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ABSTRACT 

Cost .and return figures for Arizona cattle ranches 

show that the returns to capital and management are very low 

or negative. Yet in the face of these very low returns, 

Arizona cattle ranches have been selling at significantly 

higher market prices than an economic evaluation of the 

ranch resource in beef production would warrant. Moreover, 

increases in ranchland value and the use of ranches as tax 

shelters do not significantly explain the differential 

between expected and actual sale prices of ranches. 

It is hypothesized in this study that it is neces

sary to view the ranch as a consumption good as well as a 

production good in order to explain the relatively high sale 

prices of ranches. The goals and attitudes which ranchers 

hold are seen to create additional outputs received from 

ranching and ranch ownership which provide satisfactions 

which cannot be received in similar form and intensity else

where. Ranchers are unwilling to sell their ranches at 

market prices based on the value of ranches in beef produc

tion. Potential buyers are willing to pay higher prices for 

the privilege of being a ranch owner in order to capture the 

nonmonetary benefits which only ranching and ranch ownership 

can provide. The market price at which transfers of 

x 
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ownership take place is higher than a price based on the 

value of the ranch in production. 

Factor analysis is used to generate, from responses 

to an interview schedule, the goals and attitudes which a 

sample of Arizona ranch owners commonly hold. Discriminant 

analysis is used to test the goals and attitudes emerging 

from the factor analysis in order to learn if there are 

significant differences in goals and attitudes between those 

ranchers who are willing to sell their ranches at current 

market prices compared to those who will not. 

The discriminant analysis substantiates the hypoth

esis that the nonmonetary goals and attitudes which ranchers 

hold significantly affect the market price for ranches. 

Ranch fundamentalism and conspicuous consumption are the 

most important of these goals and attitudes. 

Relatively few ranches have been sold in any recent 

given year in Arizona; the market price of ranches has 

remained nearly constant. However, because of the age of 

many ranchers and the different aspirations of their 

children, it is anticipated that a relatively larger number 

of ranches will be released to the market in the mid-1970's. 

If the demand for ranches does not expand proportionally 

during this period of time, ranch prices would be likely to 

fall. After this short run decline, it is expected that the 

price level will return to its current level and possibly go 

higher. 
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As ranches are sold, they are increasingly tending 

to reflect values in consumption. However, it is antici

pated that beef numbers on Arizona rangelands will not 

significantly decline as this changeover occurs. 



CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

"It's [ranching] gone to hell because people think it's 
romantic. " 

—an Arizona rancher 

Introduction 

Cattle, cowboys, and ranch ownership have been 

virtually synonymous with the American West in the general 

public's image of the region for over a century. However, 

while the cattle industry continues to be a major user of 

the land resources of the West, its relative economic 

importance has been declining as the region has become 

increasingly populated and developed. In Texas, Dallas and 

Houston are of greater importance than the trails to Abilene 

in Nevada, Reno and Las Vegas are greater meccas than 

Virginia City; and in Arizona, Tucson and Phoenix are more 

important contributors to the state's economy than is 

Tombstone. Surely the days of the Early West are over and 

can be relegated to History and the leisurely perusal of 

historians. 

As the realities of the West have dramatically 

changed, the conditions surrounding and characterizing the 

range livestock industry have also altered. Yet, in the 

face of these changes, the traditions and value system 



surrounding cattle ranching remain nearly steadfast, and, 

perhaps, have been allowed to become romanticized. The 

goals and attitudes associated with ranch ownership seem 

steeped in a value system unlike those comprising the owner

ship and management of resources in any other productive 

enterprise. In an apt characterization of the old 

realities, the men and their value system, the following 

excerpt from a recent feature article in Life magazine 

(April 3, 1970) highlights the themes which this thesis 

shall pursue: 

The American cowboy has been declared extinct 
so often, as well as more damning things like 

• romantic, hackneyed and, worst of all, irrelevant. 
that he"is about convinced it's true. What he 
represents has always tickled the public fancy 
more than what he is—the sad destiny of heroes. 
He represents—oh, freedom, of course, individualism, 
man alone, natural man, self-sufficiency, personal 
liberty as a live-style. Maybe he was some or all 
of those things and sometimes still is . . . (p. 41). 

Sale Prices of Arizona Cattle Ranches 

Investigation of the economic returns to capital and 

management for Arizona cattle ranches (Dickerman and Martin, 

1967) show the values to be very low, and, in some cases, 

even negative (see Table 1). Many observers believe that 

the resources now devoted to ranching, both human and 

natural, could command a greater economic return if put to 

some other use. The central question to which this thesis 

is addressed is why in the face of these low or negative 

returns do Arizona ranch owners continue to remain in cattle 



Table 1. Arizona Cattle Ranch Income Summaries 

Approximate Ranch Size in Animal Units 

Less More 
Than Than 

Area and Item 100 100-199 200-299 300-399 400-499 499 

Western Desert Without Stocker 
Steers3-
January Inventory (AU's) 170 250 450 
Net Cash Income ($)b 4,340 6,960 10,590 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 2,489 4,333 6,388 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($)^ -11 -667 1,388 
% Return to Capital & 
Management — — 0.5 

Western Desert With Stocker 
Steers3 
January Inventory (AU's) * 170 250 450 
Net Cash Income ($)b 9,545 . 14,294 23,713 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 7,351 11,142 18,573 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($)d 4,851 6,142 13,573 
% Return to Capital & 
Management ' 4.0 3.9 5.2 

Southern Desert 
January Inventory (AU's) 200 450 700 
Net Cash Income ($)b 6,603 13,308 22,846 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 4,664 9,477 16,272 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($)^ -336 4,477 11,272 



Table 1.—Continued Arizona Cattle Ranch Income Summaries 

Approximate Ranch Size in Animal Units 

Less More 
Than Than 

Area and Item 100 100-199 200-299 300-399 400-499 499 

% Return to Capital & 
Management 2.0 2.4 

Southeastern Desert 
January Inventory (AU»s) 
Net Cash Income ($)k 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($)^ 
% Return to Capital & 
Management 

100 
2,351 
743 

200 
6,336 
3.976 

-3,007 -1,024 

300 
7,583 
4,571 

-429 

Central Mountain 
January Inventory (AU* 
Net Cash Income ($)•" 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($) 
% Return to Capital & 
Management 

s) 75 
2,113 
1,387 

-1,113 

200 
7,008 
5.417 

350 
9,531 
6,734 

417 1,734 

0.2 0.6 

Central Plateau 
January Inventory (AU1 
Net Cash Income ($)" 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($)^ 

s) 110 
3,104 
1,938 

-3,062 

245 
6,893 
4,946 

-54 

480 
15,070 
12,018 

7,018 



Table 1.—Continued Arizona Cattle Ranch Income Summaries 

Area and Item 

Approximate Ranch Size in Animal Units 

Less More 
Than Than 
100 100-199 200-299 300-399 400-499 499 

% Return to Capital & 
Management 

Arizona Strip 
January Inventory (AU»s) 
Net Cash Income ($)-b 
Net Ranch Income ($)c 
Return to Capital & 
Management ($)d 
% Return to Capital & 
Management 

34 
617 
-254 

-2,756 

210 
7,784 
5,522 

522 

0.3 

337 
11,169 
8,315 

3,315 

1.5 

2.4 

Source: Martin (1968). 

Stocker steers may be run on the average in one year out of four. 

Net cash income is defined as total receipts minus cash expenses. 

Net ranch income is equal to net cash income less noncash expenses except 
for a charge for the owner-operator's own labor and a return to fixed capital and 
management. Owner-operator labor is valued at $5,000 on ranches above 200 animal 
units in size where the job is considered as full time. Ranchers with smaller 
size ranches receive only part-time labor income. 

Return to capital and management is net ranch income less the charge for 
the owner-operator's labor. 



ranching when their economic opportunities are greater else

where? 

Economic theory suggests that the present capital 

worth of a resource should be equal to the sum of the dis

counted stream of future annual net returns expected to be 

generated by that resource. Dickerman and Martin (1967) 

have shown that when beef production is considered the only 

ranch output, negative returns to management often occur 

when all expenses are taken into account and a charge for 

capital at its opportunity cost is included. The ranch 

budgets presented in Table 1 show that only in the case of 

the Western Desert with stocker steers is the per cent 

return to capital and management as high as 5.2 per cent; in 

all other cases the returns are less than 2.5 per cent, and, 

in a majority of these cases, the return is negative. 

In spite of these extremely low economic returns to 

capital and management, the sale prices of Arizona cattle 

ranches are at levels far higher than a traditional economic 

evaluation of the ranch resource would suggest. In a sample, 

of 66 bona fide ranch sales occurring between 1957 and 1963, 

Martin and Jeffries (1966) found the average sale price of 

these ranches (including deeded land and public grazing 

permits) to be $932 per animal unit if the ranch was stocked 

and $599 per animal unit if no cattle were included in the 

sale. They estimated that a reasonable sale price per 

animal unit of $200 to $250 for the larger-sized unstocked 



ranches. Moreover, they noted that most ranches were 

smaller and would thus have lower computed average values 

per animal unit. 

This leaves the question as to why these sale prices 

are higher than an economic computation of the value of the 

net returns to raising beef would warrant. Martin and 

Jeffries (1966) suggest that either the opportunity cost of 

capital is not being recognized by ranch owners or that not 

all returns to ranching have been accounted for in the 

analyses made by economists. They argued that both 

situations could be true. For those ranchers who inherited 

or purchased ranches prior to the general rise in land 

values and had "paid out" their ranch, it was possible that 

their cash income was greater than their cash expenses and 

that by not selling their land and reinvesting the proceeds 

elsewhere, they were sacrificing only an opportunity. The 

sacrifice involved here, the opportunity cost, will be 

discussed more fully in Chapter II and later chapters in 

this study. On the other hand, Martin and Jeffries 

suggested that for those ranchers who bought their ranch 

at present prices and who are holding their land in antici

pation of further increases in land values, a proper 

allocation of the costs and returns to the ranch resource 

could be achieved if the cost of holding land was considered 

apart from the use of the resources in beef production. 

When the values of other outputs are taken into account, the 



return for beef production alone would be higher; however, 

the authors felt it necessary to explore the land value 

hypothesis in more detail. Given that net returns to beef 

production did not "justify" the high sale prices of 

ranches, the focus of further research had to be additional 

outputs from which additional returns could be "found" which 

would rationalize the differential between expected sale 

prices and actual sale prices of ranches. The two 

additional economic hypotheses needed to be explored were 

those relating to expectations of the increases in land 

values and to the use of the ranch as a tax shelter for 

investors with outside incomes. 

For the first of these hypotheses Martin and 

Jeffries (1965) concluded: 

. . . our study of Arizona ranch sale prices does 
not support the general belief that livestock 
ranches have been recently experiencing an upwards 
trend in sale value . . . statistical analysis 
failed to show any significant long-run trend in 
Arizona ranch sale prices since 1957 (p. 12). 

Too, they noted (1966) that private lands were renting at 

fees comparable to the capitalized value of leased lands, 

and private rentals offer no appreciation potential on the 

part of the user. Rental fees of $649 per animal unit were 

obtained when converted to present-value sale prices. The 

implication is that private lands are not being rented for 

the sole purpose of beef production, just as ranches are not 

being purchased for a single purpose use. They did note, 



however, that ranches which were located near expanding 

urban areas had experienced some increase in value. 

The possibility of using the ranch as a tax shelter 

was the most recent hypothesis to be tested in order to 

explain the high sale prices of ranches. Under existing 

federal income tax laws it is possible to create tax savings 

by converting ordinary income into capital gains. Ranching 

is supposed to offer particularly good opportunities for 

obtaining these savings. The benefit of using the ranch as 

a tax shelter for persons with outside incomes would be then 

capitalized into the sale prices of ranches and make them 

higher in value than an evaluation of the profit potential 

from beef production would suggest. Martin and Gatz (1968) 

explored this possibility in detail, yet had to conclude: 

While cattle ranches may operate as tax shelters 
under particular and highly specific cases, the 
general effects of ranches as tax shelters should 
not presently be greatly affecting the general level 
of ranch prices. For any large tax-saving effects 
to occur, the value of the ranch must increase 
significantly between the time of purchase and the 
time of sale. This can happen in particular cases 
where a large number of improvements are put into 
the ranch (and mostly charged off as operating 
expense), but could not be typical of ranch sales. 
Even where tax savings were shown to occur, the 
value of these savings was small relative to the 
amount of ranch sale price to be explained (pp. 54-55). 

Thus, while the returns from beef production alone 

cannot fully explain the high sale prices of ranches, the 

additional outputs of land appreciation and the use of the 

ranch as a tax shelter do not add significantly more 
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explanatory information. At this juncture, in order to 

explain the high sale prices, it becomes necessary to view 

the ranch as a consumption as well as a production good. 

Ranches as a Consumption Good 

Martin and Jeffries (1966) suggested that the rela

tively nonquantifiable consumption outputs of "ranch funda

mentalism" and "conspicuous consumption" may contribute to 

the economists' computations of low net income in ranching. 

Investors would be willing to pay a higher price in the 

market if they were able to receive additional benefits from 

owning the ranch resource. Present ranch owners would 

command a higher price in the market if the resource is 

generating other satisfactions besides the monetary benefits. 

Accordingly, the prices asked and the prices paid could be 

perfectly rational if the consumption aspects of ranch 

ownership are allowed into the analysis as additional out

puts with values that can be transformed into monetary values 

in the market for the ranch resource. 

The consumption aspects of ranch ownership would 

generate psychological benefits which could not be obtained 

elsewhere except through ranch ownership. The market price 

established for ranches would then rise to levels higher 

than an "economic" evaluation would suggest the resource is 

"worth." The implication is that people are not so 

interested in entering ranching or remaining in ranching, 
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once there, to maximize the economic return on their invest

ment, but rather to capture the satisfactions which only 

ranch ownership can provide. 

The consumption side of ranching could explain the 
<r<». 

reluctance of present ranch owners to part with their ranch 

and be "satisfied" with the low per cent return on invest

ment. If the satisfactions obtained from ranching did not 

"outweigh" the benefits from selling out and reinvesting the 

proceeds elsewhere, the rancher, indeed, would be acting 

economically irrational. However, if the owner is willing 

to accept the low or negative return on investment because 

he is receiving additional "psychic income" from ranch 

v ownership, he is then acting perfectly rational. If the 

latter case is the situation, it would take a higher price 

to bid the ranch away from him in the market. On their part, 

potential buyers would have to be viewed as purchasing some

thing other than a production resource in order to justify 

their paying a higher price for a ranch. 

Thus, in an attempt to explain the currently high 

sale prices of Arizona cattle ranches, this study will in

vestigate the "ranch as a consumption good" hypothesis. 

Since it is impossible to know the income and utility 

function of all possible investors, this study will look at 

a sample of present Arizona ranch owners in order to see how 

the consumption aspects of ranch ownership relate to the 

.willingness of a rancher to place his ranch for sale on the 
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market. This study will focus on the supply side of the 

market for ranches; this focus seems reasonable if one 

assumes that potential buyers would still try to purchase 

ranches at lowest possible prices. If it can be demonstrated 

that present ranch owners are receiving additional outputs 

from ranching in the form of consumption, the problem of 

explaining the high sale prices will be further resolved. 

Objectives 

The specific objectives of this study are: 

1. Determine the goals and attitudes of Arizona ranch 

owners, especially their attitudes .towards land and 

ranching as "a way of life." 

2. Determine the reasons that ranch owners decide to 

continue in ranching in the face of low or negative 

net returns on investment. 

3. Determine the possible reasons why owning a cattle 

ranch may be attractive to persons who are not 

presently within the ranching economy. 

4. Make predictions as to the future pattern of ranch 

ownership in Arizona. 



CHAPTER II 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

"He could take a single grain of sand and hypothesize 
a beach." 

—Phinoclade 

In an economic analysis of a problem situation in 

which hypotheses are to be tested, it is first necessary to 

establish a theoretical framework to which these hypotheses 

can be related. While nonmonetary factors may be required 

in order to understand the nature of ranch ownership, these 

factors must be related to a basic economic framework. 

Both monetary and nonmonetary factors ultimately 

lead to the attainment of utility, or satisfaction, on the 

part of a final consumer. However, nonmonetary factors can 

and do influence the levels of exchange values in the market 

—as the results of this study will show in the case of the 

market for ranches in Arizona. For purposes of this study, 

a monetary economic factor is defined to reflect the 

traditional idea that the returns to the factors of pro

duction and the value of the final outputs which a resource 

yields in production can be expressed in monetary amounts. 

A nonmonetary economic factor is one in which the value of 

the resource arises from the satisfaction it yields in con

sumption. 

13 
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While nonmonetary factors may contribute signifi

cantly to the decision-making process of whether to remain 

in ranching, purely monetary factors may also be at work. 

It is possible, and perhaps likely, that monetary considera

tions ultimately dictate the margin where decisions have to 

be made in order for the firm owner to economically survive. 

Decision-Making and the Theory of the Firm 

Economic theory postulates a rational man who is 

motivated to choose among fixed and known alternatives, whose 

consequences are known, a course of action which yields the 

attainment of the greatest amount of satisfaction to him. 

This specification of rationality can be modified to allow 

for situations involving risk; however, the basic logic of 

consistent maximization of a well-ordered preference function 

remains. 

The general application of economic theory to the 

theory of the firm is to postulate an "economic man" whose 

processes of rational choice lead him to maximize profit in 

the operations of the firm. Profit maximization is generally 

viewed as the single goal of a rational entrepreneur on the 

basis that it leads to the survival of the firm in the long 

run. Therefore, profit maximization is stipulated as the 

only rational goal for an entrepreneur to pursue; if he does 

not maximize profits when other firms are doing so, 

ultimately he will be driven out of business. 
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Simon (1959), Cyert and March (1964), Katona (1964), 

Papandreou (1966), and others argue that a more realistic 

theory of the firm would recognize that entrepreneurs may 

seek to maximize other goals besides the sole goal of 

profits. More generally, firms may try to maximize a 

utility function that includes other components besides 

profits. There is no conflict between this conception of a 

firm and the "pure" theory of the firm when the entrepreneur 

is also actively seeking to maximize profits. However, the 

central issue of contention between those who would 

construct a "more realistic" behavior theory of the firm 

and those who would retain the traditional model occurs 

when the firm owner is viewed as not profit maximizing, yet 

still able to survive in the long run. 

Simon (1957) argues that there is no a_ priori reason 

to assume the attainment of long run equilibrium in which 

profit maximization is necessary as the survival condition. 

Once this assumption is relaxed the relationship between 

profit maximization and survival becomes ambiguous. It 

becomes possible for the entrepreneur not to care about 

maximizing profits, but rather to earn a return he regards 

as satisfactory. The goal of maximizing can be replaced 

with the goal of satisficing. that is, choosing a course of 

action and set of goals which are "good enough" (Simon, 

1957). This follows Papandreou's (1966) line of reasoning 

that a business firm may be efficient without seeking to 
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maximize profits, that is, acting to maximize a utility 

function which is still consistent with the basic tenets of 

the concept of rationality. 

While it may be possible for a firm to survive if 

the level of profits are positive, a firm could not 

continually survive if it is producing outputs yielding 

negative profits. Eventually all its resources would be 

used up. If a firm had outside sources of income, it could 

survive if the sum of profits and net income from other 

sources is greater than zero (Becker, 1962). Whether a firm 

is pursuing a course of satisficing behavior or utility 

function maximization, it could not exceed this limit and 

still manage to survive in the long run. 

Firm Theory Applied to Ranch Ownership 

At the outset of this study the budget analysis 

(Table 1) showed that the return on investment to capital 

and management in ranching is extremely low or negative. In 

strictly economic terms the ranch owner would be rational to 

dispose of the ranch and reinvest the proceeds elsewhere in 

an enterprise yielding higher returns. This would be in 

accord with the definition of "economic man" and the pure 

theory of the firm. If they do not choose to do this, they 

can be viewed as not necessarily acting irrationally if one 

accepts the conception of the behavioral theory of the firm 

where goals other than profit maximization are equally 
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attractive to the entrepreneur. He will be willing to 

forego the alternative economic opportunities available to 

him in order to receive the nonmonetary benefits of ranch 

ownership. Presumably, the nonmonetary benefits associated 

with ranching and ranch ownership are not able to be 

received elsewhere in similar form. This choice would be in 

accord with the behavioral theory of the firm in which other 

aspects of the firm owner's utility function are being 

maximized. 

