 1988). In contrast to that view, the rich diversity 
of family values and processes is increasingly recognized by 
researchers. Traditional models of measuring life 
satisfaction measured the objective conditions of life 
rather than the subjective experiences of life. These 
models seemed reasonable, but it wasn't known how well these 
traditional models measured the psychological states or

x
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quality of life experience. Evaluating people's lives in 
terms of their material possessions is so common that people 
sometimes forget that satisfaction is a psychological 
experience (Campbell et al., 1976) . Some researchers have 
found, for example, that an individual's estimate of 
resources, measured in terms of personal satisfaction, was a 
better predictor of well-being than objective material 
resources alone (Campbell et al., 1976; Wilson & Peterson, 
1987) .

Although not used in this study, Bowen's (1988) Value- 
Behavior Congruency (VBC) Model of Family Life Satisfaction 
is an excellent example of a model that is based on this 
individually value-based view, because it assesses the 
family from its own value base. This model contrasts with 
static definitions of family life satisfaction which utilize 
a fixed set of interactions and feelings. By applying 
social exchange theory to his model, Bowen (1988) places an 
individual value on interactions or feelings. Values are 
seen as a contingent variable. The relative value that is 
attached to specific actions, influences the amount of profit 
perceived by the individual. A direct relationship between 
profit and life satisfaction is assumed. An individually 
value-based measuring instrument for life satisfaction is 
considered to be more responsive to the fluidity and 
diversity of family life patterns and process but it is more 
of a challenge to test and assess results because the
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individual value must also be assigned to each item (Bowen, 
1988) .

Thus it appears that in assessing the quality of life 
experience for an individual, it is necessary to get a 
description of the individual's evaluation of the importance 
of the items used in measuring life satisfaction. The 
subjectivity of perceptions, expectations, feelings, and 
values produces problems of definition and measurement. One 
way to measure the quality of life is to use an individually 
value-based measuring instrument for life satisfaction. The 
Life Satisfaction Scale (Wilson, 1987) used in this study 
allows for an individually value-based approach in that the 
response varies from very satisfied to very dissatisfied, 
depending upon how much the person values the content of 
each individual item.

Summary of the Literature Review

In summary, the literature suggests that there are 
special problems and challenges involved in a two-generation 
farm family transfer. It is suggested that having a plan 
for the succession of a family business will increase the 
chances of a successful transfer (Anderson & Rosenblatt,
1985; Birley, 1986; Cates & Sussman, 1982; Friedberger,
1983; Harl, 1972; Keating & Munro, 1987; Marotz-Baden,
1988b). But there are numerous blocks to providing a plan.
In family owned businesses, there are added complications 
because of the overlapping demands of the interrelated
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systems of the family and the business (Marotz-Baden, 1987). 
In farm and ranch family businesses, the boundaries between 
the family and business systems are even more ambiguous 
because the family's social, leisure, and business life 
seems to be intertwined (Birley, 1986). While there are 
inherent stressors related to succession planning, the 
younger generation appears to experience greater overall 
stress, while the older generation experiences less. The 
older generation perceives passing on the farm as symbolic 
of death, retirement, or losing their identity, purpose, 
power and status (Lansberg, 1988). Financial stress is 
reported to be primary, but in studies of the succession 
process, resistance to planning by the owner is equally 
influenced by a fear of a loss of power and control in one's 
life (Handler & Kram, 1988; Lansberg, 1988). At the same 
time, a succession plan increases the feelings of power and 
control for the younger generation, which in turn decreases 
their overall stress (Rosenblatt et al., 1985).

Life satisfaction has recently been perceived as a 
subjective experience. Power and control over one's life 
are strongly related to life satisfaction. According to 
social exchange theory, when people feel more power and 
control, they will experience more rewards or profit (Bowen, 
1988) ; therefore, the younger generation would experience 
greater life satisfaction with a plan and the older 
generation less with a plan.
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Based on literature about the succession process in the 

family business and the complexities of the two-generation 
farm family, one can hypothesize that in spite of the 
increased stress from not having a plan for the older 
generation, a plan for succession will increase their 
general stress level even more and decrease their general 
life satisfaction level. At the same time, in spite of the 
increased stress inherent in making a succession plan, the 
general stress of members of the younger generation, will 
decrease and their life satisfaction will increase with a 
plan.

Finally, social exchange and family systems theories 
were described and applied as a framework to support the 
researcher's hypotheses about the effects of a succession 
plan on the stress, life satisfaction, and self-esteem of 
two-generation farm families. The proposed study builds 
upon previous research which supports the assumption that 
family dynamics have a substantial influence on planning for 
succession, and that planning for succession has an effect 
on family dynamics, specifically in relationship to stress, 
life satisfaction, and self-esteem.

<
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Research Hypotheses

1. The stress levels of the mothers and fathers in two- 
generation farm/ranch families will be greater if there is a 
plan for succession than if there is not.

2. The life satisfaction levels of the mothers and fathers 
in-two generation farm/ranch families will be less if there 
is a plan for succession than if there is not.

3. The self-esteem levels of the mothers and fathers in two- 
generation farm/ranch families will be less if there is a 
plan for succession than if there is not.

4. The stress levels of the sons and their spouses in two- 
generation farm/ranch families will be less if there is a 
plan for succession than if there is not.

5. The life satisfaction levels of the sons and their 
spouses of two-generation farm/ranch families will be
greater if there is a plan for succession than if there is 
not.

6. The self-esteem levels of the sons and their spouses of 
two-generation farm/ranch families will be greater if there 
is a plan for succession than if there is not.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS OF INVESTIGATION

The data for this study were taken from a data set 
which is part of the W-167 Western Regional Agriculture 
Experimental Station research project. The Montana research 
specifically examined stressors inherent in 
intergenerational transfer of farm and ranch assets, 
including how the transfer takes place and the coping 
strategies farmers and ranchers utilize to combat these 
stressors (Marotz-Baden, 1983). This study will utilize a 
subset of the Montana data.

Sample
The Montana Agriculture Soil and Conservation Service 

identified a 10% random sample of Montana multi-family farm 
and ranch operations that farmed/ranched between 200 arid 
2000 acres in the state of Montana. In 1985, a letter 
explaining the research project was sent to each of the 400 
operations that had been identified as potential 
participants, and that included, as well, the father and 
mother and at least one married son and his wife who farmed 
or ranched together. Of the 253 families (63%) who 
responded, only seven (2.8%) were unwilling to participate 
in the project. One hundred seventy-nine of the families
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(70.8%) were not eligible because they did not meet the 
criterion of having an intact older generation and an intact 
younger generation with sons who were involved in the 
farm/ranch operation. Daughters were not included because 
there were so few families with daughters that responded to 
the original mailing. A total of 68 two-generation families 
met the criterion of an intact couple of each generation. 
Individual questionnaires were sent separately to the 
father, mother, son, and daughter-in-law in these 68 
families. A total of 175 people (64.3%) responded.
Matching the participants by family resulted in 25 intact 
four-member families.

A similar follow-up questionnaire was sent to each of 
the 175 respondents in 1987; 137 responded, including 15 of 
the origninal 25 intact four-member families. To utilize 
the largest possible sample size, this research utilized all 
respondents from both time periods (1985 and 1987). As a 
result, there were unequal numbers of the four-family 
members. In 1985 there were 54 fathers, 48 mothers, 41 
sons, and 32 daughters-in-law. After deleting some cases 
for missing data, the 1987 data set included 21 fathers, 27 
mothers, 41 sons, and 37 daughters-in-law.

Procedures
Separate questionnaires for the Montana project were 

developed for each family member (i.e., father,, mother, son, 
and daughter-in-law). Many questions were identical on each
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questionnaire, but some questions were designed specifically 
for fathers, mothers, sons, or daughters-in-law. The 
original 1985 questionnaire did not ask the daughters-in-law 
about method of transfer, but this question was included for 
all family members in the 1987 survey to allow for 
comparisons. Therefore, since the 1985 data could not be 
analyzed including the daughters-in-law, the 1987 data were 
analyzed once including the daughters-in-law, and once 
excluding them.

The second questionnaire also contained a life 
satisfaction scale and a self-esteem scale that were not 
part of the first questionnaire. This researcher believes 
that self-esteem is directly related to life satisfaction, 
specifically concerning personal power related to farm 
transfer. To determine any changes in stress levels that 
may have occurred as a result of a change of status in 
method of transfer, data from the two time periods were also 
compared.

Measures
The independent variable, a plan for succession, was 

measured by the following question: "By what method is the 
farm being transferred?" Because of the small sample size 
and the wide variety of methods of transfer, the specific 
types of plans could not be compared. All types of plans 
were collapsed into the category of "with a plan." Answers 
were categorized into I) with a plan, 2) without a plan, and



43
3) not transferring. "Having a plan for succession" 
included a broad range of types of plans from an informal 
and unclear plan, such as just knowing there is a desire to 
pass the farm on, to a formal, written, strategically- 
implemented plan for succession. As a result of lack of 
family communication, members of the same family may have 
different perceptions of the kind of plan that is in effect.

The dependent variables of stress, life satisfaction, 
and self-esteem were determined by the total scores of each 
family member and also by the combined scores of each 
generation. Stress was assessed with two measures: the 
Perceived Stress Scale, a general stress scale, and the Farm 
Family Stress Scale, a two-generation farm family stress 
scale. These two stress measures were included in both 
questionnaires (1985 and 1987). The life satisfaction and 
self-esteem measures were included only in the second 
questionnaire (1987).

General— Perceived Stress. General stress was measured 
with the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) devised by Cohen, 
Kamark, and Mermelstein (1983). This 14-item scale is 
designed to measure perceived stress resulting from events 
or situations occurring during the previous month. This 
scale uses a five-point Likert scale ranging from never (0) 
to very often (4). Total stress scores for each respondent 
were obtained by adding together the 14 items for a score 
range of 0-56, with higher scores indicative of higher 
perceived stress. Only cases in which two—thirds or more of
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the questions were answered were included. To compensate 
for missing data in cases with less than one-third of the 
responses missing, the individual’s average scale score was 
assigned to the missing score and added into the final score 
for that individual in order to provide a more accurate 
stress score. Coefficient alpha reliability scores for the 
PSS ranged from .84 to .86. The reliability score for the 
1985 data was .83 and .29 for 1987.