However, given the individual situation where 

negative profits from ranching accrue, a ranch owner would 

have to have an outside source of income in order to survive 

in ranching in the long run. Moreover, while the ranch 

owner may act in an economically efficient manner which 

maximizes the use of his physical resources in beef produc

tion, he need not act in an economically efficient manner of 

maximizing the sum total of his economic opportunities. The 

concept of opportunity cost reflects the cost of alternatives 

foregone. For ranch owners who are receiving negative 

profits and do not sell out, they are sacrificing the 

opportunity of receiving greater economic returns in another 

enterprise; too, the value of their labor may command a 

higher price in an alternative enterprise. In either case 

they are not acting as rational "economic men." 

In order to rationalize the economic behavior of 

ranch owners, it is necessary to view them in the framework 
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of the behavioral theory of the firm whereby they are seen 

to be attempting to maximize other goals than simply the one 

of profits. Their utility functions are comprised of 

monetary and nonmonetary objectives which can be additive 

or traded off one to the other. Decisions that an 

individual ranch owner makes can be viewed in the light of 

how each factor contributes to his total satisfaction and 

well-being. It is difficult to predict ci priori how a ranch 

owner should act once nonmonetary goals are allowed to be 

included in the decision process. Since desires and satis

factions cannot be measured directly, it is most difficult 

to give them an economic measurement along with the measure

ment one can give to the productive value of a resource. 

Figure 1 gives a schematic representation of the 

decision-making process for a ranch owner. At any given 

point in time the allocation decision on the use of his 

resources is defined by: (1) the ranch owner's knowledge 

and managerial ability, (2) the total ranch productive re

sources, (3) possible sources of outside income, (4) the 

physical and institutional environment, and (5) alternative 

investment possibilities if the ranch resources are sold out. 

These five considerations give rise to the specific alloca

tion of resources (block 10) that a ranch owner will choose 

to make in light of his personal objectives. If he chooses 

to stay in ranching (block 11) in the face of negative 

returns to capital and management in ranching, he may decide 
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to do so on the basis of the goals and attitudes he holds 

(block 6) and those outside sources of income that are 

available to him (block 3). The opportunity to sell the 

ranch (block 5) remains open to him at all times if he 

decides that the total benefit of investing his resources 

elsewhere outweighs the total benefit of keeping them in 

ranching. 

The main hypothesis of this study is that ranch 

ownership produces nonmonetary as well as monetary returns. 

These nonmonetary returns cause a ranch owner to place a 

higher value on the ranch resource than a traditional 

economic evaluation would suggest. If this be the case for 

an individual ranch owner, then the price he would ask in 

the market for his ranch will be higher in money terms in 

order to get him to part with the resource than if only the 

productive value of the resource were involved. 

In viewing the ranch as a consumption good, the 

objective for a rational consumer (the ranch owner) is to 

maximize the amount of satisfaction he can obtain from the 

resource. A ranch owner is directly or implicitly equating 

the value of money foregone to him in not selling the ranch 

to the amount of satisfaction that he obtains through ranch 

ownership. A valuation will be made at the margin as to the 

value of additional money in relation to the dissatisfaction 

involved in giving up some benefits of consumption. It is 

difficult to measure "units of satisfaction"; moreover, the 
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benefits of ranch ownership may not be expressible in 

cardinal units. However, the ranch owner is making a 

marginal valuation as to the total amount of satisfaction he 

is receiving in ranching relative to the money price he 

could get for his ranch in the market. If the marginal 

valuation for the ranch in production and consumption is 

greater than the market price for ranches, the ranch owner 

would indicate that his ranch is presently not for sale; if 

the contrary be true, then the present ranch owner would 

indicate that his ranch is for sale at current market 

prices. This conceptualization is used in this study to 

express what is meant when a ranch is or is not for sale. 

For persons who do not presently own a ranch, the 

same valuation process implies. In order for him to purchase 

a ranch, the total satisfaction which would be obtained from 

ranch ownership is equated to the satisfaction obtained from 

the use of his financial resources elsewhere; the result is 

compared to the market price of ranches. If the net effect 

is that he can gain satisfaction by purchasing a ranch, he 

will attempt to do so. 

In both these situations, the individuals are 

equating the market price of ranches to their total oppor

tunities for satisfaction. When an exchange takes place, 

both parties to the transaction are better off. 
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The Supply Curve for Ranches 

In order to establish a supply curve for ranches, 

one must sum the various quantities of ranchland which will 

be supplied to the market at alternative prices at a given 

time. In this study, the outputs of ranching will be 

looked at in their entirety; thus, the following conceptual 

view of outputs produced in ranching is hypothesized: 

Total Outputs = f (monetary and nonmonetary outputs) 

Total Output = f (beef returns, tax shelter advantages, 
land appreciation, ranch fundamen
talism, and conspicuous consumption) 

Total Output = f (quantity of ranches) 

Sales Price in $/Total Output = f (total output 
available) 

Sales Price in $/Total Output = f (quantity of ranches 
available) 

In this study, it is hypothesized that the supply 

curve for ranches takes a form as depicted in Figure 2 where 

the early units released to the market take increasingly 

greater prices to elicit greater quantities; then at slightly 

higher prices there is proportionally a larger number of 

ranches released relative to the numbers being placed for 

sale at earlier prices; then finally, a stage where it would 

take a relatively great increase in price to elicit the 

willingness on the part of ranch owners to place the re

mainder of the ranches on the market. 
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This supply curve is drawn in such a way as to stem 

from point P^ on the vertical (price) axis and then slope 

upwards. Point P^ is viewed as representing the economic 

value, on the average, for ranches in production. From P^ 

a perfectly elastic supply curve, labelled SpV, is depicted 

with dashed lines to represent the slope of the supply curve 

for ranches if their value was solely based on the productive 

value of the ranch resource. The supply curve which is 

hypothesized as more closely depicting the actual situation 

is labelled Spv+cv, with "pv" reflecting the value of 

ranches in production and "cv" reflecting the maximum value 

of ranches for providing satisfaction in consumption. The 

difference in the level of the industry supply curve 

depicted as SpV+GV and the level of the supply curve 

depicted as Sdrawn parallel to the horizontal axis begin

ning at price P^ is seen to be an appropriate measure of the 

value of the nonmonetary benefits generated from ranch 

ownership. The monetary returns set the lower limit of how 

much ranches are worth on the market and the effect of the 

nonmonetary additional outputs is to make the supply curve 

for ranches less elastic at all alternative prices. The 

main hypothesis to be tested in this study is that these 

nonmonetary satisfactions are demonstrable as being 

additional outputs of ranching and that they cause the ranch 

owner to ask a higher price for his ranch in the market. 

Potential buyers are willing to pay these higher prices for 
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ranches in order to obtain the consumption benefits of ranch 

ownership. 

The Market Price for Ranches 

Figure 2 shows the price level which would be 

observed if the market for ranches were based on the value 

of the ranch in production only. Both the supply and demand 

curves would be perfectly elastic at that price level. How

ever, this situation has not occurred in recent years. The 

$932 per animal unit for stocked ranches and the $599 for 

unstocked ranches are market determined prices which are 

significantly above the $200 to $250 price level warranted 

by a "purely" economic valuation (Martin and Jeffries, 1966). 

These higher figures suggest that both the supply and demand 

curves for ranches have shifted due to the consumption 

aspects of ranch ownership. For any quantity of ranches 

"q, " the market price P2 is higher than a market price P^ 

associated with the value of the ranch in production. Since 

previous studies show that the value of ranches in production 

does not fully explain the "high" sale price of ranches, it 

is assumed that the recent demand and potential demand for 

ranches is largely for nonmonetary motives. While no 

empirical evidence is available to suggest the slope of the 

demand curve for ranches, it is hypothesized in Figure 2 to 

be relatively inelastic in the relevant area and quite 

elastic at larger quantities. Ranches have come to be an 
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expensive luxury item for a relatively small sector of the 

population; however, at lower prices it seems reasonable to 

assume that there would be proportionally a larger number of 

persons who would be willing to enter the market for ranches. 

Both supply and demand curves are drawn assuming 

certain factors held constant. For the supply curve, (1) 

nonland resource prices, (2) production techniques, and (3) 

producer expectations are held constant; for the demand 

curve, (1) consumer tastes and preferences, (2) consumer 

incomes, and (3) consumer expectations are held constant. 

If any of these factors held constant were to change, a new 

schedule would have to be drawn to reflect the shift which 

has taken place in that factor. Depending on the direction 

and extent to which the supply and demand curves shift, the 

prices and quantities can either increase, decrease, or 

remain constant. These various possibilities can be viewed 

as the net effect on price and quantity because the supply 

and demand curves each have a monetary and nonmonetary 

component which can also shift in various combinations 

relative to each other. 

Arizona ranch prices remained constant from 1957 to 

1963 (Martin and Jeffries, 1965). This suggests that either 

the supply and demand curves did not shift or that both 

curves in that period shifted proportionally equal to each 

other in order for the market price to remain constant. In 

order for the latter case to be true, it would have been 
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necessary for the number of ranch sales per year to change. • 

Since the market price for ranches remained constant during 

this period, it would have been necessary for the supply and 

demand curves to shift in the same direction to proportion

ally the same extent in order to observe a constant price 

level for a different quantity of ranches. However, 

inspection of the distribution of ranch sales per year fails 

to support the likelihood that there was a significant 

change in the number of ranches sold per year for the period 

of time that Martin and Jeffries (1965) studied ranch sales 

in Arizona. It seems more reasonable to assume that 

neither the supply nor the demand curves shifted during 

this period of time. 

In order for the market price of ranches to change 

in the future, it would be necessary for the supply and 

demand curves for ranches to shift in different directions 

or disproportionately to each other in the same direction. 

In either case there would have to be a change in either the 

monetary considerations surrounding ranching or the non

monetary goals and attitudes of ranch owners and potential 

buyers or in both the monetary and nonmonetary factors 

relating to ranch ownership. If the goals and attitudes of 

present ranch owners remain approximately the same as well 

as the monetary considerations involved in ranching, then 

the price level observed in the market for ranches is 

dependent upon the strength of demand. If the goals and 
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attitudes of present ranch owners remain the same but due to 

monetary considerations ranchers tend to act more like 

"economic men," then supply will shift and prices will fall, 

if demand remains constant. For prices to remain constant 

in this case, demand would have to strengthen and would most 

likely be reflecting a stronger desire to obtain ranches as 

a consumption good on the part of potential buyers. 

Moreover, if, over time, ranches are increasingly 

being purchased as consumption goods, the effect on the 

supply curve of ranches is to raise the lower range of the 

curve to higher prices corresponding to its values in 

consumption. Since a new purchaser of a ranch is entering 

the market at a relatively higher price level at all stages, 

he can be assumed to be unwilling to offer the ranch for 

sale at a lower price than the one he came in at as a 

consumer once he, in turn, becomes a supplier. Figure 3 

illustrates the effect on the supply curve as it increas

ingly comes to reflect values as a consumption good. 

In Figure 3 the supply curve SpV+GV is shown 

originating from a price reflecting its value in production. 

However, as ranches are purchased at market price "a" for 

purposes of consumption, the lower range of the supply curve 

to the left of "a" tends to shift upwards to a price level 

with a lower limit which is associated with the value of 

ranches in consumption. Ultimately, the lower range of the 

supply curve to the left of price "a" tends to become 
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perfectly horizontal for the number of ranches associated 

with quantity "x" on the quantity axis. With quantities of 

ranches past "x," the slope of the upper range of the 

supply curve can take a slope of any one of a range of 

slopes falling within a quadrant drawn as originating at 

point "a." It is possible that the upper range of the 

supply curve becomes relatively more inelastic over time as 

the wealth position of the new entrants enables them to be 

less market-oriented in the form of disposal which they 

choose for their ranches when they leave ranching. 

As the ranch becomes increasingly utilized as a 

consumption good, the lower limit of its value moves 

increasingly away from its value in production. The value 

in production sets the lower level of salvage value for the 

ranch resource. Presumably, a person who has acquired a 

ranch for consumption would not wish to take a capital loss 

when he releases the ranch to the market. As long as there 

are buyers who are willing to pay a similar price for the 

ranches available, the price level can remain stable, and 

possibly rise. If, on the other hand, few buyers are 

willing to pay the price asked, the price level would tend 

to fall. In both cases, general economic conditions affect

ing the economy as a whole would be influential in determin

ing where the price level for ranches as a consumption good 

would move. In times of a generally growing economy where 

personal incomes are rising, the demand for the scarce ranch 
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resource would likely be strong enough to maintain or 

increase the price level of ranches. If, however, the 

economy were to lag for a relatively long duration, the 

impact on ranch owners who bought the ranch as a consumption 

good at relatively high prices may cause them to have to 

sell out at a capital loss in order for them to utilize 

their assets to better advantage in production elsewhere. 

They may be able to sell these ranches to persons who 

equate the benefits of ranch ownership at a level higher 

than its value in production, but at a price level less 

than the prices that they had originally entered the market 

themselves. It is possible, though unlikely, that the 

ranch could fall in value to a price level associated with 

the value of the ranch resource in production. 

While this study attempts to present the factors 

which are likely to affect the market prices of ranches, it 

does not attempt to specify what price level may actually 

occur at any time in the future. Emphasis is placed on the 

factors characterizing the supply curve of ranches in order 

to determine if nonmonetary goals and attitudes may 

significantly affect the slope of the curve. If nonmonetary 

goals and attitudes are additional outputs received from 

ranch ownership, then the market price of ranches will be 

higher than a price level associated with its value in 

production. The observed prices in the market will be 



higher than a traditional economic analysis of the ranch 

resource would suggest should occur. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH PROCEDURE 

"Do you mean what people in town think of ranchers or 
what the rancher thinks the people think of him?" 

—an Arizona rancher 

Analytical Approach 

The decision to keep a ranch in the face of the low 

or negative return on investment from beef production 

suggests that there are likely to be other reasons for 

ranch ownership beside the sole criterion of profit 

potential. In the previous chapter the two main hypotheses 

of why a person may go into ranching, or remain in ranching 

once already in, are presented. In the following chapters 

these hypotheses of ranch fundamentalism and conspicuous 

consumption are developed and tested in order'to further 

explain the high sale prices of Arizona cattle ranches. 

The technique of factor analysis is used to generate 

measures of the important goals and attitudes which ranchers 

hold from the responses they provided to a ten-page inter

view schedule. Factor analysis was chosen since it allows 

the researcher to analyze interrelationships among 

variables without specifying a^ priori how they should 

relate. The goals and attitudes which ranchers hold may be 

nonmonetary as well as monetary, and it is difficult to 
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argue in advance as to how the nonmonetary goals and 

attitudes affect the various decisions a rancher is 

continually making in regard to life-style and how to make 

a living. Factor analysis is fully discussed in Chapter IV 

prior to the presentation of the findings which the 

analysis generates. 

Once the goals and attitudes of ranch owners are 

generated by the factor analysis, the factors emerging are 

used as independent variables in the statistical testing 

technique of discriminant analysis. This technique of 

hypothesis testing was chosen for it allows the researcher 

to examine and predict the group membership of individuals 

on the basis of a set of characteristics of those individ

uals. A discriminant analysis of ranchers' goals and 

attitudes will discern which of the goals and attitudes 

are most significant in explaining differences in willing

ness to put the ranch up for sale. Discriminant analysis 

is also fully discussed prior to the presentation of the 

results determined by this technique. 

The results of the discriminant analysis are 

related back to the concept of the supply curve for ranches 

developed in Chapter II. Additionally, a descriptive 

presentation of the ranchers' views of the market for 

ranches is given in Chapter VI. Included in this chapter 

are the current ranch owners' viewpoints as to who they 

think will purchase ranches in the future. In this chapter 
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predictions are presented as to the likely future pattern 

of ranch ownership in Arizona. 

Description of Population and 
Sampling Procedure 

Since the primary objective of this study is to 

demonstrate the relationship of ranch owners' goals and 

attitudes to the economic decision of whether or not to 

place their ranches on the market, it is necessary to 

establish as many factors as are likely to influence this 

decision-making process. Some of these factors are easily 

numerically measureable, such as number of animal units and 

amount of deeded acreage a rancher owns. However, other 

dimensions—generally considered nonmonetary and not easily 

measureable—have to be brought into the analysis. 

Rosenberg (1957), Williams (1961), Rogers and Rogers (1961), 

and other sociologists have shown that there are a variety 

of methodological approaches which can be effectively 

utilized to correlate and measure these nonmonetary 

dimensions to the monetary factors surrounding the decision

making process. 

Since little or no data are available about the 

goals and attitudes of Arizona ranch owners, it was 

necessary to generate this information from the primary 

source—the ranchers themselves. A ten-page questionnaire 

was devised (see Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire) 

to facilitate gathering information about the goals and 
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attitudes which ranchers hold. Questions pertaining to the 

most significant monetary dimensions are also included in 

the questionnaire. 

Since the ranchers were to be interviewed directly, 

it was first necessary to draw up a population list of as 

many ranch owners as possible. With few ranchers having 

only deeded land or all state grazing leases, it was deemed 

appropriate to compile a population list from the record of 

the two Federal land managment agencies in the state. The 

lease files of the Phoenix and Safford offices of the 

Bureau of Land Managment provided the name, address, and 

number of leased acres for those persons holding grazing 

permits in those areas of the state under its administration. 

Additionally, a list of names and .addresses and carrying 

capacities was obtained from the Tonto and the Coronado 

National Forests for those persons holding permits in areas 

of the state for which Forest Service permits were 

applicable. However, time and resource limitations did not 

allow a complete list of Forest Service permittees to be 

compiled (thus, persons holding permits in the Apache, 

Coconino, Kaibab, Prescott, and Sitgreaves National Forests 

are excluded). Indian lands are not included in this study 

on the basis that Indian ranchland cannot in general be 

sold. 

While some ranchers may have deeded and state land 

comprising the total acreage of their ranches, considering 
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the time involved in going through hundreds of pages of 

plat books for state grazing permittees, only those 

persons who had state leases near the Prescott National 

Forest are included in the population list compiled for 

this study. These holders of state grazing permits have 

ranches located in between the two areas of the Prescott 

National Forest and are northwest and southeast of the city 

of Prescott. 

Thus, the population list was considered complete 

for those ranches situated below a line drawn roughly from 

Lake Mead on the northwest to Greenlee County on the south

east. A map of the sample area is shown in Figure 4 with 

the sample area broken down into four regions: (1) the 

western desert, (2) the southern desert, (3) the central 

mountains, and (4) the plateau. The number of ranches 

included in the sample from each of these geographical sub-

areas is included in the map of the sample region. 

The name, address, and amount of leased acres or 

maximum allowable carrying capacity was placed on a card 

for each ranch owner. A total population of approximately 

1100 permit holders was obtained. Time and expense dictated 

that approximately 100 interviews, or roughly ten per cent 

of the population, could be conveniently obtained. Each 

card was numbered and a random sample of the population was 

drawn by referral to the table of random numbers in a 

standard statistical textbook (Steel and Torrie, 1960). 
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Unless the grazing permit holder was an out-of-state 

resident, a personal inverview was deemed most desirable and 

reliable. In the former case a cover letter and copy of the 

questionnaire was mailed to the permit holder. While it was 

assumed that persons were holding public grazing permits for 

the purpose of grazing cattle, it was later found that this 

was not necessarily true (for example, land was being leased 

for mining claims). Since the focus of this study is ranch 

ownership, a ranch is defined in terms of leasing land for 

the ostensible purpose of raising beef. Upon contact with 

a permit holder, no interview was attempted once it was 

learned that the person did not fit this definition of a 

rancher. Since the random sample had been based on holders 

of public grazing permits rather than "ranchers," it was 

deemed necessary to continue down the table of random 

numbers to get numbers corresponding to the names of more 

grazing permit holders who would provide the probability of 

getting more bone fide ranch owners. Time and resource 

limitations did not allow contacting approximately more 

than 50 additional persons. 