Two-Generation Farm Family Stressors. The Farm Family 
Stress Scale (FFSS) (Weigel, Blundall, & Weigel, 1985) was 
used to measure stress caused by common stressors of two- 
generation farm enterprises. The FFSS scale has a reported 
reliability of .90 for the older generation and .91 for the 
younger generation (Weigel et al., 1987). The alpha 
reliability scores for the 1985 data set were .85, with .86 
for the older, generation and .87 for the younger generation. 
The 1987 data set showed alpha reliability scores of .93, 
with .88 for the older generation and .91 for the younger 
generation. The FFSS measured how disturbing each potential 
stressor was on a five-point Likert scale ranging from not 
(I) to extremely (5). A total stress score for each 
respondent was obtained by adding together the 22 items.
The validity of this measure has not been established.

Because the 22 items in this measure represented a 
variety of stressors, the scale was factor analyzed by 
Marotz-Baden (1986) using the entire Montana farm/ranch 
sample data set of 175 respondents to see to what degree
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these 22 items represented underlying dimensions of two- 
generation farm family stressors. Five factors with eigen 
values over one emerged, accounting for 63% of the total 
variance. (See Marotz-Baden, 1986, for a detailed discussion 
of these findings.) Five factors were identified: (I) Lack 
of Equal Status, (2) Farm vs Family, (3) Financial Concerns, 
(4) Independence/Dependence, and (5) Extended Family 
Conflict (Marotz-Baden, 1988a). The respondent's scores 
were obtained, by summing the scores of the items included in 
each of the five subfactors. Scores for each factor ranged 
from 0-55 for factor I, 0-15 for factor 2, 0-25 for factor 
3/ 0—15 for factor 4, 0—10 for factor 5. Two questions were 
included in two of the factors. The 1985 data alpha 
reliability coefficient for factor I was .90, .76 for factor 
2, .76 for factor 3, .56 for factor 4, and .44 for factor 5. 
The 1987 alpha reliability coefficient for factor I was .90, 
for factor 2 it was .76, for factor 3 it was .72, for factor 
4 it was .72, and for factor 5 it was .56.

General Life Satisfaction. General life satisfaction 
was measured with the Life Satisfaction Scale (LSS) (Wilson 
k Peterson, 1988). This is a 12—item scale designed to 
measure perceived life satisfaction resulting from events or 
situations in life.

This scale utilizes an individually value-based 
approach to define, conceptualize, and measure life 
satisfaction. In other words, objective indicators of life 
circumstances are used as predictors of overall life
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satisfaction. This scale allows for individual 
interpretation of the value or importance of each item on 
the premise that if an item is not highly valued, the 
individual will not rate it as high or as low as an item 
that is highly valued.

Subjects were asked to rate their level of life 
satisfaction for each item on a Likert scale ranging from 
very dissatisfied (I) to very satisfied (4). To compensate 
for missing data, those cases with two-thirds or more of the 
questions answered were included in the analysis. The.final 
scores were individual mean scores ranging from 1-4. The 
LSS has a reported reliability of .73 (Wilson & Peterson, 
1988) ; for this data set, the reliability was .81.

Self-Esteem. Self-esteem was measured with a 4-item 
subscale of the Life Satisfaction scale. Respondents were 
asked to rate their level of life satisfaction for each item 
on a Likert scale ranging from disagree strongly (I) to 
strongly agree (4), with higher total scores representing 
higher self-esteem. This scale has an alpha reliability 
score of .87 for this data set.

Description of the Sample
The 1985 and 1987 samples are described in Tables I and 

2. Although the same people were sent the surveys both 
years, the two data sets were not identical. The mean ages 
of the four members in the 1985 sample were as follows: 
fathers, 60.4, mothers, 60.4, sons, 40.5, and daughters-in-



Table I. Description of the Sample: 1985

Father Mother Son Daughter-in-law(N=32) (N=41) (N=48) (N=54)

Mean age in years 60.4 60.4 40.5 31.7Mean years married 39 36 15 10.6Mean number of children NA 4 NA 2.5
Education

Less than high percentage* percentage percentage percentage
school graduate 28 16 2 4High school graduate 34 45 15 29Some trade school 9 0 6 6Trade school 3 5 8 4Some college 19 29 35 31College degree 0 3 21 22Graduate work 6 3 13 4

Income percentage percentage percentage percentageUnder $9,999 10 19 13 15$10,000-$19,999 20 28 30 28$20,000-$29,999 20 13 21 35$30,000-$39,999 10 6 9 9$40,000-$49,999 7 0 6 2$50,000-$59,999 7 13 4 0
$f,(), 0 0 0 - $ 6 9 , 9 9 9 3 0 . 2 0
$ 7 0 , 0 0 0 - 5 7 9 , 9 9 9 10 6 2 0$80,000 or more 13 16 13 11

Mean years farmed
Total 41.0 NA 14.4 NAWith family member 10.1 NA 11.5 NA

*Percentages rounded to nearest whole percent



Table 2. Description of the Sample; 1987

Father
(N=21)

Mother
(N=27)

Son
(N=41) Daughter-in-law

(N=37)

Mean age in years 68.6 65.4 36.8 34.7Mean years married 40.1 38.7 13.0 12.9Mean number of children 3.7 3.8 2.4 2.5
Education percentage* percentage .percentage percentageLess than high 

school graduate * 30 15 5 5High school graduate 40 46 26 23Some trade school 10 4 3 5Trade school 0 0 8 8Some college 20 35 32 41College degree .0 0 24 10Graduate work 0 0 3 8