A total of 89 useable schedules was obtained. A 

breakdown of the contact successes is as follows: 

Number of 
Ranchers 

Per Cent 
of Total 

Completed schedule at ranch 77 49 

Schedule left at ranch and 
mailed back completed 5 3 
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Schedule sent out-of-state 
and mailed back completed 7 4 

Did contact, but refused 
to be interviewed 3 2 

Schedule left at ranch but 
not mailed back 11 7 

Schedule sent out-of-state 
but not mailed back 14 9 

Did contact, but not a 
rancher 15 10 

Did not contact 26 16 

158 100 

Inspection of the contact success breakdown 

indicates that the possibility of carrying out a direct 

interview with the ranch owner at the ranch is the most 

successful method of gathering data on ranchers1 goals and 

attitudes. Of the total of 21 schedules mailed out-of-state, 

only seven were returned completed. Similarly, of 16 

schedules left at the ranch with a cover letter and 

instructions to fill out the questionnaire and mail it back, 

only five were returned completed. The approximate 33 per 

cent return for these two data collecting approaches 

suggests that the method of direct interviewing is more 

desirable if an additional study of ranchers' goals and 

attitudes is to be made. The difference in response 

between direct interviewing and a mailed questionnaire may, 

in this case, be due to the length of the questionnaire 

itself. 
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The following chapter presents the procedure used to 

record the responses of ranch owners to questions on the 

interview schedule and the methodology used to establish 

the nature of the goals and attitudes commonly held by the 

sample of Arizona cattle ranchers. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEW RESPONSES 

Interview Question: Does owning a ranch give you 
status and prestige? 

Response: "I never tried it." 
—an Arizona rancher 

In the study of the impact of ranchers' goals and 

attitudes on the decision he directly or implicitly is 

making about whether or not to remain in ranching, there are 

a multiplicity of variables which may affect the decision

making process. Many of these variables would be inter

related. The purpose of this chapter is to present a 

method of analysis which will generate and identify the 

goals and attitudes common to Arizona cattle ranchers. 

Factor Analysis 

In order to reduce the phenomena in a domain into a 

relatively small number of dimensions, or factors, the 

technique of factor analysis is chosen for it allows the 

researcher to discover interrelationships among variables 

without making any assumptions in advance as to how they 

relate to each other. Factor analysis is hypothesis 

generating rather than hypothesis testing. The primary 

purpose in using factor analysis is to organize raw data in 
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such a way that the factors which are generated can be 

viewed as hypotheses to be tested by the use of other 

statistical techniques. In Chapter V the goals and 

attitudes generated by the technique of factor analysis are 

used as independent variables in the statistical testing 

technique of discriminant analysis to learn whiah of the 

goals and attitudes most significantly explain the decision 

of ranchers to keep or sell their ranches. 

By using factor analysis the researcher is trying 

to represent a fairly large number of variables by a smaller 

number of factors which will reasonably describe and account 

for the relationships existing between the original 

variables (see Thurstone, 1961; Cooley and Lohnes, 1962; 

Lawley and Maxwell, 1963). The measures in these new 

dimensions which result from factor analysis are termed 

factor scores. These factor scores are linear combinations 

of the original variables weighted by appropriate 

coefficients. A simple measure of the contribution of a 

variable to a factor score is the factor loading; a factor 

loading defines the correlation between the factor scores 

for a specific factor (i.e., new dimension) and observations 

on a specific variable. 

To get an intuitive measure of the underlying 

characteristics that the factors are really measuring, one 

looks at the factor loadings to see which groups of 

variables are associated with each factor. However, in 
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using factor analysis it is incumbent upon the researcher to 

appropriately identify, that is to "name," the resulting 

factors at a level of abstraction broader in character than 

any of the variables clustering to the factor themselves. 

The selection of an appropriate "name" for a cluster of 

variables has no special formula and the task can be 

considered an intuitive art. 

The linear function defining a factor can include 

both positive and negative coefficients. Thus, the factor 

loadings can show both positive and negative correlations 

with the factor. If variables with high loadings on a 

factor have opposing signs, then the gross effect on the 

factor score is competitive. It is to be expected that 

contrasting concepts (i.e., variables) would load on the 

same factor, for in reality they are measuring opposite ends 

of the same underlying dimension. For those factors whose 

variables all have the same sign as 'factor loadings, on the 

other hand, the relationship between variables is comple

mentary. Therefore, an individual's factor score will be at 

an extreme when he exemplifies all the characteristics (or 

lack of all the characteristics) described by the variables 

relative to a specific factor. 

For example, from the results of the factor analysis 

which follow, it is found that the variables relating to a 

ranch owner's age and formal education combine to form,a new 

dimension which is termed "immobility," where these two 
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variables are inversely related as to sign. The factor 

loading for age is .849 and for formal education is -.722. 

Therefore, a higher positive factor score would result if 

an individual rancher is older and has less formal educa

tion than the sample average. On the other hand, a higher 

negative factor score would result if an individual rancher 

is younger and has.more formal education than the sample 

average. The factor is identified as "immobility" for age 

and education are generally considered to be associated 

with mobility or immobility. In this case, it is more 

appropriate for the factor to be labelled "immobility" since 

it relates to the concept of ranch fundamentalism wherein 

individuals would be more likely to remain in the local 

ranching economy rather than seek .out alternatives elsewhere. 

To facilitate greater visual understanding of how 

variables relate to a factor when positive and negative 

factor loadings are present, a listing of how the variables 

are related if a rancher strongly holds the goal or attitude 

generated will be presented after each factor is described 

and named. 

In the following sections of this chapter the 

results of the use of factor analysis in responses to 33 

questions from the interview schedule are reported. Factors 

emerging can be considered to be representative goals and 

attitudes of Arizona ranch owners. 
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Data Requirements 

Table 2 lists the 33 questions from the interview 

schedule which are chosen as variables for the factor 

analysis. These 33 variables were selected from the inter

view schedule as being the ones which are suggestive of the 

goals and attitudes which ranch owners hold. A goal can be 

defined as simply a desired end, while an attitude can be 

said to be a feeling or conviction which is expressive of a 

goal. 

Inspection of this table shows that both quantita

tive variables, such as number of animal units, and 

qualitative variables, such as the importance of ranching as 

a way of life, are to be related together. Since the 

variables are both qualitative and quantitative in nature, 

the following coding procedure was used to prepare the data 

for analysis: 

1. If a question could be answered "yes" or "no," the 

response is coded 0 for "yes" and 1 for "no." 

2. If a question had an intensity scale, the response 

is coded 1 for "high" or "strong" and down to 4 or 

5 for "weak" or "absent." 
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Table 2. Definition of Variables and Their Abbreviations 
Used in the Factor Analysis 

Variable Definition Abbreviation 

Current age of ranch 
owner (1968) 

Level of formal educa
tion of ranch owner 

Ranch owner expects his 
children to enter ranch
ing 

Ranch owner is a member 
of one or more cattle 
associations 

Age 

Education 

Children to enter ranch
ing 

Cattle association 
member 

8 

10 

Ranch owner is a member 
of one or more social 
organizations 

Ranch ownership provides 
him a basis for receiv
ing tax advantages 

Ranch ownership provides 
him an opportunity to 
speculate on ranchland 

Ranch ownership provides 
an opportunity for the 
ranch owner to own land 
for its own sake 

Ranch ownership gives 
him status and prestige 

Ranch ownership provides 
him a good place to 
raise children 

Social organization 
member 

Ranching: tax advantages 

Ranching: land specula
tion 

Ranching: land for its 
own sake 

Ranching: status and 
prestige 

Ranching: good for chil
dren 

11 Ranch ownership allows 
him to live away from 
cities at a place of his 
own 

Ranching: away from 
cities 
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Table 2.—Continued Definition of Variables and Their 
Abbreviations Used in the Factor Analysis 

Variable Definition Abbreviation 

12 Ranch ownership allows 
him the opportunity to 
get back to fundamental 
personal values 

13 Ranch owner prefers 
ranching as a way of 
life for him compared 
to other occupations 

14 Ranch owner feels that 
land ownership permits 
him to feel closer to 
the earth 

Ranching: fundamental 
values 

Ranching: occupational 
choice 

Land ownership: closer 
to earth 

15 Ranch owner feels that 
land ownership causes 
him to hold more funda
mental personal values 

16 Ranch owner feels that 
land ownership gives him 
status and prestige 

17 Number of deeded acres 

18 Number of animal units 

19 Ranch owner lives on 
ranch most of the year 

20 Ranch owner has always 
lived on a ranch 

21 Ranch owner presently 
has one or more rela
tives in ranching 
(excluding spouse) 

Land ownership: funda
mental values 

Land ownership: status 
and prestige 

Number of deeded acres 

Number of animal units 

Rancher living on ranch 

Rancher always lived on 
ranch 

Relatives now in ranch
ing 

22 Ranch owner has previ
ously had one or more 
relatives in ranching 

Relatives were in ranch
ing 
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Variable Definition Abbreviation 

23 Ranch owner's friends 
are mostly other cattle
men 

24 Importance of ranching 
as a. way of life to the 
ranch owner 

25 Ranch owner's original 
goal in owning his ranch 
was to make a living 
from beef production 

26 100 per cent of ranch 
owner's income is from 
ranching 

27 Ranch is or is not 
making a profit 

28 Ranch owner believes 
that tax advantages can 
be obtained through 
ranch ownership whether 
he is receiving any or 
not 

29 Ranch owner's attitude 
about the low per cent 
return on investment 
received from ranching 

30 Per cent return on 
investment which would 
satisfy ranch owner 

31 Ranch owner believes 
holding ranchland for 
land appreciation pur
poses is worthwhile 

Most friends cattlemen 

Way of life 

Beef production was goal 

All income from ranching 

Ranch making profit 

General belief: tax 
advantages 

Return on investment: 
satisfactory 

Return on investment: 
per cent 

General belief: specula
tion worthwhile 



Table 2.—Continued Definition of Variables and Their 
Abbreviations Used in the Factor Analysis 

Variable Definition Abbreviation 

32 Ranch owner is actively Active speculation in 
speculating on the land 
value of his ranchland 

33 Ranch owner's intent to Intention to increase 
increase the size of his size of ranch 
ranch 
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3. If a question could be answered numerically 

directly, the response is coded with the value 

given by the respondent.''' 

No operational difficulty is encountered in factor analysis 

using such a coding notation for the variables; a mean value 

is generated for each variable and the response of an indivi

dual is compared to that mean value itself (see Appendix B, 

Table 9). 

The question "Is your ranch presently for sale?" is 

not included as a variable for the factor analysis. Since 

this variable becomes the dependent variable in the discrim

inant analysis, it would be improper to include it as an 

independent variable in the factor analysis. 

General Findings of the Factor Analysis 

The factor analysis technique extracts 11 orthogonal 

factors from these 33 variables based upon the criterion 

that only those factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 be 

considered significant factors. For 11 factors, 69.2 per 

cent of the variance of the original variables is explained. 

Fewer factors explain too little of the variance in the 

xIn a number of individual cases the respondent left 
a particular question blank. If this question was one of 
those which is used as a variable in the factor analysis, 
the mean value of all other responses is filled in as the 
response for the blank answer. It is felt that this pro
cedure adds less bias to the analysis than eliminating the 
variable entirely from the analysis for lack of a 100 per 
cent response. 
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response to questions on the interview schedule used as 

variables; more than eleven factors contribute little extra 

to the total cumulative variance explained for as each new 

factor is allowed to come into the final matrix it adds 

relatively less "new information." 

However, a flow chart (Figure 5) giving the factors 

generated for six alternative factor analyses is presented 

to give a broader visual conceptualization of the relation

ships between variables and factors. The flow chart is 

designed to be read in the following manner: (1) the number 

of factors which are extracted in a single analysis are 

specified in the left hand column, (2) a block with the name 

of the goal or attitude generated is specified for each 

factor when only six factors are extracted, and (3) only 

the new goal or attitude is specified in block form when an 

additional factor is extracted from the responses. Thus, 

seven factors are comprised of the original six factors 

plus one more, eight factors are comprised of the factors 

which are included with the seven factors plus one more, etc. 

However, the factor named social orientation in the six factor 

analysis is renamed conspicuous consumption in the seven 

factor and additional analyses as the variables recluster in 

the seven factor analysis. The flow chart makes it easier 

to see how factors combine or split off to produce additional 

factors when more factors are generated. 
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Analysis of Factors Generated 

In this section a presentation is made of the 

findings of the 11 factor rotation. Factor loadings are 

listed for each factor and brief reasons are given as to why 

2 the factor is named as it is. 

Factor 1—Family Fundamentalism 

Family fundamentalism emerges as the first factor 

for it has the largest eigenvalue and has significant 

3 loadings on seven of the 33 variables. It xs identified as 

family fundamentalism due to the association of the variables 

relating to the ranch owner both presently and previously 

having relatives in ranching, his own children intend to go 

into ranching, ranching is important as a way of life, and 

the goal in owning the ranch was beef production. Family 

fundamentalism is defined as the attitude that the strength 

of family ties and the continuance of the ranch as an 

economic enterprise and way of life by the family unit are 

related and desirable. 

2 Significance is determined from Pearson and Hartley 
(1954, Table 13, p. 138). Significant loadings of .263 and 
above at a = .05 with 54 degrees of freedom are used in the 
11 factor extraction. 

3 Variable 3—Children to enter ranching—has a 
factor loading of -.261 in association with the family 
fundamentalism factor. While the statistical cut-off of 
.263 is barely higher, it is included as a factor loading 
for this factor for conceptual reasons. 
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Variable Abbreviation 
Factor 
Loading 

22 
21 
20 
24 
13 
25 
30 
3 

Relatives were in ranching 
Relatives now in ranching 
Rancher always lived on ranch 
Way of life 
Ranching: occupational choice 
Beef production was goal 
Return on investment: per cent 
Children to enter ranching 

-.847 
-.806 
-.687 
-. 509 
-.421 
-. 388 
.270 
-.261 

As mentioned at the outset of this chapter, to 

facilitate greater understanding of how variables relate to 

a factor when positive and negative factor loadings are 

present, a listing of how the variables relate when a 

rancher strongly holds the goal or attitude is to be 

presented after each factor. For family fundamentalism, a 

high positive factor score is associated with ranchers who 

have a strongly held family fundamentalistic attitude (see 

Appendix B, Table 11 for factor scores for individual ranch 

owners for each factor). Therefore, the responses to the 

variables associating with family fundamentalism for an 

individual ranch owner who holds extremely strong feelings 

about this attitude would appear as follows: 

1. He would previously have had one or more relatives 

in ranching. 

2. He would presently have one or more relatives in 

ranching (excluding his spouse). 

3. He would have always lived on a ranch. 

4. He would feel that ranching as a way of life is 

highly important to him. 
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5. He would prefer ranching as a way of life for him in 

contrast to other occupations. 

6. His original goal in owning his ranch was to make a 

living from beef production. 

7. He would desire to receive a large per cent return 

on investment from beef production. 

8. He expects that his children intend to enter 

ranching. 

Factor 2—Income Goal 

For this factor significant loadings are obtained on 

only four of the 33 variables. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

18 Number of animal units -.916 
17 Number of deeded acres -.901 
4 Cattle association member .332 
19 Rancher living on ranch -.310 

To interpret this factor correctly, one must 

recognize that small size ranches are less viable as an 

economic unit and the rancher may be augmenting his income 

from other sources. While the rancher may have an intense 

desire for ranching to provide all of his income, he will 

have a factor score which indicates a "weak" income goal 

since the income goal factor reported here relates more 

directly to the actual magnitude of the resource base 



itself. Therefore, a large negative factor score will 

accrue to a rancher if: 

1. He owns a large number of animal units. 

2. He owns a large amount of deeded acres. 

3. He is a member of one or more cattle associations. 

4. He does not live on his ranch most of the year. 

Factor 3—Land Fundamentalism 

This factor has significant loadings on six of the 

33 variables. Because the variables loading with this 

factor relate mainly to attitudes about land and land owner

ship, factor 3 is identified as land fundamentalism. Land 

fundamentalism is defined as the attitude that a greater 

amount of satisfaction can be received from associating with 

the physical environment directly rather than with the "man-

made. " 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

14 Land ownership: closer to earth .805 
15 Land ownership: fundamental values .777 
12 Ranching: fundamental values .705 
8 Ranching: land for its own sake .416 
10 Ranching: good for children .360 
11 Ranching: away from cities .337 

If a rancher holds strong land fundamentalistic 

attitudes, his faictor score is negative and: 

1. He would feel that land ownership permits him to 

feel closer to the earth. 
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2. He would feel that land ownership causes him to hold 

more fundamental personal values. 

3. He would feel that ranch ownership allows him the 

opportunity of getting back to fundamental personal 

values. 

4. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him the 

opportunity of owning land for its own sake. 

5. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him a 

good place to raise children. 

6. He would feel that ranch ownership allows him to 

live away from cities at a place of his own. 

Factor 4—Agricultural Orientation 

This factor has significant loadings on five of the 

33 variables. The factor flow chart (Figure 5) shows that 

this factor is made up of variables which originally 

associated with both rural and family fundamentalism, passed 

through the factor named immobility and then became a factor 

of its own. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

27 Ranch making profit . 712 
4 Cattle association member .526 
25 Beef production was goal . 360 
9 Ranching: status and prestige -.353 
5 Social organization member .284 

If a rancher has a strong agricultural orientation, 

his factor score is negative and: 
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1. His ranch is making a profit. 

2. He is a member of one or more cattle associations. 

3. His original goal in owning his ranch was to make a 

living from beef production. 

4. He would feel that ranch ownership gives him status 

and prestige. 

5. He is a member of one or more social organizations. 

Factor 5—Rural Fundamentalism 

This factor has significant loadings on 10 of the 33 

variables. Factor 5 is identified as rural fundamentalism 

due to the relationship between the importance of ranching 

as a way of life, the fact that most of the ranchers' 

friends are cattlemen and that the ranch owner lives on the 

ranch most of the year. Rural fundamentalism is defined as 

the attitude that the values and benefits associated with 

living in rural areas are preferable to the values and 

benefits received from living in an urban enrivonment. This 

factor, in conjunction with some others, becomes expressive 

of the lack of desire for mobility and the strength of ties 

to the local environment which are common to rural agri

cultural persons, especially those who are older and less 

formally educated. 



Variable Abbreviation 
Factor 
Loading 

19 Rancher living on ranch 
10 Ranching: good for children 
23 Most friends cattlemen 
13 Ranching: occupational choice 
24 Way of life 
11 Ranching: away from cities 
26 All income from ranching 
12 Ranching: fundamental values 
8 Ranching: land for its own sake 
20 Rancher always lived on ranch 

-.691 
-. 641 
-.614 
-.609 
-.586 
-.482 
-.464 
-. 379 
-.275 
-.270 

If a rancher has strong rural fundamental attitudes, 

factor score is positive and: 

1. He lives on his ranch most of the year. 

2. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him a 

good place to raise children. 

3. Most of his friends are other cattlemen. 

4. He would prefer ranching as a way of life for him in 

contrast to other occupations. 

5. He would feel that ranching as a way of life is 

highly important to him. 

6. He would feel that ranch ownership allows him to 

live away from cities at a place of his own. 

7. He receives 100 per cent of his income from ranching. 

8. He would feel that ranch ownership allows him the 

opportunity of getting back to fundamental personal 

values. 

9. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him the 

opportunity of owning land for its own sake. 



10. He would have always lived on a ranch. 

Factor 6—Wealth Goal 

For this factor, significant loadings are obtained 

on only three of the 33 variables. In order to interpret 

this factor correctly, it is necessary to recognize that 

ranchers' wealth is increasingly felt to be in the value of 

land itself rather than from the economic returns in beef 

production. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

31 General belief: speculation 
worthwhile -.689 

33 Intention to increase size of 
ranch -.638 

30 Return on investment: per cent -.631 

If a rancher has a strong wealth goal, his factor 

score is positive and: 

1. He believes that holding ranchland for land 

appreciation purposes is worthwhile. 