Income percentage percentage percentage percentageUnder $9,999 0 4 10 6$10,000-$19,000 37 33 26 37$20,000-$29,999 5 13 15 14$30,000-$39,999 21 13 8 11$40,000-$49,999 0 0 0 6$50,000-$59,000 0 0 10 6$60.000-$69,999 5 13 3 6$70,000-$79,999 5 4 5 0$80,000 or more 26 21 23 14

Mean years farmed 
Total 44 NA 15 NAWith family member 13.1 NA 13.7 4.8

^Percentages rounded to nearest whole percent
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t-

law, 31,7. The older couples had been married for an 
average of 37.5 years and had four children. The younger 
couple had been married an average of 12.8 years and had 2.5 
children. Approximately half of the older generation had a

school education, and over two—thirds of the younger 
generation had some post—high school education either in 
college or a trade school. Gross income in 1984 averaged 
$30-39,000 for the older generation and $20-29,000 for the 
younger generation.

Between the two generations, the families farmed or 
ranched, including leased land, between 400 and 11,500 acres 
in 1984. Fathers reported farming an average of 3,250 
acres, while sons reported farming an average of 3,832 
acres. Fathers had been farming anywhere from 10 to 68 
years, with 42 years the average. Sons reported farming 
from 2 to 45, years with an average of 12 years. Fathers 
reported farming with their sons an average of 10 years, 
while sons reported farming with their fathers an average of 
12 years.

In the 1987 sample there were 136 respondents. The 
mean ages of the four members in years were as follows: 
fathers, 68.6, mothers, 65.4, sons, 36.8, and daughters-in- 
law, 34.7. The older couples had been married for an 
average of 39.4 years and had 3.75 children. The younger 
couples had been married an average of 13 years and had 2.5 
children. Approximately half of both generations had some 
trade school, with the younger generation having more. The
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average gross annual income for the older generation was 
$37,500. The younger generation's average gross income was 
$33,500.

The older generation had been farming an average of 44 
years, 13.1 of those years with their sons. The sons had 
been farming a total of 15 years with 13.7 of those years 
with their parents. The daughters-in-rlaw had been a part of 
the two-generation farm for an average of 4.8 years.

/
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS

Data Analysis

This research attempted to measure the effect that 
succession planning has on the stress, life satisfaction, 
and self-esteem levels of two-generation farm families. The 
two independent variables were defined as the family 
position and the method of transfer. The family position 
consisted of the father, the mother, the son, and the 
daughter-in-law. Because of problems discussed earlier, the 
method of transfer was dichotomized into "with a plan" and 
"without a plan."

Most family members reported that there was a plan for 
farm transfer. As can be seen in Table 3, 100% of the 
fathers in both time periods reported having a plan to 
transfer the farm. This finding severely limited the data 
analyses since there were no scores for fathers without a 
plan to compare to the scores of the fathers with a plan.
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Table 3. Percentages: Type of Plan by Family Member, 
1985 and 1987

Method of 
Transfer

Father Mother Son Daughter/Law

1985 (N=27) (N=39) (N=46) (N=O)
With/Plan 100% 92.3% 89.1% NA
WO/Plan 0% 5.1% 10.9% NA
Not Trans. 0% 2.6% 0.0% NA

1987 (N=21) (N=25) (N=40) (N=35)
With/Plan 100% 92% 77.5% 54.3%
WO/Plan 0% 8% 20.0% 37.1%
Not Trans. 0% 0% 2.5% 8.6%

All of the fathers reported having a plan for 
succession, but a percentage of all othjer family members 
reported not having a plan— mothers the least often, sons 
more often, and daughters-in-Iaw the most often. A chi- 
square statistical test for equality of proportion of the 
family members' perceived knowledge of a plan was found to 
be significant at the .10 level (chi-square=6.43; df=31; 
p=.09). A chi-square test between generations was also 
found to be significant (chi-square=5.79; df=l; p=.02). One 
interpretation of these data is that the older generation is 
not communicating its plan to the younger generation, 
because, although the fathers all reported having a plan for 
transfer, many times the rest of the family apparently did
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not know about the plan. This supports the research 
discussed in the literature review, i.e., that fathers tend 
to use avoidance of stressful issues as a coping strategy 
and as a result resist the transfer of the farm business 
even when they want it to continue into the next generation. 
One way to avoid the emotional and financial Stress involved 
in the transfer process is by not talking about it.

In response to the research cited in the literature 
review suggesting that the older generation has greater 
stress when there is a succession plan and that the younger 
generation has greater stress when there is hot a plan, 
multivariate Anova (analysis of variance) techniques were 
employed to test which family members score in these 
suggested directions. The main effects and the interaction 
of the two independent variables, method of plan and family 
position on the dependent variables, stress, life 
satisfaction, and self-esteem were observed and are 
displayed in Tables 4 and 5.

Daughters-in-law were not asked about method of 
transfer in the 1985 questionnaire. To allow for a more 
equal comparison between the two data sets, the 1987 data 
set was analyzed once including the daughters-in-law and 
once excluding them.