2. He intends to increase the size of his ranch. 

3. He would feel satisfied receiving a low per cent 

return on investment from beef production. 

Factor 7--Conspicuous Consumption 

Factor 7 has significant loadings on seven of the 

33 variables. The association of social organization 

membership in inverse relationship with the variable "all 
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income from ranching" suggests that the ranch owner may be 

an absentee owner. Analysis of the type of social organiza

tion of which a ranch owner is a member in relation to his 

permanent address indicates that a factor identifiable as 

conspicuous consumption can be inferred. Conspicuous 

consumption can be defined as the desire to obtain the 

social and psychological benefits that the general public 

associates with the possession of wealth in the form of 

ranch ownership, rather than seeking satisfaction from only 

operating the ranch as a productive unit in and of itself. 

The variables relating to owning a ranch for the 

purposes of receiving status and prestige did not correlate 

with this factor. This suggests that either there is little 

status and prestige in owning a ranch for an absentee owner 

or that these ranch owners are unwilling to admit to this 

being one of the benefits of owning a ranch. While either 

explanation may be true, this study assumes the latter to 

be the more likely explanation since ranching families do 

get together in exclusive social organizations in urban 

areas. 

Significantly loading with this factor are the 

variables which relate to land speculation; moreover, the 

variable indicating that the ranch owner is consciously 

speculating on the value of ranchland appears with this 

factor. Presumably, if the ranch has other uses which are 

higher valued, the conspicuous consumption ranch owner 
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would be willing to sell his ranch if a potential buyer can 

be found. 

One possible explanatory hypothesis of why variables 

relating to both land speculation and the social aspects of 

owning a ranch are associating together is that the ranch 

owner is eager to "capture" the social benefits of ranch 

ownership in the period of time he is "waiting" for land 

values to increase. It is possible that the original motive 

for investing in a ranch was social and psychological and 

the rationalization of this desire was economic. Con

spicuous consumption's relation to land speculation and 

selling the ranch is discussed more fully after the presenta

tion of the results of the discriminant analysis in Chapter 

V. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

7 Ranching: land speculation ' .828 
32 Active speculation in land .793 
5 Social organization member .392 
31 General belief: speculation 

worthwhile .383 
26 All income from ranching -.357 
8 Ranching: land for its own sake .353 
11 Ranching: away from cities .286 

If a rancher has strong conspicuous consumption 

attitudes, his factor score is negative and: 

1. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him 

the opportunity to speculate on ranchland. 
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2. He is actively speculating on the value of his 

ranchland. 

3. He is a member of one or more social organizations. 

4. He believes that holding ranchland for land 

appreciation purposes is worthwhile. 

5. He does not receive all of his income from ranching. 

6. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him the 

opportunity to own land for its own sake. 

7. He would feel that ranch ownership allows him to 

live away from cities at a place of his own. 

Factor 8—Immobility 

With only age and formal education loading signifi

cantly on this factor, Factor 8 is identified as immobility. 

The mean value for the age of Arizona ranch owners is 55.8 

years in 1968 and the mean value of the amount of formal 

education which is achieved is equal to that of a high 

school graduate. 

Factor 
Variable Identification Loading 

1 Age . 849 
2 Education -.722 

If a rancher is more immobile than the sample 

average, his factor score is positive and: 

1. He is older than the mean value age of the sample 

of ranchers. 
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2. He has less formal education than the sample 

average. 

Factor 9—Income Satisficing 

For this factor, six of the 33 variables have 

significant factor loadings. This factor is identified as 

income satisficing since a low return on investment would be 

satisfactory to those persons whose total income did not 

come from ranching and they expect that their children 

intend to enter ranching. This suggests that the income 

which is received directly from ranching may be taken to be 

"good enough." The factor flow chart shows that the income 

satisficing factor stems from the income goal and agri

cultural orientation factors. Income satisficing suggests 

that resources may be under-employed in ranching as an 

economic enterprise per se. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

28 General belief: tax advantages .663 
3 Children to enter ranching . 630 
4 Cattle association member .353 
29 Return on investment: satisfactory .288 
26 All income from ranching -.282 
10 Ranching: good for children .278 

If a ranch owner evidences characteristics of being 

an income satisficer, his factor score is negative and: 

1. He believes that tax advantages can be obtained 

through ranch ownership whether he is receiving any 

or not. 
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2. He expects that his children intend to enter 

ranching. 

3. He is a member of one or more cattle associations. 

4. He is. satisfied in receiving a low per cent return 

on investment from ranching. 

5. He does not receive all of his income from ranching. 

6. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him a 

good place to raise children. 

Factor 10—Local Orientation 

Factor 10 has significant factor loadings on five of 

the 33 variables. The association of variables suggests a 

relationship between social orientation and land ownership. 

The nature of membership in social organizations is local, 

non-exclusive, and business-oriented. However, local 

orientation is a less important factor than conspicuous 

consumption in the analysis for it explains less of the 

cumulative variance than does conspicuous consumption. 

The variables related to status and prestige load 

significantly with the factor local orientation. This 

suggests that the status and prestige of being a ranch 

owner is felt by the rancher when he thinks of himself in 

relation to the local economy and community. It seems 

unlikely that he would think that the public at large does 

not accord status and prestige to a person owning a ranch. 

However, while the status and prestige variables load on 
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local orientation in contrast to loading on the conspicuous 

consumption factor, the fact that the variables load on this 

factor would tend to support the hypothesis that wealthier 

persons who are absentee owners wish to understate the 

social and psychological benefits which may accrue to them 

from ranch ownership. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

16 Land ownership: status and 
prestige -.784 

9 Ranching: status and prestige -.641 
6 Ranching: tax advantages -.611 
5 Social organization member -.378 
31 General belief: speculation 

worthwhile -. 300 

If a rancher has a strong local orientation, his 

factor score is positive and: 

1. He would feel that land ownership gives him status 

and prestige. 

2. He would feel that ranch ownership gives him status 

and prestige. 

3. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him a 

basis for receiving tax advantages. 

4. He is a member of one or more social organizations. 

5. He believes that holding ranchland for land 

appreciation purposes is worthwhile. 
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Factor 11—Local Social Satisficing 

Factor 11 is identified as local social satisficing 

and stems from variables previously aligning with income 

satisficing and local orientation. Persons with greater 

amounts of formal education whose original goal in owning a 

ranch was not beef production are found to be satisfied with 

the low return on investment generated from beef production 

and are members of local social organizations. The 

implication is that living in the local social and economic 

environment is "good enough" and that they have willingly 

foregone alternatives elsewhere. 

Factor 
Variable Abbreviation Loading 

29 Return on investment: 
satisfactory -.600 

8 Ranching: land for its own sake -. 532 
5 Social organization member -.454 
2 Education .284 
25 Beef production was goal .279 

If a rancher evidences characteristics of being a 

local social satisficer, his factor score is positive and: 

1. He is satisfied in receiving a low per cent return 

on investment from ranching. 

2. He would feel that ranch ownership provides him the 

opportunity to own land for its own sake. 

3. He is a member of one or more social organizations. 

4. He has more formal education than ranchers, on the 

average, in the sample. 
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5. His original goal in owning his ranch was not to 

make a living from beef production. 

Discussion of Goals and Attitudes 
Generated by Factor Analysis 

The factor analysis extracts the following 11 

factors: (1) family fundamentalism, (2) income goal, (3) 

land fundamentalism, (4) agricultural orientation, (5) rural 

fundamentalism, (6) wealth goal, (7) conspicuous consumption, 

(8) immobility, (9) income satisficing, (10) local 

orientation, and (11) local social satisficing. 

Inspection of these 11 factors suggests that they 

can be categorized into four basic groupings: (1) ranch 

fundamentalism, (2) economic goals, (3) conspicuous con

sumption, and (4) ties to the local area and community. In 

this section the goals and attitudes generated by the factor 

analysis are discussed under these four headings. 

Ranch Fundamentalism 

Ranch fundamentalism is defined as the attitude 

that being a cattle rancher leads to a higher state of total 

well-being than any alternative mode of making a living and 

way of life could provide. The factor analysis technique 

suggests that the ranch fundamentalism concept is a con

struct comprised of three sets of unique, yet interrelated 

attitudes—attitudes about the family unit, attitudes about 
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living in a rural area and attitudes about land and land 

ownership itself. 

The variables (1) the ranch owner prefers ranching 

as a way of life compared to other occupations, (2) the 

rancher feels that ranching as a way of life is highly 

important to him, and (3) the ranch owner has always lived 

on the ranch are significant factor loadings on both the 

' rural and family fundamentalism factors. Additionally, the 

four variables (1) the rancher feels that ranch ownership 

provides him the opportunity to own land for its own sake, 

(2) the rancher feels that ranch ownership allows him the 

opportunity to get back to fundamental values, (3) the 

rancher feels that ranch ownership provides him a good 

place to raise children, and (4) the rancher feels that 

ranch ownership permits a person to be away from cities at 

a place of his own are significant factor loadings on both 

the land fundamentalism and rural fundamentalism factors. 

While each of these variables may be relatively difficult 

to measure directly in terms of how they "lead to a higher 

state of total well-being," they do suggest that the ranch 

fundamentalism concept is a reasonable hypothesis to test 

in order to explain the high sale prices of ranches. 

Economic Goals 

The factor analysis technique extracts both an 

income and a wealth goal. The difference between the two 
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goals is that the income goal relates to the magnitude of 

the resource base in terms of generating a stream of in

come, whereas the wealth goal relates more closely to 

ranchers' expectations about the long run asset value of 

their ranches. 

It is difficult to distinguish between the income 

and wealth goals by the criterion "return on investment." 

A positive return on investment, however small, adds to both 

the short run income position of the rancher as well as to 

the market value of the ranch resource. The income goal is 

associated with the larger size ranches, while the wealth 

goal generally applies to all size ranches where the ranch 

owner is anticipating an increase in land values and may be 

intending to increase the size of his ranch. However, 

unless the ranch owner has access to other capital sources 

or is able to establish a credit relationship with a lending 

institution, it will in fact be impossible for him to in

crease the size of the ranch. 

The factor identified as income satisficing splits 

off from the income and agricultural orientation factors 

which have been generated in prior analyses to the 11 factor 

extraction. Income satisficing is associated with those 

ranchers who do not receive all of their income from ranch

ing and yet are satisfied with a very low, even zero, return 

on investment from beef production. The generation of the 

income satisficing factor would support the psychological 
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theories that aspiration levels (Katona, 1951; Simon, 1959) 

can be adjusted downwards until levels are reached where 

goals are practically attainable. Presumably, the ranch 

owner is willing to accept a lower level of monetary returns 

in order to receive satisfactions from ranching which could 

not be received in the same degree elsewhere. This would be 

in accord with the concept of utility function maximization 

which is discussed in Chapter II. 

Most ranchers are not receiving all of their income 

from beef production. Tables 3 and 4 give the breakdown of 

the major sources of additional income for the sample of 

ranch owners according to the percentage of income obtained 

from ranching (Table 3) and according to the median size of 

the ranch relative to the major additional income source 

(Table 4). 

Table 3 reveals that 80 per cent of the ranch owners 

have income from other sources with 37 per cent of the 

ranchers in the sample as a whole receiving less than one-

third of their total income from ranching. Moreover, 

except for the group of 18 ranchers (20 per cent) who 

receive all of their income from ranching, no other 

category (except "unspecified") shows the ranch owners 

receiving two-thirds or more of their income from ranching. 

The categories "outside job" and "investment" include 45 per 

cent of the ranch owners. Outside jobs are considered to 

be those where the rancher works for someone else in a 



Table 3. Major Additional Sources of Income of Arizona Ranch Owners 

Per Cent of Income Obtained 
From Ranching 

Total Number Per Cent of 
Income Sources9 Unspecified 0-34 34-66 66-100 of Ranchers Ranchers 

Only ranch income 0 0 0 18 18 20 

Farm income 0 6 3 3 12 13 

Outside job 1 9 4 4 18 20 

Professional 0 1 1 0 2 2 

Investments 1 11 6 4 22 25 

Social Security 0 5 1 2 8 9 

Wife's income 1 1 1 1 4 5 

Unspecified 3 0 0 
• 

2 5 6 

Totals 6 33 16 34 89 100 

aA ranch owner 
tional source of income 

is placed in the 
is obtained. 

category only in which his major addi-
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Table 4. Major Additional Sources of Income of Arizona 
Ranch Owners and the Median Size of Ranch in 
Animal Units 

Income Sources3 
Median Ranch 

Size 
Number of 
Ranchers 

Per Cent of 
Ranchers 

Only ranch income 275 18 20 

Farm income 300 12 13 

Outside job 176 18 20 

Professional N/A 2 2 

Investments 295 22 25 

Social Security 160 8 9 

Wife's income 295 4 5 

Unspecified 250 5 6 

Totals 89 100 

A ranch owner is placed in 
which his major additional source of 

the category only in 
income is obtained. 
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non-professional or non-managerial capacity; such jobs 

include working for a utility company, in a saw-mill, etc. 

Investment sources of income include receiving dividends on 

stocks and bonds and owning a business where there is a 

return to management. For the two groups of ranchers who 

are obtaining income from investments or outside jobs, in 

each case 50 per cent of these ranchers are receiving less 

than one-third of their total income from beef production. 

These tables suggest that the main motive for owning 

a ranch would not be likely to be found through viewing the 

ranch as an income source. This conclusion is discussed in 

the final section of this chapter where the relationship of 

ranch owners' goals and attitudes are related back to the 

theoretical framework for viewing ranching as a consumption 

good developed in Chapter II. 

Conspicuous Consumption 

The 11 factor extraction generates a factor which 

can be identified as conspicuous consumption. It can be 

defined as the desire to obtain the social and psychological 

benefits that the general public associates with the 

possession of wealth in the form of ranch ownership, rather 

than seeking satisfaction from only operating the ranch as 

a productive unit in and of itself. Since the variables 

relating to land speculation load on this factor as well, 
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this suggests that conspicuous consumption has a monetary 

as well as a social dimension in ranching. 

Conspicuous consumption is generally thought to be 

associated with ranch owners who have absentee permanent 

residence's out-of-state or in the larger urban areas of the 

state. Factor scores for conspicuous consumption indicate 

that of 20 ranch owners who live in either of these two 

areas that 14 of them, or 70 per cent, evidence character

istics of conspicuous consumption. Fifty per cent of the 

ranch owners who live out-of-state or in the larger urban 

areas of Arizona (Tucson and Phoenix only) are members of 

highly social and wealth oriented social organizations. 

Sixty-seven of the 89 ranchers in the sample, or 

75 per cent, indicate that it is worthwhile to hold ranches 

for land appreciation purposes. However, only 17 of this 

67 indicated that they themselves are actively speculating 

on ranchland. This disparity may reflect a reluctance to 

admit that one of the motives in owning a ranch is not 

directly related to beef production per se and that land 

speculation and land speculators still have a connotation 

of being "evil." However, of the 14 ranch owners who have 

membership in conspicuous consumption social organizations 

(10 absentee owners and four owners who permanently reside 

on their ranches), 11 of these 14 indicate that they are 

actively speculating on the value of ranchland. With 65 

per cent of the ranch owners who actually admit to be 
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speculating on ranchland falling into the conspicuous con

sumption category, it would take additional attitudinal 

research to disentagle the social and monetary dimensions 

of this characteristic of ranch owners. 

Ties to the Local Area and Community 

The four factors—immobility, agricultural orienta

tion, local orientation, and local social satisficing—along 

with income satisficing attitudes are related together in 

reflecting ties to the local area and community. The 

implication is that many ranch owners who have character

istics and convictions relating to these factors would feel 

satisfied to remain in the local economy and would feel a 

reluctance to leave the local area and community. It would 

likely require a higher sale price of ranches to get this 

set of ranch owners to sell their ranches and have them 

relocate within the local area or elsewhere. It may be that 

the impact of ranching on the local economy is to found more 

in terms of such dimensions as social stability and 

community leadership rather than in terms of significant 

economic benefits since resources employed in cattle ranching 

can be viewed as under-employed, on the average. 

In the 11 factor extraction the variable "age" loads 

significantly on the factor identified as immobility. The 

median age of an Arizona rancher in 1968 is found to be 57 

years with a range from 28 to 90 years. While this figure 
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would suggest that a ranch owner may be reluctant to desire 

to build a social and economic life elsewhere when he has 

lived in the local area for many years, the significant 

implication of this relatively high figure is to the future 

structure of ranch ownership and the use of the range 

resource in Arizona. With the life expectancy of an 

American male to be approximately 70 years, it is possible 

to predict a change in the ownership pattern of ranch 

resources (different type of owner or change to other uses) 

if the children of the present ranch owners do not intend to 

go into cattle ranching. 

Chapter VI presents data indicating the expectations 

of present ranch owners regarding the intent of their 

children to enter ranching. The degree to which the 

children of present i-anch owners intend to go into ranching 

would be likely to influence the numbers of ranches at 

alternative prices which will be offered for sale in the 

market. 

Relationship of Goals and Attitudes to 
Theoretical Framework 

Inspection of the response pattern for questions 

regarding profits and return on investment in beef production 

reveals that 58 per cent of all the ranchers in the sample 

are making a profit from beef production and a slightly 

lesser number, 48 per cent, indicate that a "low" return on 

investment would be satisfactory to them if all ranch 



expenses are being met. The percentage figure for ranchers 

who are making a profit from beef production would be lower 

if a return to capital, in all cases, had been included in 

their personal computations. Of the 43 ranch owners who 

indicated that a "low" return on investment would be 

satisfactory to them, 22, or 51 per cent, of these respond

ents reveal that they are not making a profit from beef 

production. Thus, 25 per cent of the sample of ranchers as 

a whole are not making a profit in ranching and are satisfied 

with the low return on investment. 

These figures suggest that ranch owners are likely 

to be receiving other benefits from being a rancher besides 

those relating strictly to the monetary dimensions. The 

goals and attitudes generated by the factor analysis 

(excluding the economic goals) are the nonmonetary values 

which surround ranch ownership. These values, along with 

the monetary goals, can be viewed as components of an 

utility function which ranch owners are trying to maximize. 

Ranch fundamentalism, conspicuous consumption, and ties to 

the local area and community—especially the former two 

since they more directly relate to ranch ownership itself— 

can be viewed as additional outputs generated from ranching 

and ranch ownership. However, since factor analysis is 

hypothesis generating rather than hypothesis testing, it is 

necessary to use further statistical techniques to see how 
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these nonmonetary outputs affect the decision-making process 

of ranch owners. 

Theoretically, a utility function for a firm owner 

can be comprised of both monetary and nonmonetary values. 

However, given the negative return on investment in ranching, 

a ranch owner who is maximizing the monetary component of 

his utility function would place his assets in investments 

in enterprises other than cattle ranching. Not to do so 

suggests that the rancher's goal is to achieve some 

satisfactory proportion between monetary and nonmonetary 

values and satisfactions. The value of the resources in 

other employment becomes a measure of the nonmonetary 

satisfactions received from ranching. 

If ranch owners were acting as strictly "economic 

men" the majority of their ranches would be for sale at 

current market prices; if ranch owners are maximizing some 

other aspects of the utility function, they do not 

necessarily have to indicate that their ranches are 

currently for sale in order to appear rational. Ranch 

owners could "trade-off" monetary outputs for nonmonetary 

outputs and maintain ownership of the ranch firm for as long 

as their total source of money resources would allow without 

having to sell the ranch firm. 

Nonmonetary outputs of ranch ownership can be viewed 

as economic factors if they influence the market price of 

ranches. This study hypothesizes that the ranch 
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fundamentalism and conspicuous consumption attitudes affect 

market prices for ranches and tend to increase the level of 

prices at which transfers of ownership take place. It is 

hypothesized (Chapter II) that these additional outputs from 

ranching tend to make the industry supply curve relatively 

more inelastic than it would be if beef production were the 

only ranch output. 

If it can be shown that ranch owners do not intend 

to release their ranches to market at the present level of 

market prices, all other considerations remaining equal, the 

contention that the supply curve for ranches is relatively 

more inelastic than an economic evaluation of the ranch 

resources would support due to these nonmonetary outputs 

can be borne out. In Chapter V the technique of discriminant 

analysis is used to test this hypothesis. If economic 

conditions change and/or ranch owners re-evaluate the non

monetary aspects of ranch ownership/ the supply curve for 

ranches would shift. These possibilities are discussed in 

Chapter VI. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF GOALS 
AND ATTITUDES 

"The world is made up of two types of people: those who 
divide the world into two groups, and those who don't." 

—anonymous 

The low or negative return on investment generated 

in ranching suggests that if ranch owners are to act as 

strictly "economic men," they would be willing to indicate 

that their ranches are presently for sale to potential 

buyers. However, if a rancher is not willing to sell his 

ranch, one may assume that he is desirous of receiving the 

nonmonetary benefits associated with ranch ownership and is 

willing to sacrifice the opportunity of receiving a maximum 

monetary return on the employment of his total resources 

elsewhere. These ranchers would be unwilling to sell their 

ranches based on a price reflecting the value of the 

resource in production, and, moreover, they may be unwilling 

to indicate that their ranches are for sale at the going 

market price (which includes additional nonmonetary outputs) 

if their personal evaluation of the nonmonetary outputs 

yields a higher value than the monetary value which can be 

received for the ranch in the market-. 

82 
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In this chapter the statistical testing technique of 

step-wise discriminant analysis is used to test and rank the 

goals and attitudes emerging from the factor analysis to 

determine if there are significant differences in goals and 

attitudes between those ranchers who indicate that their 

ranch is presently for sale in contrast to those for whom it 

is not. Both monetary and nonmonetary factors are included 

as independent variables in the analysis. The results of 

the discriminant analysis are related to the theoretical 

framework of this study at the close of this chapter; 

emphasis is placed on the relationship of the results of 

the discriminant analysis to the supply curve for ranches. 

Discriminant Analysis 

The purpose of discriminant analysis is to be able 

to classify an individual as belonging to one of two or more 

groups of individuals based on various attributes of the 

sample or population from which the individual came. 

Discriminant analysis also is useful with research problems 

involving a comparison of two or more groups in which it is 

necessary to establish whether, in fact, significant 

differences do actually exist between groups. These 

differences, once established, can be utilized in classify

ing the group membership of an individual not included in 

the original sample at some level of probability of success 

(see Cooley and Lohnes, 1962; Hoel, 1965; or Fryer, 1966). 
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If all the ranch owners were to hold similar goals 

and attitudes about ranching and ranch ownership with the 

same degree of intensity, it would be impossible to deter

mine why one group of ranchers decided to sell their ranches 

and another group decided to keep them. Similarly, if only 

one goal or attitude was used to classify ranchers into one 

group or other, it is likely that misclassification would 

occur. However, if the goals and attitudes are held in 

differing intensities and are considered together, then it 

is possible that some functional measurement of the set of 

attributes could enable the ranch owner to be reliably 

discovered as to belonging to one group or the other. 

The procedure for discriminating between which goals 

and attitudes held by ranchers place them into one group or 

the other is to find a critical value for which a linear 

combination of the goals and attitudes used as variables 

will minimize the overlap between the two groups. If an 

individual comes from the area of overlap of the original 

group division, there is likelihood that an individual can 

be misclassified; however, the technique of discriminant 

analysis is designed to produce the minimum amount of mis-

classification. 

The basic linear equation used to define group 

membership (when only two groups are involved) for each 

individual is: 
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m 
d . = £ a. x. . 
^ i=l 1 x3 

i = 1, . . ., m for m variables 

j = 1, . . n for n individuals 

In this equation, dj is the value of the discriminant 

til function for the j individual, the a's are estimated 

coefficients of the discriminant function and the x's are 

the variables which are used in the analysis. When the 

above equation is evaluated for an individual, his computed 

score is then compared to a critical value which is used to 

separate the groups: 

, > d . < c 
3 

If an individual's computed value falls below the critical 

value, he will be placed in one group, otherwise, if the 

computed value is greater than the critical value, he .will 

be placed in the other (according to some probability of 

being misclassified). Following this procedure to the 

individuals in the sample as a whole, a final classification 

matrix is produced which shows the effectiveness of the 

separation of the sample into two groups. 

Analysis of the Decision to Sell or Keep the Ranch 

Of the 89 ranch owners included in the sample, 25 

indicate that their ranches are presently for sale, while 
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64 indicate that their ranches are not presently for sale. 

These "yes" or "no" responses are used as the dependent 

variable dividing the ranch sample into two groups with all 

of the ranchers who will sell their ranches put into one 

group and the rest into the other. The 11 goals and 

attitudes generated by the factor analysis are used as 

independent variables with the factor scores computed for 

each rancher for each factor used as the observations. The 

objective of using the goals and attitudes generated by the 

factor analysis as independent variables is to discern which 

factor, or combination of factors, can show if there are 

differences in goals and attitudes between the two groups. 

An F-level of 2.75, corresponding to the 90 per 

cent confidence level, is chosen as the cut-off level of 

acceptability for inclusion or delection of a variable. 

Table 5 summarizes the results of the discriminant analysis 

of the ranchers' intent to sell or keep the ranch. The 

significant variables used to separate the two groups are 

given in this table along with the coefficients of the 

discriminant function and the critical value. Table 6 gives 

the final classification matrix which shows the degree of 

success of the separation into two groups performed by the 

discriminant analysis of ranchers' goals and attitudes. 

The results of this analysis indicate that only 

three of the 11 goals and attitudes used as independent 

variables have significant F-values to be used for 



Table 5. Discriminant Analysis of Intent to Keep or Sell the Ranch 

Value of the • 
F-value to F-value to Estimated 

Variable Identification Enter Remove Coefficient 

1 Family Fundamentalism .1297 

2 Income Goal 1.9286 

3 Land Fundamentalism 18.0143 .52522 

4 Agricultural Orientation .3239 

5 Rural Fundamentalism 4.4930 .22795 

6 Wealth Goal .2249 

7 Conspicuous Consumption 11.6037 -.42858 

8 Immobility 1.0711 

9 Income Satisficing .9867 

10 Local Orientation .0042 

11 Local Social Satisficing .0006 

Critical Value: -.37222 



Table 6. Final Classification Matrix of Discriminant 
Analysis 
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Classificatiori from 
Sample 

Classification from Discriminant 
Analysis 

Sell Keep 

Sell 

Keep 

20 

13 

5 

51 

distinguishing differences between the two groups of ranch 

owners. Since the discriminant analysis brings in the 

variables in a step-wise fashion, the three variables in 

rank order of significance are: (1) land fundamentalism, 

(2) conspicuous consumption, and (3) rural fundamentalism. 

All other goals and attitudes used as variables are found to 

be not significant in explaining differences between the two 

groups and are not included in the discriminant function 

finally used. 

The final classification matrix for the two groups 

indicates that the discriminant analysis correctly classifies 

20 of the 25 ranch owners who said they would presently sell 

their ranch into the group from which it comes. Of the 64 

ranchers who indicated that their ranches are not presently 

for sale, the discriminant analysis correctly classifies 51 

of them. Thus, the discriminant analysis correctly 

classifies 71 of the 89 ranchers or 79.7 per cent with an 
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approximately equal percentage of misclassification of 20 

per cent occurring with each group. 

If an individual rancher has a large negative factor 

score for the variable land fundamentalism, the technique 

of discriminant analysis will place this rancher into the 

"keep" group. This is as one would expect; a ranch owner 

who feels strongly about land and land ownership would be 

less likely to sell his ranch, all other things being equal, 

than a rancher who does not share this attitude. 

If an individual rancher has a large negative 

factor score for the variable conspicuous consumption, he 

was placed into the "sell" group. This may or may not be 

anticipated as the category that one would expect a rancher 

who evidences conspicuous consumption attitudes to fall. If 

conspicuous consumption only measured social and psycho

logical benefits of ranch ownership, then it would be likely 

•that conspicuous consumption attributes would place an 

owner, all other things being equal, into the "keep" group. 

However, in this study the factor analysis shows that 

variables relating to land speculation strongly associate 

with the conspicuous consumption factor; this suggests that 

an individual with conspicuous consumption attributes would 

be likely to sell his ranch if a buyer could be found who 

would pay a higher price for the resources of the ranch than 

the present owner had paid at an earlier point in time. In 

this case, the technique of discriminant analysis would 
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appear to have correctly placed the owner into the "sell" 

group. 

If an individual rancher has strong rural funda-

mentalistic attitudes, the discriminant analysis placed the 

ranch owner into the "sell" group. This is contrary to the 

direction that one would expect rural fundamentalistic 

attitudes to move a ranch owner. 

The most likely explanation for this unexpected 

result is that by the time a third variable is needed to 

classify a ranch owner into one group or the other most 

ranchers have been already "correctly" classified according 

to their land fundamentalism and conspicuous consumption 

computed scores. Rural fundamentalism is the marginal 

variable used in classifying ranchers back into the group 

from which they come; this variable is used to separate 

groups in the area of overlap. With the variable "the 

ranchers lives on the ranch most of the year" being the most 

significant variable loading on the rural fundamentalism 

factor, the net effect of using the rural fundamentalism 

factor with a two-way classification of the dependent 

variable in the area of overlap is as follows: 

1. A ranch owner who lives on the ranch most of the 

year and indicates that his ranch is presently for 

sale is likely to wish to sell his ranch, take the 

proceeds, and purchase a smaller ranch or home 

within the local area if a buyer can be found for 
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his present ranch. These ranch owners generally 

have reasonably strong land fundamentalistic 

attitudes. In the final classification matrix 

where five ranch owners who indicate that their 

ranches are for sale are placed into the "keep" 

group, four of these ranchers desire to sell their 

ranches and relocate within the local rural area. 

2. A person who does not live on the ranch most of the 

year and indicates that his ranch is presently not 

for sale will be likely to be willing to sell his 

ranch in the future since he is an absentee owner 

who is tending to hold ranchland for land apprecia

tion purposes. These ranch owners generally have 

reasonably strong conspicuous consumption attitudes 

and relatively weak land fundamentalism attitudes. 

In the final classification matrix where 13 ranch 

owners who indicate that their ranches are not 

presently for sale are placed into the "sell" group, 

nine of these ranchers are holding ranchland for 

purposes of land appreciation and six of these 

owners admit to personally speculating on the value 

of ranchland. 

It is possible that the variables used to purportedly 

measure the rural fundamentalism factor are erroneous in 

their ability to specify the difference between living on 



the ranch most of the year and actually feeling that the 

rural way of life is preferable to any alternative way of 

life. For example, with 20 of the 25 ranch owners who 

indicate that their ranches are presently for sale expres

sing the attitude that ranching as a way of life is "fairly 

or highly important" to them and 55 of the 64 ranchers who 

indicate that their ranches are presently not for sale 

expressing the same conviction, the percentages in ieach 

case, 80 and 86 per cent, are very similar. It is unlikely 

that this variable, as measured, is able to differentiate, 

by itself, significantly if a group difference exists. 

Moreover, this variable coupled with some other—such as 

"is the present return on investment in ranching satis

factory to you?"—yields similar results. Here, 52 per cent 

of the ranch owners who will sell their ranch would not be 

satisfied with the present low return on investment, yet 

•find ranching as a way of life fairly or highly important 

to them, compare similarly to the 45 per cent of the ranchers 

who find the present return on investment satisfactory and 

would not sell their ranch and find ranching as a way of 

life equally satisfying. 

Given the indeterminate meaning of the phrase "way 

of life," the alternative hypothesis that the strengths of 

attitudes about land itself and the uses to which land 

"should" be put is likely to be the more significant aspect 

of the concept of ranch fundamentalism. Since both land 
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fundamentalism and conspicuous consumption factors relate to 

land itself in this study, it seems plausible to argue that 

the strength of attitudes relating to land has the most 

significant effect on the slope of the supply curve for 

ranches. The discriminant analysis suggests this to be the 

case. 

The Relationship of the Results of the 
Discriminant Analysis to the 

Theoretical Framework 

The decision a ranch owner makes as to whether or 

not to consider his ranch to be for sale is directly or 

indirectly determined by the monetary value he places on 

the total bundle of outputs he receives from ranch owner

ship relative to the price on the market he believes he can 

receive for his ranch if he were to sell it. The results 

of the discriminant analysis show that the decision margin 

depends largely on the value of the nonmonetary outputs 

which are being received from ranch ownership. 

General Findings 

The discriminant analysis of the goals and attitudes 

held by a sample of Arizona ranch owners indicates that the 

nonmonetary factors of land fundamentalism, conspicuous 

consumption and rural fundamentalism become the significant 

variables for differentiating between ranchers who will 

place their ranch for sale from those who will not. Ranch 

owners with strong land fundamentalistic attitudes are most 
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likely to keep their ranch, while ranch owners with strong 

conspicuous consumption and rural fundamentalistic attitudes 

will tend to wish to sell the ranch. The relationship of 

the latter factors to the decision to sell the ranch require 

additional study to determine if they are classifying 

ranchers into the proper groups. However, since outputs 

in ranching are additive, it is necessary to look at the 

margin for the factor which influences this decision most 

strongly. For example, of 16 ranchers who are not making a 

profit and find a low return on investment in ranching as 

unsatisfactory, only six of them indicate that their ranches 

are for sale; of the 16 ranchers, ten of them hold strong 

land fundamentalistic attitudes and of the six who would 

sell the ranch only two have weak land fundamentalism 

factor scores coupled with strong conspicuous consumption 

scores. Moreover, only two of this group of six ranchers 

have both weak land fundamentalism and conspicuous con

sumption factor scores. The results at the margin indicate 

that ranchers are not acting as "economic men" in putting 

their ranch up for sale due to the nonmonetary benefits they 

are receiving from ranch ownership. 

The results of the discriminant analysis suggest 

that Arizona ranch owners are attempting to maximize a 

utility function in which monetary returns are only one 

component. Only 28 per cent of the sample of ranch owners 
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consider their ranch to be presently for sale at the current 

market prices. 

Relationship of Results of the Discriminant 
Analysis to the Supply Curve for Ranches 

It is hypothesized in the theoretical framework 

(Chapter II) underlying this study that the supply curve for 

ranches will be relatively more inelastic at all alternative 

prices than they would otherwise be due to the value that a 

ranch owner places on the nonmonetary outputs he is 

receiving from ranch ownership. While the rancher is 

sacrificing an opportunity to sell his ranch and reinvest 

the proceeds in enterprises which will generate a higher 

return on investment, relatively few ranchers are willing to 

do otherwise. Table 7 gives the percentage of ranches for 

sale by major sources of outside income (also includes 

ranchers with all income from ranching) for Arizona ranchers. 

A simple heterogeneity chi-square test performed on the 

percentages in this table indicates that there is no 

significant difference between the observed percentage of 

ranches for sale by income source and expected percentage 

of ranches for sale by income source at the 90 per cent 

level of probability. 

The implication of the results of the discriminant 

analysis is that most ranchers feel that the value of the 

total outputs received from ranching contributes more to 

their total satisfaction than the additional satisfaction 



Table 7. Major Additional Sources of Income of Arizona Ranch Owners and Per
centage of Ranches for Sale 

Income Sourcea 
Number of 
Ranchers 

Number of Ranches 
for Sale 

Per Cent of Ranches 
for Sale 

Only ranch income 18 4 22 

Farm income 12 3 25 

Outside job 18 7 39 

Professional 2 0 0 

Investments 22 8 36 

Social Security 8 1 13 

Wife's income 4 1 25 

Unspecified 5 1 20 

Totals 89 25 N/A 

£ A ranch owner is placed in the category only in which his major addi
tional source of income is obtained. 
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which would be received from the monetary returns from an 

alternative investment source for their resources. The 

effect of this evaluation is to cause them to place a higher 

sale price on the ranch in order to get them to be willing 

to part with it. The supply curve for ranches will be 

steeper sloped for all quantities of ranches being offered 

for sale in the market than a traditional economic valuation 

of the ranch resources would suggest. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE RANCHERS' PERSPECTIVE OF THE MARKET 

"You take these squareheaded dudes paying two or three 
times the value of a ranch, losing money so they don't have 
to pay taxes." 

—An Arizona rancher 

The goals and attitudes generated by the factor 

analysis and tested by the discriminant analysis show that 

nonmonetary factors significantly affect the decision ranch 

owners make as to whether or not to remain in ranching. In 

this chapter supplementary data are presented to indicate 

how this decision may be influenced if economic and/or 

personal conditions change. This additional information is 

needed in order to show if the supply curve for ranches is 

likely to shift. More generally, the objective of this 

chapter is to indicate the factors which are likely to 

influence the direction of the market price for ranches in 

the future„ In order to do this it is necessary to also 

consider the demand side of the market. A rough indication 

of the nature of potential demand may be learned from 

reporting the motivations of potential buyers as seen from 

the viewpoint of present ranch owners who, perhaps, have the 

best "feel" of the demand characteristics of ranch purchasers. 

Whenever appropriate, statements offered by the ranchers 

98 
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themselves which typify these viewpoints will be included in 

the discussion. 

The concluding section of this chapter presents a 

projection of the future structure of ranch ownership in 

Arizona as well as an overview of the use of the range 

resource in both production and consumption. 

The Supply Curve For Ranches 

The supply curve for ranches is conceptualized as 

having a monetary and a nonmonetary component. In order to 

learn whether the supply curve is likely to shift, it is 

necessary to determine how each component is likely to 

change. There are nine possible combinations of the 

monetary and nonmonetary components in relation to each 

other; each component can strengthen, weaken, or remain 

constant. The purpose of this section is to suggest the 

combination which is most likely to occur in the relatively 

near future. 

Changes in the Monetary Aspects of Ranching 

With many ranchers not making an accounting profit 

and ranchers, on the whole, receiving a low or negative 

return on investment, the fundamental reasons for remaining 

in ranching must be associated with the additional non

monetary outputs received. If the monetary aspects surround

ing the ranch in production were to improve, the effect would 

be to shift the supply curve upwards to the left indicating 
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that it would take higher prices to purchase the same 

quantity of ranches as prior to the monetary improvement. 

On the other hand, with the nonmonetary goals and attitudes 

remaining constant, the tendency would be for a greater 

quantity of ranches to be offered to market if the monetary 

factors surrounding ranching were to get worse for ranch 

owners. 

A change in land taxes, grazing fees, labor costs, 

etc. affects the monetary component of the supply curve. 

There is no clear evidence that these costs will change in 

the near future. However, it is reasonable to argue that 

any shifts due to these monetary factors will be minor for 

the monetary aspects involved with ranching play a 

relatively small part in the willingness of ranchers and 

potential buyers to part with or purchase ranches. Too, if 

the price of beef were to increase, the supply curve of 

ranches would shift upwards to the left. Again, however, 

there is no clear evidence that beef prices will steadily 

improve. Even if beef prices were to improve, it is 

reasonable to conclude that ranchers in the long run would 

tend to be no better off for the cattle industry tends to 

approximate the economist's conception of pure competition. 

Under pure competition, total revenue equals total costs 

when long run equilibrium is obtained through the workings 

of the market; thus, any short run profits are eliminated 

if market forces are allowed to function freely. 
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Given the indeterminacy surrounding the monetary 

aspects of ranching, it seems reasonable to assume that the 

supply curve of ranches, all other factors held constant, 

will remain approximately constant. Too, it is difficult 

to determine if present ranch owners will tend to act more 

like "economic men" given the present situation of the low 

or negative return on investment. The continued avail

ability of outside jobs in the local area will be likely to 

dictate the survival margin for a significant proportion of 

the ranchers. If outside sources of income increasingly 

become the mainstay of ranchers1 income, then they may 

continue to forego alternative monetary opportunities 

relative to the asset value of the ranch and act as 

"satisficers" relative to their total monetary opportunities. 