The p values of the main effects of stress, life 
satisfaction, and self-esteem with family position and 
method of transfer are displayed in the "family position" 
and "method of transfer" columns of Tables 4 and 5; these



Table 4. Mean scores of the Stress Scales, by Family Position 
and Method of Transfer, and Anova Results for 1985 (N=103)

Family Position Father Mother
(N=25) (N=33)

Method of Transfer w/plan wo/plan w/plan wo/plan
Perceived Stress (N=25) (N=O) (N=31) (N=2)Scale (PSS) 
Sum 0-56 19.04 NA 19.19 18.50
Farm FamiIy (N=25) (N=O) (N=31) (N=2)Stress Scale (FFSS) 
Sum 0-110 24.76 NA 27.81 23.50
Factor I (N=15) (N=O) (N=22) (N=2)Lack Equal Status 
Sim 0-55 13.87 NA 16.86 10.00
Factor 2 (N=15) (N=O) (N=22) (N=2)Family vs Farm 
Sun 0-15 4.00 - NA 5.09 3.00
Factor 3 (N=15) (N=O) (N=22) (N=2)Finances 
Sum 0-25 7.00 NA 8.50 9.50
Factor 4 (H=15) (N=O) (N=22) (N=2)Indep vs Dependent 
Sum 0-15 3.87 NA 4.23 3.00
Factor 5 (N=15) (N=O) (N=22) (N=2)Extend Fam Conflict 
Sum 0-10 2.40 NA 3.27 2.50

Without Daughters/Law.
Son

(N=45)
P P P

w/plan
(N=40)

wo/plan
(N=S)

FamiIy 
Pos

Method
Trans

2-way
Interact

21.95 26.00 .101 .353 .445
(N=40) (N=S)
37.70 50.40 .OOO** .152 .146
(N=38) (N=S)
18.34 28.20 .042*6 .082* .008**
(N=38) (N=5)
6.08 6.00 .017** .517 .376
(N=38) (N=5)
10.82 12.80 .002** .261 .765
(N=38) (N=5)
5.26 6.00 .027*6 .852 .302
(N=38) (N=S)
3.39 3.00 .073* .383 .766

Vl

* P <=..10
** P <=.05



Table 5. Mean Scores of Stress Scales, 
Family Position and Method of Transfer, bife Satisfaction Scale, and Self-Esteem Scale and Anova Results for 1987 (N=IOS) by

Family Position Father Mother Son Daughter/Law
With
P

Daughter
P

s/Law
P

W/ODa
P

ughters/Law

Method of Transfer (N=21) (N=18) (N=38) (N=31)w/plan wo/plan w/plan wo/plan w/plan wo/plan. w/plan wo/plan FamiIy Method 2-way FamiIy Method 2-wav
Perceived Stress 
Scale (PSS) (N=25) (N=O) (N=16> (N=2) (N=30) (N=8) (N=IS) (N=13)

Pos Trans Interact Pos Trans Interact
Sun 0-56 29.90 NA 31.06 30.00 30.93 29.75 31.22 31.46 .665 .660 .816 .693 .494 .976
Farm Family 
Stress Scale (FFSS) (N=21) (N=O) (N=16) (N=2) (N=30) (N=8) (N=18) (N=13)
Sum 0-110 26.14 NA 27.75 32.00 36.10 44.88 43.39 48.00 .000** .076* .838 .003** .060* .646
Factor 1
Lack Equal Status (N=20) (N=O) (N=16) (N=2) (N=28) . (N=8) (N=18) (N=12)
Sun 0-55 12.65 NA 14.06 16.50 17.79 21.38 21.83 24.50 .000** .097* .965 .007** .116 .820
Factor 2 
Family vs Farm (N=20) (N=O) (N=16) (N=2) (N=28) (N=8) (N=IS) (N=12)
Sum 0-15 4.30 NA 4.38 4.50 6.36 6.25 7.11 7.08 .000** .945 .933 .001** .941 .898
Factor 3 
Finances (N=20) "(JJ=O) (N=16) (N=2) (N=28) (N=8) (N=IS) (N=12)
Sun 0-25 7.45 NA 7.06 9.00 9.68 11.00 10.50 12.33 .000** .072* .958 .006** .170 .808 .
Factor 4
Indep vs Dependent (N=20) (N=O) (N=16) (N=2) (N=28) (N=8) (N=18) (N=12)
Sun 0-15 3.35 NA 3.94 4.50 5.21 7.50 6.44 8.08 .000** .003** .654 .002** .007** .303
Factor 5
Extend Fam Conflict

(N=20) (N=O) (14=16) (N=2) (N=28) (N=8) (N=18) (N=12)
Sum 0-10 2.50 NA 2.63 2.00 3.54 4.50 4.28 4.83 .000** .131 .460 .004** .208 .174
Life Satisfaction 
Mean (N=21) (N=O) (N=16) (N=2) (N=30) (N=8) (N=18) (N=13)
1-4 3.45 NA 3.51 3.21 3.26 3.04 3.07 3.21 .028** .587 .237 .095* .112 .813
Self-Esteem
Sun (N=21) (N=O) (N=16) N=(2) (N=30) (N=8) (N=IS) (N=13)
0-16 12.52 NA 12.50 11.00 12.60 10.88 12.50 11.46 .991 .002** .757 .983 .003** .866
* P <=.io 
** P <=.05
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values represent the significance of the variance among the 
means. The p values of the two-way interactions between the 
independent variables, family position and method of plan, 
are displayed in the ”2-way interaction" column. Because of 
the relatively small sample size and the difference in 
proportions of family members in.each family position 
reporting a plan, the probability level of p<,.10 was used to 
lower the chance of a type II error, that is, the chance 
that the hypotheses would be rejected with failure to detect 
a difference when a difference does exist.