The supply curve of ranches would remain relatively un

changed; nonmonetary goals and attitudes would continue to 

be the significant determinant of the slope of the curve. 

Changes in the Nonmonetary Goals and Attitudes 

While all goals and attitudes contribute to ranchers1 

utility functions jointly, the results of the discriminant 

analysis show that the land fundamentalism factor most 

significantly explains what ranchers will do with their 

ranches. Other nonmonetary goals and attitudes may change, 

but since these other factors indicate less well than does 

land fundamentalism what ranchers will do with their ranches, 
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land fundamentalism can be considered the crucial attitude. 

Using this factor alone, it is necessary for land fundamen-

talistic attitudes to strengthen or weaken for ranchers as 

a whole for 'the supply curve to shift. Conspicuous con

sumption, since it generally is associated inversely to 

land fundamentalism, is also discussed in relation to the 

supply curve in this section. Holding land fundamentalism 

constant, the effect of conspicuous consumption is to cause 

more ranches to be placed for sale at all alternative 

prices; holding conspicuous consumption constant, the effect 

of land fundamentalism is to cause fewer ranches to be 

offered for sale at all alternative prices. 

One means of determining whether these two attitudes 

are likely to change is to inspect the factor scores for 

ranch owners above and below the median age for ranchers. 

The median age of an Arizona rancher in 1968 was 57 years. 

•The factor analysis indicates that negative factor scores 

for land fundamentalism and conspicuous consumption reflect 

strongly held attitudes. For land fundamentalism, 62 per 

cent of the ranchers 57 years of age and older have negative 

factor scores and 67 per cent of the ranch owners below 57 

years have negative scores. With conspicuous consumption, 

50 per cent of the ranch owners above and below the median 

age have negative factor scores. These percentages indicate 

that there is no significant difference in either attitude 

according to age. For those ranchers over 57 years of age 
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who have children going into ranching, one can assume that 

the children will hold similar attitudes to their parents' 

attitudes to a similar degree of intensity since these 

children are approximately 40 years of age or older. The 

effect on the supply curve for these factors is to leave it 

unchanged. 

For those ranchers 57 years of age or older who do 

not have children intending to enter ranching, they would be 

selling their ranches to persons who are motivated by land 

fundamentalism and/or conspicuous consumption. However, 

regardless of motive, even if the potential buyer held both 

attitudes, he would be unwilling to offer the ranch for sale 

at a price less than the one at which he came in. The 

effect on the supply curve is to raise the lower range of 

the curve to price levels higher on the vertical axis. This 

phenomenon is illustrated in Chapter II. 

It is suggested in Chapter IV that the median age of 

the rancher becomes a significant factor affecting the 

quantitity of ranches which will be offered for sale at 

alternative prices. While no data are available to 

determine if the median age of ranch owners has been 

changing over time, results of the interview schedules 

indicate that 40 per cent of the ranchers 57 years of age 

and older have children going into ranching. The mean age 

of the group of ranch owners over 57 years is 63.6 years; 

with the life expectancy of the American male to be 
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approximately 70 years, one could expect an increase in the 

quantity of ranches being placed on the market, on the 

average, in approximately 1975. If this be an increase in 

the rate of change between age and the quantity of ranches 

available, the supply curve for ranches would shift outwards 

to the right. Table 8 relates the intent of children to go 

into ranching to whether or not the ranch is presently for 

sale, whether the ranch is making a profit, the size of the 

ranch, and the median age of the owner. The inference to 

be drawn from this table is that the intent of children to 

go into ranching is not significantly related to ranch size 

or whether the ranch is making a profit and that a greater 

percentage of ranch owners over 57 years of age do not have 

children intending to enter ranching. The composition of 

the age distribution of ranch ownership may not significantly 

affect the supply curve of ranches after this initial shift 

in the mid-1970's. 

Net Effect of Changes in Factors Influencing 
the Supply Curve 

It is anticipated that the monetary component of 

the supply curve of ranches will remain, on balance, un

changed in the foreseeable future. Given the projected 

population increases for the country and the State of 

Arizona, it seems likely that there will be increased 

pressure on the scarce land resource. Therefore, it seems 

unlikely that the land fundamentalism attitude held by 



Table 8. Summary of Children's Intention to Enter Ranching 

Number of 
Children Per Cent of Children 
Entering Entering Ranching of 

Number of Ranching Ranch Owner Over Median 
Children of Ranch Age to Number of Chil

Number of Median Age Entering Owner Over dren Entering Ranching 
Ranch Group Ranchers of Rancher Ranching Median Age (col 5 * col 4 x 100) 

Less than 
250 AU's 41 62 16 8 50 

250 AU's 
or more 48 54 28 13 46 

Keep 64 59 30 13 43 

Sell 25 53 14 6 43 

Positive -

profits 51 57 22 10 45 

Negative 
profits 38 59 22 9 41 

/ 

Sample 89 57 • 44 19 43 
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ranchers will weaken. It is more likely to remain constant 

or strengthen. While land speculation and conspicuous con

sumption are strongly related, the majority of ranchers who 

have strong land fundamentalistic attitudes have weak 

conspicuous consumption orientation. The implication to be 

drawn is that the supply curve of ranches would shift up

wards to the left if the land fundamentalism attitude 

strengthened. Meanwhile, the lower range of the supply 

curve will shift upwards as ranch transfers take place and 

persons continue to come into ranching at price levels 

increasingly disassociated from the value of ranches in 

production. In the relatively near future one can expect 

the supply curve shifting outwards to the right to reflect 

the increased availability of ranches due to the age of 

ranch owners. In the long run, the overall general effect 

is for the supply curve to shift upwards to the left 

reflecting the continuing change of ranches to having values 

associated in consumption. 

The Demand Curve For Ranches 

The demand curve for ranches is also conceptualized 

as having a monetary and a nonmonetary component. The use 

of ranches as tax shelters is included with the value of 

the ranches for beef production in the monetary component; 

land speculation (due to its conspicuous consumption correla

tion) is included in the nonmonetary component. 
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Whether the demand for ranches will shift in the 

future is difficult to predict with any high degree of 

reliability. It seems reasonable to assume that demand 

would remain constant or strengthen in a growing economy 

where personal incomes are rising, where there is continuing 

pressure on the land resource, and there is a social ethic 

which associates land ownership with wealth and social 

position. Some perspective regarding the motives of ranch 

purchasers can be gleaned from the present ranch owners who 

have some degree of contact with potential buyers. 

Ranchers' Views of the Motivations of 
Potential Buyers 

The five general motives for purchasing ranches 

are: (1) beef production, (2) tax advantages, (3) land 

speculation, (4) way of life, and (5) prestige and "romance." 

Ninety-three per cent of the present ranch owners indicate 

that there are other reasons for buying ranches than simply 

beef production (the remaining percentage would no longer 

consider the ranch to be a "ranch" if other reasons exist 

for a person to be in ranching). These categories are 

mentioned singly or in various combinations by the ranchers. 

The most common combination mentioned is tax advantages and 

prestige and "romance." This and other reasons given for 

owning a ranch in their order of frequency of response are: 
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1. Prestige and "romance"; this motivation is typified 

by the following comments: 

"From western movies and western stories, people 
know more of the West than their own backyard." 

"A poor rancher has more prestige than a rich 
nothing." 

2. Tax advantages; this motivation is typified by the 

following comments: 

"Evade income tax on the part of movie stars and 
lawyers." 

"This is what is ruining the ranch business for the 
value of cattle is just not in the picture." 

3. Way of life; this motivation is mentioned signifi

cantly fewer times than the first two reasons and 

is typified by the following comments: 

"Many people just like to own a ranch and have 
other income." 

"Not after a dollar, but a goal." 

4. Land speculation; this reason is mentioned the 

fewest number of times and is typified by the 

following statements: 

"They're making more people than land." 

"The potential of a ranch is now cow-units, m'boy." 

These four categories, singly or in combination, 

reflect the most likely reasons, other than beef production, 

ranchers feel motivate potential buyers. While tax shelters 

do not significantly explain the differential between 

expected and actual sale price of ranches (Martin and Gatz, 
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1968), ranchers place this reason with equally high 

importance to prestige and "romance" as the most likely 

explanations of why persons outside the ranching economy 

decide to purchase ranches. Way of life and land specula

tion are mentioned less often than one might expect relative 

to purchasing a ranch for reasons other than beef production. 

Attitudes Held by Ranch Owners About 
Potential Buyers 

As a further basis for evidence that ranches are 

shifting from a production to a consumption good, the 

present ranch owners offered the following statements about 

the nature of the demand for ranches: 

"Land prices have gone so high it would be impossible 
to buy a ranch for beef production and do more than 
break even. So, the reason for buying or staying 
on a ranch has to be !a way of life.'" 

"If I bought a ranch and couldn't pay it off in 
ten years, it would be a bad investment; otherwise, 
it would be a plaything." 

"The government wants to make the whole world a 
playground instead" of a place where you can make 
a living." 

"I don't think anybody would buy land for beef 
production nowadays." 

"Ranching used to be figured from an investment 
standpoint, but they don't anymore." 

"If they [persons who do not have ranching 
backgrounds] all bought ranches, there won't be 
any ranchers; I don't know how you stabilize it." 

Nearly 95 per cent of the present ranch owners feel 

that the sale value of ranches is not based on its potential 
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for raising and selling beef alone. However, only three-

fourths of the ranchers feel that the sale value of ranches 

should reflect that people buy ranches for reasons other 

than beef production. This would indicate strong ranch 

fundamentalistic attitudes on the part of some ranchers; 

nonetheless, it is further evidence that ranches are being 

purchased as consumption goods. The following statements 

illustrate this attitude and give further support to the 

nature of the consumption demand for ranches: 

"It's [ranching] gone to hell because people 
think it's romantic." 

"A lot of ranches have changed over to other uses 
and it's been harmful to the industry." 

"If it's a cattle ranch, it shouldn't reflect 
other things." 

"The 'dude money' makes it so no cowman can buy 
land." 

"Hate to see ranch prices go so high' and keep 
young cowmen out." 

Changes in the Demand for Ranches 

Present ranch owners are about evenly split as to 

whether or not they expect ranch prices to rise 

appreciably in the next five or ten yearsj 57 per cent feel 

they will, 43 per cent that they will remain about the same. 

It is difficult to reliably predict if the demand 

for ranches will strengthen for most of the variables 

involved are nonmonetary in nature. It seems likely that 

equity considerations will close the loopholes involved 
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with using ranches as tax shelters; the Federal government 

did tighten up the income tax treatment of "hobby farms" in 

1969. With Martin and Gatz (1968) showing that tax shelter 

advantages from ranching were relatively minor in relation

ship to the sale prices of ranches prior to the recent 

revisions in the tax laws, it appears that the trend towards 

reducing tax advantages involved with agriculture would 

eliminate this source of demand for ranchland. Beef 

production sets the bottom limit to the value of a ranch; 

however, while per capita incomes may rise and have the 

effect of increasing the demand for beef, synthetics are 

likely to become a substitute for beef and balance out the 

increased demand for meat products. 

The most likely reasons for a shift in demand are 

due to land speculation, desire for ranches as an alternative 

way of life on the part of wealthier persons, and the desire 

•to utilize the ranch for social and business purposes. The 

nonmonetary goals are likely to continue to be the key 

determinants of the strength of demand. In the relatively 

near future it seems reasonable to assume that the demand 

for ranches will remain relatively constant. If persons 

are to purchase ranches at the present time for purposes 

of land speculation, it seems reasonable to assume that the 

motivation is also consumption oriented. The opportunities 

for a high return on investment are, in general, greater 
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elsewhere since Arizona ranch prices have generally 

remained relatively constant during the last decade. 

The Market Price of Ranches 

The sale prices of ranches are determined by the 

values associated with their usage in both production and 

consumption. It is expected that the market price for 

ranches will continue to reflect the use of the ranch 

resource for consumption, and, thus, a higher level of sale 

prices will be observed in the market than a traditional 

economic analysis would suggest. 

The composition of the age distribution of present 

ranch owners suggests that a change in the rate of change 

of ranches being released to the market will occur in the 

mid-19701 s. With demand remaining relatively constant, a 

decline in the price level for ranches can be expected. 

Figure 6, where the supply curve shifts outwards to 

become supply curve illustrates the effects on price 

and quantity as this change in the number of ranches 

available to market occurs. 

As ranches are purchased at the new market price 

P^ for purposes of consumption, the purchasers become 

suppliers and the supply curve for ranches will tend to 

shift upwards to the left over the whole range of the curve. 

The lower range of the supply curve becomes steeper sloped 

to reflect that new suppliers would be unwilling to offer 
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Figure 6. Effect of Shifts in Supply Curve on the Market 
Price of Ranches 
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ranches for sale at lower prices than the price at which 

they entered the market. This situation is also * 

illustrated in Figure 6 where ranches are purchased at 

market price P^ and the supply curve for ranches is 

depicted as S^. While in this relatively ambiguous situa

tion the potential market price could be anywhere equal to 

or above price P^, price level Pc is chosen for illustration 

for it shows the market price of ranches raising back to its 

original level P with demand remaining constant. a 

Thus, after a short-term decline in sale prices, the 

market price for ranches will begin to rise to its previous 

level and then increase. The latter case is dependent upon 

the nature of the utility function of ranchers who are 

owners at that future time. If demand for ranches were to 

strengthen in the relatively near future, the market price 

of ranches would not necessarily decline and could possibly 

increase, even in the short run. 

If demand were to strengthen, an increased number 

of ranches would be sold in the market. For the supply 

curve hypothesized for ranches in Chapter II, a range where 

a proportionally smaller increase in price elicits a pro

portionally greater number of ranches is conceptualized. 

While ranchers have not been asked if they would sell their 

ranches by means of relating intent to sell to hypothetical 

incremental prices, it appears that the current demand for 

ranches intersects the supply curve just at the start of 
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this range. If prices were to increase (that is, demand 
i 

shifting outwards to the right), ranchers express an 

interest in re-evaluating their personal situations and 

would possibly choose to sell out. This attitude is 

characterized by the following statements: 

"I'd examine the information as it comes." 

"If I can make a good profit from a sale, I can 
invest my money in one of my other businesses." 

"If we could find another place to make a living 
on and get it a little cheaper." 

"Might be forced to sell part in order to stay in 
business." 

"At my age I would be tempted to sell." 

"If we were in debt, as we are now, we would sell it." 

"Would buy a small place to retire on and invest in 
common stocks." 

The Future Nature of Ranch Ownership 
in Arizona 

While Arizona ranches are presently used for 

purposes of both production and consumption, the long run 

trend is towards ranchland being increasingly valued for its 

satisfactions in consumption. Present ranch owners are 

characterized, in part, by families who are second and third 

generation ranchers; most, however, have purchased ranches 

since World War II. While the majority of these ranch 

owners have an intense desire to maintain the ranch as a 

source of income and way of life, due to the low or negative 

return on investment, the age of the ranchers, and the 
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intent of their children to enter ranching, the future 

character of ranching and ranch ownership is almost certain 

to change. 

Characteristics of Future Ranch Owners 

Many of the present ranch owners are beginning to 

strongly feel the effects of the low or negative return on 

investment. The following statements typify this situation: 

"Ranches are not as good as outside people think. 
The return on investment is not there. In other 
words, we the producers will be broke soon if 
something doesn't happen." 

"When can we ranchers expect the government to 
curtail imports? When might we be able to make a 
profit comparable to other businesses? We are now 
in a cost and price squeeze." 

"We were once offered $100 an acre for the deeded 
land and being realistic we were crazy not to take it." 

"With less than 250 head, you have a single car." 

Nonetheless, nearly three-fourths of the ranchers do 

not intend to presently sell the ranch. The desire to keep 

the ranch is typified by the following comments: 

"I will still hold on to the ranch as I like this 
way of life." 

"Keep it a family affair which is permanent." 

"Won't be for sale while I live if my boys come 
back to work it." 

"Can't think where I could go or what I could do 
which would give me as much satisfaction." 

"Don't know what we'd do if we sold it." 
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"Might be forced to sell part in order to stay on 
the ranch." 

These statements reflect strong ranch fundamental

ists attitudes in the face of the tight economic situation. 

For example, of the 20 per cent of the ranchers who make all 

their income from ranching, all of those who have strong 

land fundamentalistic attitudes do not intend to sell their 

ranches whether they are making profits or not. For the 

remainder of the ranch owners who have an outside source of 

income, the desire to keep their ranches in order to obtain 

the nonmonetary satisfactions is nearly equally as strong. 

For example, nearly two-thirds of the ranchers with outside 

jobs are unwilling to sell their ranches at current market 

prices. 

Of those ranch owners who indicate that their ranches 

are presently for sale, only 36 per cent have strong land 

fundamentalistic attitudes compared to the 64 per cent of 

the sample as a whole. Moreover, only 12 per cent of the 

ranch owners who indicated that their ranches are for sale 

were persons who had inherited their ranches. In contrast, 

30 per cent of the ranchers who indicated that their ranches 

are not presently for sale had inherited their ranches. 

The implication is that those persons who are presently 

willing to sell their ranch are more inclined towards being 

"economic men" for they have fewer ties to the land and the 
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traditions associated with ranching arising from family 

inheritance of the ranch. 

A breakdown of the reasons for not selling the ranch 

for the group of ranchers who indicate that their ranches 

are not presently for sale reveals the following: 

Like the way of life — 16 per cent 
Pass on to children — 20 per cent 
Need higher price — 5 per cent 
Other — 17 per cent 
Combination — 17 per cent 
Unspecified — 25 per cent 

100 per cent 

One can assume for these results that the way of life and 

the desire to pass the ranch on to their children are the 

most important reasons for keeping the ranch and foregoing 

monetary opportunities elsewhere. In contrast, 64 per cent 

of the 25 ranch owners who indicate that their ranches are 

presently for sale would desire to take the proceeds from 

ranch sales and invest elsewhere. These ranchers would 

appear to be viewing their monetary opportunities elsewhere 

as providing more total satisfaction than the group of 

ranchers who do not indicate that their ranches are for 

sale at current market prices. 

The tenacity to which present ranch owners intend 

to keep their ranches is dependent, in part, upon the 

expectation that their children will go into ranching and 

upon the availability of outside sources of income. Given 

the low or negative return on investment, the question as to 

how long ranchers could survive without an outside source of 
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income becomes difficult to predict. Nearly 50 per cent of 

the present ranch owners anticipate that their children will 

go into ranching and forego alternatives elsewhere; over 

time, it is likely that the children would have to take 

outside jobs in the local area in order to maintain the 

ranch as a home and way of life. It is possible that 

children of ranchers will enter ranching at a lesser rate 

than the present ranch owners expect due to this monetary 

consideration; on the other hand, it is possible that a 

greater percentage of the children would be willing to 

inherit the ranches and utilize them as consumption goods 

while continuing their permanent address and source of 

income elsewhere. In the latter case, an even smaller 

percentage of ranches would be actually sold in the market 

than is anticipated in the relatively near future. The 

strength of the childrens1 ranch fundamentalism and con

spicuous consumption attitudes relative to their total 

monetary opportunities will dictate whether or not they 

will sell the ranches if they inherit them. 

As ranches become for sale, the desire to utilize 

the ranches for conspicuous consumption purposes will 

increase. The new owners aire likely to be wealthier 

persons who have investment sources of income. It seems 

unlikely that the availability of local outside jobs would 

be of importance to this group. It may be that these new 

owners will allocate all the fixed costs of owning ranches 
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to consumption and would only raise beef if the variable 

costs of production can be covered. The private airplane 

is becoming increasingly used and makes remote ranches 

desirable and-readily accessible. 

The future structure of ranch ownership in Arizona 

is likely to be comprised of (1) present ranch owners of 

varying ages who view the ranch for both production and 

consumption, (2) the children of these ranchers who enter 

ranching for both uses of the ranch, and (3) new owners who 

value the ranch mainly as a consumption good. As the latter 

two groups come to comprise the dominant number of ranchers, 

the presently strong ranch fundamentalism attitude may give 

way to a strong conspicuous consumption attitude without an 

increase in the number of ranches for sale in spite of the 

alternative uses of the land which may develop over time. 