There were significant main effects in all cases in 
relation to family position except on the Perceived Stress 
Scale and Self-Esteem measure (see Tables 4 and 5). The 
older generation generally experienced less overall stress 
and greater life satisfaction than the younger generation.

As Table 4 shows, there was one statistically 
significant main effect found for method of transfer for the 
1985 data set and it was on the Lack of Equal Status measure 
of stress. The analyses of the 1987 data set including the 
daughters-in-law, displayed in Table 5, showed a significant 
variance among the mean scores related to method of transfer 
on the Farm Family Stress Scale, Lack of Equal Status, 
Finances, Independent vs Dependent measures of stress, and 
on the Self-Esteem measure. When the daughters-in-law were 
not included there were significant main effects for method 
of plan on the Farm Family Stress Scale, the Independent vs. 
Dependent stress measure, and on the Self-Esteem measure.
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These results suggest that method of transfer has an effect 
on stress levels and self-esteem, and that the perception of 
the method of transfer for the daughters-in-law has an 
influence, specifically on the Lack of Equal Status and 
Finances stress measures.

For the 1985 data set there was a statistical 
interaction between family position and method of transfer 
on the Lack of Equal Status stress measure (p=.008). This 
offset is due to a difference in family members1 scores when 
there was a plan for farm transfer and when there was not a 
plan. In partial support of hypothesis four (p.39), a t- 
test revealed that the sons had higher mean stress scores 
when there was not a plan for farm transfer than mean scores 
when there was a plan (wo/plan x=28.20, w/plan X1=IS.34, 
t=6.601, df=77, p<.05). These results reveal that an 
interaction between the two independent variables-'-family 
position and method of plan— affect the stress levels of the 
sons in these two-generation farm families.

Using a t-test analyses, stress, life satisfaction, and 
self-esteem levels for the 1985 and the 1987 data sets for 
all family members were compared when they reported having a 
plan and when they reported not having a plan for transfer.
As shown in Tables 4 and 5, the mean stress scores of the 
mothers were generally higher with a plan for transfer than 
the mean scores without a plan, whereas the mean stress 
scores for the sons and daughters—in—law were generally 
higher without a plan than the mean scores with a plan.
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However, the t-test revealed that for the 1985 data set the 
difference was statistically significant only for the sons 
in the Farm Family Stress Scale at the p<.05 level of 
significance (w/plan x=37.70; wo/plan x=50.40) and for the 
sons in the Lack of Equal Status Stress measure as 
previously discussed.

In the 1987 data set, there were statistically 
significant differences for both the sons (t=1.832, df=97, 
p<.05) and the daughters-in-law (t=1.696, df=97, p<.10) on 
the Independent vs Dependent stress measure. The mean 
stress scores were higher without a plan (son wo/plan 
x=7.50; d-law wo/plan x=8.08) than with a plan (son w/plan 
x=5.21; d-law w/plan x=6.44) In 1987 there was also a 
significant difference in Self-Esteem scores for both the 
sons (t=l.339, df=101, p<.05) and the daughters-in-law 
(t=l.009, df=101, p</10). The mean self-esteem scores were 
lower without a plan (son wo/plan x=10.88; d-law wo/plan 
x=ll.46) than with a plan (son w/plan x=12.60; d-law w/plan 
x=12.50). These findings offer partial support for 
hypotheses four and six which state that the son and the 
daughter-in-law will experience greater stress and lower 
self-esteem when there is not a plan for farm transfer. It 
is interesting to note that, although the differences were 
not statistically significant for all, mothers, sons, and 
daughters-in-law reported higher mean Life Satisfaction and 
Self Esteem scores with a plan, with the exception of the
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scores with a plan.

Because no fathers reported being without a plan, a 
two-way Anova was run excluding the fathers from the data 
set to test for an interaction between family position, 
method of transfer, and the Laqk of Equal Status stress 
measure. When the fathers were not included in the 
analysis, the level of significance dropped to p=.108. 
However, this difference is so small that it does not appear 
that the father’s data skewed the results of the analyses.

Longitudinal Comparisons
Responses to the question of method of transfer in the 

1985 questionnaire were compared to those in the 1987 
questionnaire to see if there were any changes. Only six 
respondents had different answers. All changed from having 
a plan in 1985 to not having a plan in 1987. In the two 
cases involving mothers, there were no clear patterns of 
change in stress levels, but there were changes in the other 
four cases involving sons.

Three of these sons reported lower general stress 
(Perceived Stress Scale) when they had a plan for transfer 
in 1985 compared to not having a plan in 1987. However, all 
four sons reported higher farm related stress (Farm Family 
Stress Scale) when there was a plan in 1985 than when there 
was not one in 1987. Possibly the plans in place in 1985 
were not working well, and hence contributed to the sons' 
farm related stress, while having a plan lowered their
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farm related stress, while having a plan lowered their 
general stress because of a general sense of well-being 
related to their future financial security, which may be 
related to feelings of power and control in their life.
Doing away with these plans may have resolved the farm 
related stress, but increased the general stress of the sons 
for the same reasons, loss of power, control, and future 
security.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Discussion of Results and Recommendations

The results of this study (Tables 4 and 5) offer 
partial support for hypotheses four and six (p.39), i.e., 
that the younger generation will experience less stress and 
higher self-esteem when there is a succession plan. This 
study did not support hypotheses one, two, three, and five: 
that the older generation will experience greater stress, 
lower life satisfaction, and lower self-esteem when there is 
a succession plan; and that the younger generation will 
experience higher life satisfaction when there is a 
succession plan.

This research does indicate, however, that family 
position affects stress and life satisfaction levels, and 
that the method of transfer affects stress and self-esteem 
levels. There was also an interaction between family 
position and method of transfer on Lack of Equal Status 
related stress levels. Lack of more significant 
interactions may be an artifact resulting from the small 
number of people who reported there was no succession plan. 
These data indicated that stress levels were more strongly
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related to family position than to whether or not there was 
a succession plan.

Implications
The literature reviewed in this thesis suggests that 

feelings of power and control in one's life have an effect 
on people's levels of stress, life satisfaction, and self­
esteem. In farm transfers this may be demonstrated when the 
older generation's feelings of less power and control with a 
plan for transfer result in feelings of higher stress and 
lower life-satisfaction and self-esteem. The younger 
generation may feel less power and control in their lives 
when there is not a plan for farm transfer, and hence they 
may experience higher stress and lower life-satisfaction and 
self-esteem.

There are numerous implications for applied 
professionals, family businesses, and farm/ranch families. 
Most literature suggests that family business owners, 
including farmers and ranchers, want their business or farm 
to continue into the next generation, and that the process 
of rational planning leads to greater success. This 
situation indicates that having a succession plan increases 
the probability of a successful transfer. Research also 
suggests that the transfer process is very stressful, and 
that the father/owner has a tendency to resist and avoid 
that process. Although a father/owner's behavior may appear 
irrational, unreasonable, and incongruent, once the
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psychological, emotional, and family-related reasons are 
revealed, it is understandable. This awareness can free 
people to make choices congruent with their goals for the 
family and the family business and plan for those choices, 
thereby increasing their chances of a successful transfer

Much of the research on farm families has been 
exploratory and descriptive. Different theoretical models 
have been used to describe the factors affecting farm family 
patterns. This study has applied theories of family 
functioning that provide useful frameworks for the 
development of models of farm family interaction.

In applying general systems theory, one can realize 
that a change in the system has an effect on each 
individual. In addition, social exchange theory can help us 
to understand the older generation's, especially the 
father's, tendency to resist and postpone planning for the 
succession of the family business. The costs and rewards 
are not to his benefit (Figure I, p.31). The perceived cost 
of transferring goes much deeper than loss of property. The 
father may feel a loss of power and control in his life, 
which in turn may affect his self-esteem. This loss feels 
like the death of himself, his purpose, and his identity, 
if is natural to resist change in the family and business 
system. Understanding these psychological and systemic 
dynamics can help fathers make a plan for succession without 
feeling like they, themselves are dying.
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Sons undoubtedly experience mixed emotions about the 

transfer process. They may experience stress when there is 
no plan for transfer because they feel their position on the 
farm is tenuous. This stress may also be related to 
personal power and self-esteem. Additionally, sons may feel 
loyalties toward their father and guilt if they push for a 
plan for transfer. Furthermore, the younger generation 
tends to implement new methods and ideas into the business, 
while the older generation tends to keep doing things the 
same way. These suppositions from the literature review 
need further testing.

Further research applying family interaction models 
might provide a better understanding of intergenerational 
relationships within farm families. In any event, 
prospective rather than retrospective explanations of the 
dynamics of two-generation-farm families would advance this 
area of research.

Several general research and interventive implications 
are suggested by the present study. First, a clearer 
understanding of the dynamics of the family farm system, 
including factors affecting the transfer process, might 
emerge from research examining expectations and perceptions 
of "the plan" by family members. This might include, for 
instance, to what degree expectations affect or moderate the 
individual perceptions of the plan. While beyond the scope 
of the current study,- such research would provide a context 
in which to place the data.



65
Second, succession planning in the present study was 

assessed primarily by assessing the kinds of plans into two 
types; having a plan and not having a plan. Future studies 
should focus also on qualitative dimensions of 
intergenerational relations which might affect the kind of 
Plan ant̂  the communication of the plan. These may include 
the degree of historical conflict between parents and 
children, attachment, perceived dependency, and reaction to 
stress.

if it is true that the father's goal is for the farm to 
continue into the next generation, a qualitative study may 
reveal some of the family dynamics contributing to the 
reasons families do not talk about the transfer and 
therefore never plhn for it. Since they may not be aware of 
the reasons for avoiding planning, it would be very 
difficult to measure or test for such data with a 
questionnaire or measuring instrument. Another issue that 
needs to be studied further is how the particular types of 
succession plans would influence stress differently. In 
retrospect, the inclusion of such dimensions might have 
aided interpretation of specific findings in this study.