The Future Use of the Range Resource in Arizona 

While there are economics of size in cattle ranching 

(Martin and Goss, 1963), slightly over two-thirds of the 

ranchers in the sample do not intend to purchase or lease 

additional land in the future in order to achieve cost 

advantages from increasing the size of the ranch. Most 

ranchers express the viewpoint that they are content "with 

the size and income of the ranch as it is or that getting 

new capital from outside the ranch is difficult. Moreover, 

the additional deeded land and/or grazing permits they would 
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seek already have incremental value over the value of land 

in beef production. Due to the values associated with 

ranching in consumption, the ranch owners are generally 

unable to improve their monetary situation relative to beef 

production. Given the low or negative return on investment, 

on the average, ranchers tend to get "locked into11 a 

situation in which it is difficult to do better than 

"survive." 

While slightly less than 50 per cent of the ranch 

owners find that the return on investment in ranching is 

"satisfactory," the ranchers who are using the ranch for 

the goal of beef production would welcome any improvement 

in the monetary situation. However, it seems unlikely that 

any improvement will be significant enough to allow the 

ranch to make a satisfactory return on investment from beef 

production. While ranchers perceive that buyers will 

always be available to purchase the ranch for consumption 

purposes, it is possible that this belief causes ranchers 

to hold ranches off the market. It is possible that if 

demand were to sag, the supply curve of ranches would shift 

outwards to the right due to ranchers re-evaluating the 

components of their utility functions. Moreover, the future 

of small individual ranchers in beef production is likely to 

be dependent upon the availability of outside jobs in the 

local rural area. 
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It is likely that ranchers will remain in beef 

production, if they do not perceive that the asset value of 

their ranches will fall. Three-fourths of the ranchers 

feel that holding ranches for land speculation purposes is 

worthwhile; however, only 25 per cent of this group are 

actively speculating on the value of ranchland. The 

implication is that current ranch owners are willing to 

"capture" the increased asset value of ranches in other 

uses, but are not primarily motivated to remain in ranching 

because of these expectations. Land located near expanding 

urban and suburban areas will be likely to go into other 

uses at an increasing rate in the relatively near future. 

As rangeland becomes increasingly utilized as a 

consumption good, it is possible that government agencies 

will reclassify some of these lands and place them in con

sumption categories such as wilderness areas, national 

parks, and hunting and fishing areas to meet the increasing 

urban demand for recreation. 

In general, uses of rangeland will come to in

creasingly reflect values in alternative uses to beef 

production. However, in those areas where beef production 

is the highest valued use of desert rangeland or beef 

production does not conflict with other uses (or is 

complementary), then it is unlikely that beef numbers will 

have to significantly decrease in the relatively near future. 

If an individual has cattle on his ranch for purposes of 



123 

consumption, he will continue to raise beef if the variable 

costs of production are covered as long as beef production 

does not conflict with other uses. Moreover, it is possible 

that wealthier persons would continue to have cattle on 

their ranchland even if the operation did not cover the 

variable costs of production, if the ranch owner feels that 

it is necessary to have cattle in order to "truly" have a 

ranch. In this case he will subsidize the operation with 

income from other sources. 



CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

"For some people cows come first, horses second, and 
dogs third; for others, it's in reverse." 

—an Arizona rancher 

Summary 

Research (Martin and Goss, 1963; Dickerman and 

Martin, 1967) on costs and returns for Arizona cattle 

ranches show that returns to capital and managment are very 

low or negative. Yet in the face of these returns ranchers 

continue to stay in business and ranch sale prices remain at 

levels higher than an economic evaluation of the ranch re

source in production would warrant. The large differential 

between the actual sale prices and estimated sale prices of 

ranches must be related to other outputs derived from 

ranching besides the value of the returns from beef 

production. 

Martin and Jeffries (1966) tested the hypothesis 

that the differential could be explained from expectations 

of land appreciation and found that private lands were 

renting at fees comparable to the capitalized value of 

leased lands; since private land rentals offer no apprecia

tion potential to the renter, this hypothesis was rejected. 

Furthermore, ranchland values were found not to be 
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significantly rising in value since the late 1950*s except 

in expanding urban areas. The hypothesis of the possibility 

of using ranches as tax shelters was also examined (Martin 

and Gatz, 1968), but it was found that tax shelter 

opportunities also did not explain the large differential 

between expected and actual sale prices. While these three 

sources of ranch value explain a portion of the sale prices 

of ranches, it becomes necessary to view the ranch as a con

sumption good as well as a production good in order to 

possibly explain the relatively high sale prices of Arizona 

cattle ranches. 

The primary objective of this study was to determine 

why, in the face of these low or negative returns on 

investment, do Arizona cattle ranchers choose to remain in 

the cattle industry when they are receiving little or no 

other monetary benefits and their total monetary opportu

nities are greater elsewhere. It was hypothesized (Chapter 

II) that the consumption aspects of ranching are additional 

outputs which are received from ranching and ranch ownership 

and can help explain the high sale prices of ranches. 

Ranchers would be reluctant to part with their ranches if 

they could not receive the social and psychological benefits 

of ranch ownership in similar form and to a similar degree 

elsewhere if they were to sell their ranches. The effect of 

this evaluation is to cause them to place a higher value on 

the ranch resource and to ask for a higher price in the 
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market. Persons outside the present ranching economy would 

be willing to purchase ranches at these higher prices if 

they could obtain greater satisfaction from the use of their 

wealth in ranch ownership than elsewhere. The market price 

of ranches would be higher than the value of the ranch 

resources solely in production; the higher prices which are 

observed would be explainable through viewing the ranch as 

both a production and consumption good. 

In order to test the hypothesis that the high sale 

prices of Arizona ranches are attributable to the con

sumption aspects of ranching it was necessary to design a 

questionnaire which could provide data on the goals and 

attitudes held by present ranch owners. The technique of 

factor analysis was used on the responses to this question

naire (Chapter IV). The analysis indicates that there are 

11 goals and attitudes commonly held by a sample of Arizona 

ranch owners. These goals and attitudes are: (1) family 

fundamentalism, (2) income goal, (3) land fundamentalism, 

(4) agricultural orientation, (5) rural fundamentalism, 

(6) wealth goal, (7) conspicuous consumption, (8) immobility, 

(9) income satisficing, (10) local orientation, and (11) 

local social satisficing. These 11 goals and attitudes can 

be categorized into four basic groupings: (1) ranch 

fundamentalism, (2) conspicuous consumption, (3) economic 

goals, and (4) ties to local area and community. 
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Ranch fundamentalism is defined as the attitude that 

being a cattle rancher leads to a higher state of total 

well-being than any alternative mode of making a living and 

way of life could provide. It is comprised of family, land, 

and rural fundamentalism; these attitudes are defined and 

discussed in Chapter IV. 

Conspicuous consumption is defined as the desire to 

obtain the social and psychological benefits that the 

general public associates with the possession of wealth in 

the form of ranch ownership, rather than seeking satisfaction 

from only operating the ranch as a productive unit in and of 

itself. It is found in this study that the variables 

relating to land speculation are associated with conspicuous 

consumption (Chapter IV) which gives this factor a monetary 

as well as a social and psychological dimension. 

The monetary goal of ranchers is comprised of an 

income and a wealth component. The income goal is found to 

relate to the magnitude of the resource base and the wealth 

goal is related to the long run expectation on the part of 

ranchers about the magnitude of the asset value of the ranch. 

Income satisficing is the term used to describe the monetary 

goal of ranchers who are satisfied with the low or negative 

return on investment, do not have all their income coming 

from ranching, and, yet, expect their children to enter 

ranching and forego monetary opportunities elsewhere them

selves. 
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The ties to the local area and community which many 

ranchers have are a reflection of the strength of con

viction of their ranch fundamentalistic attitudes. Most 

ranchers would feel satisfied to remain in the local area 

and would be reluctant to relocate elsewhere. These ties 

suggest that a higher price may be required in order to get 

them to part with their ranches. 

In order to test which of these goals and attitudes, 

or combination thereof, explain why ranch owners are willing 

to remain in ranching in the face of the low or negative 

return on investment, the technique of discriminant analysis 

was used to determine if there is a significant difference 

in goals and attitudes held by those ranchers who are 

presently willing to sell their ranches from those who will 

not (Chapter V). The results of the discriminant analysis 

show that the nonmonetary factors of land fundamentalism, 

conspicuous consumption, and rural fundamentalism are the 

significant factors in explaining why some ranchers choose 

to sell their ranches and others do not. These nonmonetary 

factors provide the basis for documenting that ranching and 

ranch ownership provide consumption outputs which ultimately 

carry exchange value in the market. With these three con

sumption factors it is possible to predict with approxi

mately 80 per cent accuracy which ranchers would sell their 

ranches and which ranchers would keep them at current market 

prices. 



129 

The effect of ranch fundamentalistic and conspicuous 

consumption attitudes is to make the supply curve for 

ranches relatively more inelastic than a traditional 

economic analysis would suggest it should be. At all 

alternative market prices fewer ranches are for sale due to 

the additional outputs (satisfactions) generated by these 

attitudes. With potential buyers purchasing ranches for the 

same motives, the market price of ranches will be higher 

than the expected sale prices of ranches based solely on a 

value in production. 

It is anticipated that the monetary considerations 

surrounding the use of ranches in production are not likely 

to change in the relatively near future. However, with the 

median age of Arizona ranchers being 57 years in 1968 and 

the larger percentage of these ranchers not having children 

intending to enter ranching, it is expected that the supply 

curve for ranches will shift outwards to the right in the 

mid-1970's to reflect more ranches being for sale at all 

alternative prices. If demand does not increase in this 

period, the market price of ranches will fall (Chapter VI). 

After this initial change in market price, it is anticipated 

that the price level for ranches will stabilize and then 

tend to increase as the projected population pressures and 

rise in per capita incomes cause the scarce and remote 

ranchlands to become more desirable. 
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Because of strong land fundamentalistic attitudes, a 

large percentage of ranchers are unwilling to sell their 

ranches and take the proceeds and reinvest them elsewhere. 

They are willing to accept employment in outside jobs in the 

local area in order to maintain the ranch as a source of 

income, home, and way of life. Nearly 50 per cent of the 

present ranch owners expect that their children will enter 

ranching; however, given the very low return on investment 

it is possible that a smaller percentage of these children 

will actually decide to utilize ranching as a means of 

livelihood than their parents expect. It is, however, 

possible that they may desire to maintain the ranch them

selves for consumption purposes and have their sources of 

income in the local area or elsewhere. 

As ranches are placed on the market, it is probable 

that they will be purchased by wealthier persons who have 

•investment or professional incomes and who would utilize the 

ranch mainly for consumption purposes. This trend will 

cause the supply curve of ranches to become relatively more 

inelastic in its lower range to reflect the shift in value 

of the ranch resource from production to consumption. 

The future structure of ranch ownership in Arizona 

is most likely to be composed of (1) present ranch owners 

who have outside sources of income, (2) the children of 

present ranch owners who also have outside sources of 

income, and (3) persons now outside the present ranching 
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economy who purchase ranches for consumption purposes. This 

latter group would have outside sources of income, generally 

professional or investments, and would not be dependent upon 

the availability of jobs in the local rural area in order 

to survive as a rancher. 

As ranches and rangeland in Arizona come increas

ingly to reflect value in consumption, ranchers will be 

generally unable to increase the size of their ranches in 

order to obtain economies of size in beef production and 

improve their monetary situation. Ranchland close to 

expanding urban areas will continue to be sold to urban and 

suburban developers at relatively high prices. Moreover, 

as urban demands for recreation increase, it is anticipated 

that government agencies will continue to reclassify range-

land and place it in the consumption categories of recrea

tion and as adjuncts to national parks and wilderness areas. 

Beef cattle will still be raised as long as the variable 

costs of production can be covered (Chapter VI). In the 

relatively near future, it is expected that beef numbers 

will not decline; however, with feedlot calving and 

synthetic meats looming on the horizon, it is possible 

that beef cattle numbers on rangeland could decrease in the 

longer run in response to a decreased demand for range 

cattle. 

In general, those ranchers and their children who 

choose to remain in ranching in face of the low or negative 
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return on investment, as well as those persons presently 

outside of the present ranching economy who choose to 

purchase ranches in the future, are shown on this study to 

be motivated by the benefits received from the consumption 

aspects of ranch ownership. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

Ranch fundamentalism and conspicuous consumption are 

additional outputs received from ranching and ranch owner

ship which significantly help explain the relatively high 

market prices for ranches observed in recent years. Ranches 

have come to reflect values in consumption which cause the 

market price of ranches to rise above their value in produc

tion. Present ranch owners are willing to forego economic 

opportunities for their capital and labor elsewhere in order 

to obtain the satisfactions associated with ranching and 

ranch ownership. Many of these rancners are willing to take 

outside jobs in the local area in order to maintain the 

ranch as a source of income, home, and way of life. This 

suggests that the availability of jobs in the local rural 

area may determine whether or not the rancher or his chil

dren would have to sell the ranch in order to financially 

survive. The impact of local communities on ranching may 

well be to allow ranchers to financially survive rather 

than ranchers and ranching having the stronger economic 

impact on the local rural area. The relationship between 
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ranching and rural communities in terms of survival needs 

further research in order to determine the nature of the 

impact of each on the other. 

As ranches come to increasingly reflect values and 

market prices in consumption, the economic behavior and 

rationale of present ranch owners cannot be fully understood 

in terms of the production and marketing decisions of a 

commercially oriented manager. The "nonmonetary" attitudes 

expressed through ranch fundamentalism and conspicuous 

consumption strongly affect the decisions ranch owners make 

as to how to live and with what to do with their total 

resources. Barring any unforeseen changes in the general 

economy, the long-term trend of the market price of ranches 

should be upwards in spite of the nature of the economic 

situation surrounding ranching. While this study is designed 

to demonstrate the effects of the consumption aspects of 

ranching and ranch ownership for Arizona, it is likely that 

the findings pertain to much of the entire Southwest and 

possibly are precursors of the ranching situation in the 

West in general. 



APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Department of Agricultural Economics 
The University of Arizona 

A Social and Economic History of Arizona Ranching 

CONFIDENTIAL 

1. Respondent's name 

2. Respondent's permanent address 

3. Ranch address 

4. Respondent's age 

5. Respondent's education—highest grade completed 

6. Family members 

Age Sex 

Mother /////// 

Father /////// 

Children 

Others 
(state relationship) 

134 
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7. If there are children in the family: 

Do any expect to go into ranching? a. Yes[^J b. No| | 

8. Are you mostly interested in producing purebred or 
commercial cattle? 

9. What cattle associations are you a member of? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

10. What social organizations are you a member of? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

11. Many reasons are given for owning a ranch. How 
important are each of the following reasons to you? 
(H = of high importance; M = Medium; L = Low; N = of no 
importance) CIRCLE ANSWER. 

a. Provides an adequate return on invest
ment H M L N 

b. Provides a basis for receiving tax 
advantages H M L N 

c. Permits an opportunity to speculate on 
land values H M L N 

d. Provides an opportunity to own land 
for its own sake H M L N 

e. Gives social status and prestige H M L N 

f. Provides a place for children to have 
meaningful work and responsibility H M L N 
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g. Permits a person to be away from 
cities at a place of his own H M L N 

h. Provides a good place to entertain 
business associates and friends H M L N 

i. Permits an opportunity to get back to 
fundamental values H M L N 

j. Gives an opportunity to be politically 
effective H M L N 

k. Prefer ranching as a way of life to 
other occupations H M L N 

12. Many reasons are given for why people desire to own 
land. How important are each of the following reasons 
to you? (H = of high importance; M = Medium; L = Low; 
N = of no importance) CIRCLE ANSWER. 

a. The anticipated returns from land 
appreciation are greater than the 
anticipated returns from other 
capital investments H M L N 

b. Provides a secure future if one were 
forced to be self-sufficient H M L N 

c. Owning land is a more stable invest
ment than other types of investment H M L N 

d. Permits one to feel closer to the earth 
rather than just to people and things H M L N 

e. Land will be good to have in light of 
the population explosion H M L N 

f. Owning land causes one to hold more 
fundamental values H M L N 

g„ Land is not just an input in the 
production process but is something 
more special H M L N 

h. Gives social status and prestige H M L N 

ABOUT THE RANCH 

13. Did you purchase the ranch? a. Yes • b. No • 
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a. IF YES: How long owned? 

b. IF NO: How was ranch acquired? 

c. IF NO: How long owned? 

14. How is the ranch formally owned? (Check one) 

a. Single Owner £3 

b. Partnership • 

c. Small Family Corporation • 

d. Corporation • 

e. Held in Trust [^] 

f. Other • 

15. How much deeded land is with the ranch? 

16. How much leased land is with the ranch? Total 

a. BLM 

b. Forest 

c. State 

d. Private lease 

.17. How many animal units are grazed? 

18. Do you live on the ranch most of the year? a. Yes • 

b. No[^] c. IF NO: Where do you live? 

19. How much time do you spend at the ranch each month? 

20. If there are other owners of the ranch: 

a. How many? 

b. Where do they live? 

c. How much time do they spend at the ranch each 
month? 
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d. How are ranch responsibilities divided? 

21. Have you always lived on a ranch? a. Yes • b. No • 

c. IF NO; Where else have you spent the major portion 
of your life? (Check one) 

1. City O 

2. Suburbs 

3. Rural Area • 

d. IF NO: In what business? 

22. Do you have relatives who are presently in ranching? 

a. Yes • b. No • 

c. IF YES: Near what towns are these ranches located? 

d. IF NO: Have you ever had relatives in ranching? 

1. Yes 2. No | | 

e. IF YES: Near what towns were these ranches 
located? 

23. Are most of your friends and associates cattlemen? 

a. Yes Qj] b. No • 

c. IF NO: How would you classify them? 1. Farmers 

2. Businessmen | | 3. Professional • 

4. Combination [ | 5. Other | 1 

24. How important is ranching as a way of life to you 
(Check one) 

a. Very Important • 

b. Fairly Important • 

c„ Neutral • 
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d. Fairly Unimportant • 

e. Very Unimportant 

25. At the time that you were deciding to purchase the 
ranch was your only goal to make a living from beef 
production? 

a. Yes Q b. No • 

c. IF YES: Is this still the only goal? 

1. Yes • 2. No • 

26. At the time you were considering buying a ranch, how 
strong would you say was the influence of friends and 
relatives in making the decision? Check one 

a. Very strong 

b. Fairly strong 

c. Neutral 

d. Fairly weak 

e. Very weak 

27. Were these influences from friends alone, relatives, or 
a combination of both? Check one 

a. Friends [^] 

b. Relatives • 

c. Both 

28. Was it difficult to finance the purchase of the ranch? 

a. Yes Q] b. No • 

29. What arrangements were made to finance the purchase of 
the ranch? 

30. Does ranching provide all of your income? 

a. Yes | | b. No • 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

V 
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c. IF NO: About what percentage of the gross does it 
provide? % 

d. IF NO: What are your other sources (NOT the 
amounts) of income? 

31. Is the ranch returning a profit? a. Yes • b- N° • 

32. Are there tax advantages in owning a ranch as compared 
to owning other investments? 

a. Yes b. No [^] 

33. Are tax advantages an important factor in the financial 
management of your ranch? 

a. Yes • b. No • 

34. Are there tax advantages in keeping the ranch rather 
than selling it under existing tax laws? 

a. Yes • b. No • 

c. IF YES: Explain 

RANCHING INTERESTS 

35. Many factors are important to the person who owns a 
ranch. Some of these are about the reasons for con
tinuing ranching as an occupation. How important are 
the following features of ranching to you? (H = high; 
M = medium; L = low; N = no) CIRCLE ANSWERS. 

a. Provides an opportunity to use special 
abilities or aptitudes H M L N 

b. Provides a chance to earn a good deal 
of money H M L N 

c. Permits creativity and originality H M L N 
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d. Gives social status and prestige H M L N 

e. Gives an opportunity to work with 
people rather than things ' H M L N 

f. Provides for a stable, secure future H M L N 

g- Leaves one relatively free of 
supervision by others H M L N 

h. Gives a chance to exercise leadership H M L N 

i. Provides adventure H M L N 

j- Gives an opportunity to be helpful to 
others H M L N 

36. Would it satisfy you if the ranch provided only enough 
income to meet its expenses and provide no large return 
on investment? 

a. Yes [^] b. No 

37. What per cent return on investment in ranching is 
satisfactory to you? a. % 

b. Does this include your salary? 1. Yes • 2. No • 

38. Do you think ranchers buy ranches for reasons other 
than making money from beef production? 

a. Yes Q b. No • 

c. IF YES: Why do you think they buy a ranch if they 
are not interested in making money from beef 
production? Explain. 

• 

d. IF YES: Would you say that it is the prestige that 
is associated with being a rancher that is most 
important to them? 

1. Yes • 2. No • 

39. Is it worth holding a ranch for land appreciation 
purposes ? 

a. Yes Q b. No • 
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40. Are you holding ranchland for speculation purposes? 

a. Yes • b. No • 

41. It has been found by researchers that there are cost 
advantages to be realized from increasing the size of 
the ranch. Do you anticipate in the future purchasing 
or leasing land for this purpose? 

a. Yes • b. No • 

c. IF YOU ANSWERED THE ABOVE QUESTION "YES": Do you 

anticipate that you will purchase • or lease • 

d. IF YOU ANSWERED THE ABOVE QUESTION "YES": Will the 
necessary capital come from income that has been 

generated by the existing ranch operation • 

or from outside capital • 

e. IF YOU ANSWERED THE ABOVE QUESTION "OUTSIDE 
CAPITAL": Will it be necessary to expand the owner
ship of the ranch to include new persons in order 
to expand the size of the ranch? 

1. Yes • 2. No • 

42. If you are not intending to increase the size of the 
ranch, is it because you are content with the size and 
income of the ranch as it is? 

a. Yes • b. No • 

c. IF NO: Is it because it may involve getting capital 
from outside the ranch which may be difficult? 

1. Yes • 2. Ho • 

d. IF YOU ANSWERED THE ABOVE QUESTION "NO": Is it 
because you would have to increase the number of 
owners and this you consider undesirable? 

1. Yes • 2. No • 

43. 

SELLING THE RANCH 

Is your ranch presently for sale? a. Yes • b. No Q 
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44. Do you feel that the sales value of a ranch is based on 
its potential for raising and selling beef alone? 

45. Should the sales value of the ranch reflect that some 
people buy a ranch for reasons other than beef produc-

46. What is the approximate sales value of your ranch if 
presently sold? $ 

47. Do you expect ranch prices to rise appreciably in the 
next 5 or 10 years? 

48. If you see that ranch prices are increasing, how will 
this information affect your decisions about what to do 
with the ranch? Explain 

49. Would you in fact really sell the ranch at the price 
you previously mentioned it was worth? 

Explain. 

50. Who would be the most important person at this ranch in 
deciding whether or not to sell the ranch or buy addi
tional property? (Check one) 

tion? 

a. You 

b. Another family member 

d. An attorney 

c. Another non-family 

e. A Bank or Trust Company 
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51. Now, we have asked you several questions, would you 
like to ask us anything or make any comments? 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

ALL INFORMATION IS STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL 
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Table 9. Mean Values and Communalities of Variables Used in 
the Factor Analysis 

Vari
able Abbreviation Mean Value Communality 

1 Age 55. 84270 .83025 
2 Education 2. 97753 .76129 
3 Children to enter ranching • 50562 .63416 
4 Cattle association member • 28090 .67008 
5 Social organization member • 49438 .74492 
6 Ranching: tax advantages 3. 22472 .50976 
7 Ranching: land speculation 3. 30337 .74712 
8 Ranching: land for its own 

sake 2. 03371 .74536 
9 Ranching: status and prestige 3. 11236 .67521 
10 Ranching: good for children 1. 75281 .72757 
11 Ranching: away from cities 1. 76404 .56792 
12 Ranching: fundamental values 1. 50562 .73009 
13 Ranching: occupational choice 1. 48315 .65553 
14 Land ownership: closer to 

earth 1. 69663 .72454 
15 Land ownership: fundamental 

values 1. 55056 .73923 
16 Land ownership: status and 

prestige 2. 91011 .72371 
17 Number of deeded acres 6460. 50562 .85737 
18 Number of animal units 387. 33708 .87861 
19 Rancher living on ranch • 42697 .72703 
20 Rancher always lived on 

ranch • 41573 .60646 
21 Relatives now in ranching • 37079 .72228 
22 Relatives were in ranching • 25843 .75392 
23 Most friends cattlemen • 70787 .57116 
24 Way of life 1. 67416 .78310 
25 Beef production was goal • 26966 .53371 
26 All income from ranching • 78652 .63203 
27 Ranch making profit • 42697 .71266 
28 General belief: tax 

advantages • 24719 .53432 
29 Return on investment: 

satisfactory • 51685 .62659 
30 Return on investment: per 

cent 7. 94382 .54590 
31 General belief: speculation 

worthwhile • 24719 .79330 
32 Active speculation in land • 79775 .78789 
33 Intention to increase size 

of ranch • 65169 .58471 



Table 10. Factor Loadings for 33 Variables With 11 Factors 

Factor 
VariVari
able 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 -.073 -.127 .004 .055 -.073 -.042 -.021 .849 .065 -.079 .255 
2 -.011 -.217 .026 .084 -. 246 -.090 -.072 -. 722 .054 -.161 .284 
3 -.261 .210 .034 -.139 209 -.126 -.053 .055 .630 .167 .099 
4 .118 . 332 -.082 .526 -.171 -.154 -.186 -.084 .353 .114 -.170 
5 -.086 .178 -.216 .284 .078 .157 .392 .193 -.068 -. 378 -.454 
6 -.068 -.013 .040 .150 .117 .058 .220 .178 .087 -.611 .035 
7 .072 .112 -.031 -.084 .049 .082 .828 -.102 .037 -.099 .114 
8 -.137 -.107 .416 -.138 -.275 .003 .353 -.109 -.156 .034 -.532 
9 -.142 .110 .188 -. 353 -.240 .056 .006 -.068 -.067 -.641 .011 
10 -.040 -.084 . 360 -.093 -. 641 .156 -.009 .130 .278 -.163 .149 
11 -.317 -.040 . 337 -.050 -.482 .237 .286 -.101 -.146 -.162 .036 
12 .133 .060 . 705 .030 -.379 .068 -.026 .135 -.066 -.153 -.120 
13 -.421 .006 .233 .164 -. 609 .004 -.051 .055 .120 .037 .053 
14 -.092 -.093 .805 -.115 .052' .005 -.091 .042 .155 .048 -.069 
15 • -.055 .068 . 777 .198 -.034 -.138 -.114 -.153 -.006 -.172 -.004 
16 -.192 .029 .082 -.078 -.078 -.083, -.073 -.171 -.018 -.784 -.093 
17 .076 -.901 .036 -.004 •-.146 .063 -.057 .012 .031 .080 -.025 
18 .063 -.916 -.023 -.054 — .066 .008 -.127 -.034 .054 .033 -.067 
19 -.013 -. 310 -.144 .036 -.691 .102 -.183 -.234 -.007 -.152 -.084 
20 -. 687 -.057 -.041 -.041 -.270 .048 -.078 -.038 .076 -.165 -.105 
21 -.806 .146 -.007 .019 -.066 .114 -.099 .011 -.040 -.134 .045 
22 -.847 .038 .087 .054 .018 -.082 .017 .082 -.006 -.077 .050 
23 -.181 -.035 -.037 -.123 -. 614 -.260 -.030 -.084 -.152 .203 -.041 
24 -.509 -.085 .204 .225 -.586 .033 -.160 -.034 .196 -.039 .108 
25 -. 388 .186 -.091 . 360 -.228 -.245 -.083 -.036 .094 .043 .279 
26 .169 .199 -.056 .229 -.464 -.254 -. 357 .138 -.282 .000 -.002 
27 -.196 -.055 .148 .712 .020 .236 .077 .022 -.245 .042 .125 
28 .050 -.205 .050 .021 .101 -.001 .100 .004 .663 -.111 -i 117 



Table 10.—Continued 

29 .165 -.161 .190 -.082 .112 -.110 -.218 -.099 .288 -.056 -.600 
30 .270 .034 -.005 .008 .034 -. 631 -.043 -.136 .091 .139 -.151 
31 -.019 -.001 .129 .066 .145 -.689 . 383 -.088 -.114 -. 300 .131 
32 .221 .094 -.202 .087 .114 -.090 .793 .090 .027 .015 -.142 
33 -.212 .062 -.009 -.173 -.096 -.638 -.202 .187 .094 . 030 .044 



Table 11. Factor Scores of the Sample of Ranch Owners 

Factor 
Ranch 
Owner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 -7.81 1.14 6.05 3.51 -8. 51 -1. 53 .21 -.85 2.70 -4..16 .93 
2 -3.05 2.85 -2.78 .92 -.82 -.91 .02 2.46 2.44 -.93 .58 
3 1. 73 2. 94 -2.61 2. 51 2.85 -. 35 -.49 2.48 .26 3.82 .80 
4 2.33 1.55 .97 1.04 -3. 54 -.24 -. 29 2.01 .94 .33 .31 
5 3.92 1.79 -1.43 -.06 1.35 .73 .47 -1.43 -1.26 2.12 -2.67 
6 1. 58 1.83 -2.91 2.41 .83 -1.06 -.41 -.77 -1.01 2.85 2.07 
7 3. 38 1.65 -1.92 2. 37 4.17 .15 2.49 1.14 -1.11 -.99 -1.05 
8 1. 59 1.34 -2.53 -1.08 3. 50 -.00 .11 2.40 -. 75 -2.00 -1.32 
9 -4.47 .93 3. 74 -. 55 -1. 73 .52 -2. 21 -.32 .10 -2.32 2.76 
10 1.93 2.24 -3.10 1.85 1.90 .17 .44 2.97 -.18 1.98 .81 
11 -2.16 2. 33 -.80 -.12 -1.66 -1.80 -.05 .08 1.11 .03 1.14 
12 3.18 .41 .05 -.47 2. 62 1.24 1.91 1.12 2.00 -1.07 -1. 32 
13 2.85 .34 -2.70 -1.27 .13 1.06 -.37 -1.38 -.50 2.02 1.00 
14 1.67 .34 4. 34 -1.07 . 33 -2.62 -.00 .37 -1.17 .08 -.47 
15 1.86 .50 -.81 .44 3.99 3.76 3. 54 -.39 -1.68 -1. 63 .59 
16 3.59 -. 68 -1.65 -1.44 4. 30 1.33 .98 -1.27 2.29 3.41 -.31 
17 .91 .32 -1. 70 -1.48 3.49 1. 70 1.61 .85 -.91 .24 1. 61 
18 .21 1.41 -1.67 -1.83 2.08 -.08 -2.80 2.50 -.54 3.75 1.32 
19 1. 71 . 63 3.94 -1.22 -1.41 3.00 2.95 2.27 -1. 68 -1. 39 -1.42 
20 3.33 -.12 -1.21 -.91 2. 57 .68 -1.21 -.20 -1. 61 3.57 .79 
21 1.81 -1.48 -.97 1.27 2.40 1.21 1.11 2.59 .47 -.06 -1.94 
22 2.71 .51 -1.59 1.28 4.06 2.29 1.55 4.36 -1.94 .37 .41 
23 1.07 . 71 -2.92 1.22 5.49 3. 51 2.85 1.72 -1.42 .52 .88 
24 5.45 .54 -.12 .85 2.42 -6.92 -1.76 -2.03 .17 3.45 -1.28 
25 -3.45 .84 -.02 -.06 1.15 1.20 -.51 1.15 -1.01 -1.25 -2.74 
26 1.87 -1.26 -1.44 .59 3.83 -1.08 1.62 .02 .21 -. 35 -.22 
27 -4.94 1.07 -1.10 -.07 -2.93 -1.13 2.25 .22 -1.81 -3.49 .76 



Table 11.—Continued Factor Scores of the Sample of Ranch Owners 

Factor 
Ranch 
Owner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

28 2.67 -1. 30 .55 .74 .81 1.86 -.77 -1.74 -.86 1.28 .40 
29 -3.65 -.33 1.68 -1.93 2.01 -.15 -4.90 .11 2.57 -1.52 -.13 
30 2. 69 -.68 -2.37 -1.06 3.51 -1. 54 .28 .18 -. 37 .84 1.23 
31 2. 36 .65 -1.96 .72 3.75 .90 1.57 1.47 1.66 .12 -.57 
32 1.67 .82 3.41 .64 1.82 -2.47 1.46 -1.68 -.51 -1.73 -1.05 
33 3.09 -.00 -1. 65 -1.05 3. 68 .42 -1.50 . 38 -1.12 2.93 1.74 
34 -4.79 -2.13 9.87 -.10 -10.23 .25 -4.02 -1. 76 2. 31 -2.88 -.78 
35 .93 -.84 -.35 2. 36 -1. 31 1. 38 .44 -1.50 -1.22 2. 79 -.27 
36 .82 -3. 62 2.75 . 31 -5. 34 3.05 -.35 -1.00 -1.86 -1.59 1.64 
37 .88 -1.80 -2. 25 -1.40 . 55 2.80 3.00 -.69 .08 -2.09 -.23 
38 2. 75 .15 . 39 -2.13 . 39 .10 -.22 2.81 -1.31 2.18 1.38 
39 -1.09 . 31 . 31 -.95 -4. 31 -.48 -.28 -1.19 1.08 .84 -.86 
40 -3.63 2.99 .22 3.24 -.49 -.45 .79 4.30 .60 2.32 1.02 
41 -7. 30 .61 1.53 2,07 -4.17' -.46 -3.80 .68 .23 2.97 2.43 
42 . -3. 34 1. 67 -3.24 -.04 3.22 -.16 1.50 2. 77 1.18 2.24 .03 
43 1.38 2.59 -.96 -.26 1.22 .32 .28 -.38 .54 -.70 -1.40 
44 1.63 .78 -.07 -1.63 .-2.03 -1.55 2.68 .72 -.49 -1.89 -.27 
45 -2.72 .80 -.94 -.41 -1.55 -1.21 -5.42 -1.54 -.32 -.12 1.97 
46 1.33 .59 .01 -2.29 -1. 33 .17 1.79 -1.13 -.72 -1.11 -2. 31 
47 -8.32 .71 .67 3.23 -8.12 1.00 -3. 22 .99 2.83 -2.34 2.51 
48 -3.76 1.10 -1. 38 -.'53 1.96 1.38 2.97 -1.21 -2.04 -2.10 -.65 
49 3.96 .69 -2.52 -.55 4.03 .73 .69 .97 .57 2.40 .59 
50 -1. 36 1. 60 .73 . 70 . 37 -2.11 2.09 -.25 -1.31 1.51 2.37 
51 .48 .90 -1.87 .15 .23 2.15 2.11 -2.46 -3.22 -1.10 -1.47 
52 2.03 .05 8.08 .54 -.54 .05 3.47 .02 -.83 -3.87 -2.34 
53 -3. 68 .98 -1.31 -1. 79 2.98 -1.38 2.85 1.96 1. 70 -2.72 .59 
54 2.83 1.29 -2.40 -.71 1.49 -5.80 .74 -1.91 -1.27 -.24 1.94 



Table 11.—Continued Factor Scores of the Sample of Ranch Owners 

Factor 
Ranch 
Owner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

55 2. 35 -.18 -.19 -1.99 2.06 -.15 1.46 1.09 3.13 1.50 -.09 
56 -.11 2.70 .50 4.08 2.16 -.58 2.13 -1.28 -1.55 -2.42 .66 
57 -4.10 1. 64 -2.43 -.67 2.89 -1.46 2.21 -.74 .50 -2.55 2.04 
58 .51 .40 -1.11 -1.53 2.41 -2.61 .67 3.01 -1.61 -.18 -.35 
59 -.14 1.22 -2. 59 . 65 -2. 51 -1.20 -.92 -1.87 1.44 1.07 -1.35 
60 -6.42 . 38 -.59 1.55 -5.26 .36 -.39 .75 -1.05 -. 72 2.91 
61 1.46 .46 -1.63 2.14 -.55 -1.29 -5.68 -2. 77 .39 4.44 .52 
62 1. 32 -.41 -1. 35 1. 33 -. 64 -.26 .55 2. 62 .63 -.72 -1.16 
63 2.39 .26 -2. 60 -1.47 1.13 -2.27 1.08 . 60 .85 . 50 1.22 
64 3.12 .93 -2.57 -.39 3.16 1.96 2.09 .14 -1.69 -1.54 .78 
65 4.82 .88 -2.95 .10 2.40 -4. 59 -3.32 .34 2. 75 6.54 -1.45 
66 1. 63 -1. 50 2.06 -.92 .55 1.13 -3.15 -2.29 -.67 -.91 .65 
67 -2. 60 -.09 -1. 30 . 56 1.70 3.12 3.83 -1. 30 -2.52 2.88 -.92 
68 2.45 -. 34 2.80 -3. 30 3.43 .04 1.19 .35 2.85 2.97 -1.47 
69 .49 -.08 -.03 -.22 -3.87 .00 -.59 -3.56 3.13 1.61 -.65 
70 2.49 1.04 -.63 3.17 2.85 .40 -2.00 -1.07 -.17 1.85 .16 
71 -8.19 -.41 10.17 .58 -9.46 .26 -4. 52 1.28 .77 -1.17 -.60 
72 2.03 -. 30 .71 -.62 -2.02 -.99 1.83 .30 -.56 -.08 .69 
73 -3.97 .86 -. 36 -. 58 -4.80 -1.61 2.21 -1.85 -.65 -2.46 .24 
74 2.41 -.67 -1.25 -1.04 -.61 1.49 2.07 -2.37 -1.83 -1.21 -2.43 
75 2.57 -.08 -.35 -2.29 4.91 -1.09 2.15 -1.04 -.31 -1.78 -.26 
76 -2.12 -1.25 3.45 -2. 64 -5.28 .86 -3.41 -.67 -1.35 -.93 -1. 73 
77 -1.46 .97 -.00 -.52 2.02 1.41 1.18 .51 -.92 -3.28 -1.31 
78 -1.18 1.03 3. 38 -.32 3.01 -2.08 2. 71 -1.33 2.91 -3.32 -2.89 
79 -6.19 -1.95 1.29 .70 -7.41 2.50 -.50 -.31 .97 -2.10 2.10 
80 -4. 54 -.04 2.08 -. 56 -4.53 -.80 -6.02 -1.99 2.05 -.74 .40 
81 .70 -. 73 6.22 -1.98 -.88 .62 2. 54 -.43 -.36 -2.45 -2.49 



Table 11.—Continued Factor Scores of the Sample of Ranch Owners 

Factor 
Ranch 
Owner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

82 -3.14 -. 59 -1.13 1. 68 -. 38 -1.36 .92 -1.46 -1.58 -.38 -.24 
83 -8.20 -1.36 4.47 2.10 -8.10 1.64 -4.99 .40 .67 -2.38 3.02 
84 1.69 -2.64 -.77 .83 3. 39 3.01 .79 -.17 .45 -.78 -1.54 
85 2.25 -.49 -2.42 -.06 .12 -.83 -4.47 -.40 -.51 -1.24 -1.47 
86 1.16 -2.75 . 33 -1.02 -1. 36 -1.20 -4.09 -2.98 .76 -1.21 -.27 
87 1.90 -5. 36 -1.89 .27 -1.55 .36 -.10 -1.29 -2.44 1.87 -.66 
88 2. 28 -11. 24 -2.51 -1.44 -1.08 -.53 -6.30 .14 -.43 3.87 -.11 
89 1.50 -13.66 3. 30 -2.57 -3.43 2.13 .51 -1. 36 4.03 .54 -1.50 
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