Third, to see more than one specific historical and 
developmental period, a less limited longitudinal study with 
a larger sample would afford examination of the dynamics of 
familial behavior, including stability or change in family 
patterns, as well as causal factors affecting these.
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Finally, a broad interventive implication is suggested 

by the present study. It is clear that applied services and 
programs to aid farm families should be based upon 
intervention models which are sensitive to existing family 
networks. This includes an awareness of all family members' 
expectations and perceptions of their family's plan for 
succession of the farm. Interventions and service efforts 
will, in many instances, come into contact with, and possibly 
conflict with, the on-going family system. Clearly, 
effective intervention should be a coordinated blend of 
formal and informal family support.

Accountants, lawyers, counselors, extension agents, 
financial planners, bankers, business consultants, and 
family therapists will want to encourage their clients to 
take the time to draw up a succession plan. In fact, a 
professional team effort may be ideal for working through 
the issues involved, helping the family plan proactively 
rather than reactively for the future of their family and 
their business.

Limitations
Conclusions are limited from this study for several 

reasons. The most serious limitation was that no fathers 
reported not having a plan, and as a result, hypotheses I 
and 2 (p.39) could not be appropriately tested with both 
fathers and mothers. Therefore, mothers were analyzed 
separately. Another serious limitation was the unequal
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numbers of cases within the method of transfer for each 
family member. For example, in 1987 92% of the mothers 
reported having a plan and 8% reported not having a plan. 
This limitation made it difficult to detect interactions and 
main effects. In addition, the daughters—in—law were not 
asked about method of transfer in the 1985 survey, so they 
could not be included in the 1985 analyses.

Another limitation, because of the small sample size, 
was that the specific types of plans for transfer were 
collapsed into two: with or without a plan. Therefore, the 
category "with a plan" included all formal and informal 
plans. It is possible that the various types of plans would 
differentially affect stress, life satisfaction, and self- . 
esteem. Fqr example, a written, strategic plan would 
inherently allow more clarity and less room for 
interpretation or different individual perceptions of the 
plan, probably resulting in less boundary ambiguity. An 
informal plan, on the other hand, could vary on clarity and 
ambiguity. A very unclear and ambiguous plan could have a 
very different effect than a very clearly defined formal 
plan. A key issue in further study would be if and how the 
plan has been communicated to all family members.

The fathers who have an informal plan, even a plan as 
simple as acknowledging that they want to pa$s the farm onto 
their sons, may not experience stress related to having a 
plan because the plan is so vague that it does not require 
any changes in the business or family systems. The reverse



68
would be true for the sons' stress levels. An informal, 
vague plan may be very stressful. A formal, written plan, 
therefore, may decrease the sons' stress related to their 
future status in the farm business.

The results of this work support previous research, but 
no conclusions could be drawn. There were 29 different 
types of plans, and/or combinations of plans, reported in 
this study. To do a more specific study of this same data 
would lend more understanding about how various types of 
plans might influence stress differentially. However, the 
small sample size would severely limit the finding of 
significant^ results if each type of plan were analyzed 
individually.

Summary
Two-generational farm transfer is a complex and 

stressful process. The reasons for this stress can be 
partly attributed to the older generation's resistance to 
change and the younger generation's push for it. While 
members of the older generation want to ensure their 
economic and emotional well-being by delaying the transfer, 
the younger generation prefers an earlier transfer for 
similar reasons, because such an action enhances their 
potential economic and emotional well-being.

This research examined the effects of succession 
planning on the stress, life satisfaction, and self-esteem 
levels of two-generation farm families. The hypotheses
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stated that the fathers1 and mothers1 stress levels would be 
greater and their life satisfaction and self-esteem levels 
lower if they had a plan for the transfer of the farm, and 
the sons' and daughter-in-laws' stress levels would be lower 
and their life satisfaction and self-esteem levels higher if 
there was a plan for the transfer of the farm (p.39).

The stress levels of the younger generation were 
generally greater than the older generation's stress levels, 
with significantly greater stress related to Lack of Equal 
Status when there was no plan for succession. The sons and 
daughters-in-law also showed higher stress related to 
Independent vs Dependent and lower self-esteem without a 
plan. One can conclude that there is some interaction 
between the method of transfer and the family position, and 
that each variable contributes to stress, life satisfaction, 
and self-esteem scores.

To conclude, these results are consistent with previous 
studies suggesting a strong relationship between stress and 
succession planning and they also provide some empirical 
evidence that communication about and perception of a plan 
for succession affect the stress levels of the individual 
family members. The present study supports the view that 
both perception and communication of the plan are important 
variables to consider in farm transfer problems.

A clearer understanding of the dynamics of the family 
farm transfer process, including factors affecting cognitive 
and emotional issues of the family members in relationship
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to their perception of the plan, or the lack of a plan, will 
lead to a more focussed assessment of the various obstacles 
to the succession process. Furthermore, it will help to 
pinpoint more precisely the counseling interventions that 
will change the maladaptive coping strategies of two- 
generation farm families into effective ones.

Clinically, it seems insufficient to offer specific 
skills training in succession planning if the role of 
"resistance" is overlooked. For example, it is of no avail 
to teach farm families about "estate planning" if one always 
avoids situations involving the transfer of the farm.

Many writers have suggested that families with 
businesses make a plan for succession to relieve family 
stress, but few families follow such advice. As 
professionals become aware of the lack of family 
communication and the reasons for resistance by the older 
generation, they will be able to work with the whole family 
to help them understand what the succession plan represents 
psychologically and systemically to all members involved. 
This, in turn, will help the family make a conscious 
decision about planning for the future of the family and the 
business.
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