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Executive Summary 

Background 

This report examines the resilience of farmers in New South Wales (NSW) in 2020, and 
compares this resilience to earlier findings on farmer resilience in 2015. The report was 
commissioned by the NSW Department of Primary Industries Rural Resilience Program. 

Understanding resilience 

Resilience is defined in this report as the ability of a person, household or community to 
successfully adapt to adversity and to capitalise on opportunities.  This definition is based 
on review of multiple definitions of resilience, and emphasises the importance of resilience 
both in enabling a person to cope in the short-term when experiencing adverse events, and 
to make longer-term changes that help them adapt in ways that reduce the impacts of 
future similar events. It also recognises that resilience is a process that changes throughout 
a person’s life as they experience different events (positive and adverse), and as they 
navigate these events and learn from them. 

 Resilience is measured in this report by examining: 

• Resilience outcomes: A resilient farmer is more likely to be able to maintain their 
personal wellbeing at stable levels over time, and less likely to experience increase in 
psychological distress. Measures of wellbeing and distress are used to examine how 
successfully overall resilience processes NSW farmers are enacting are working to 
enable farmers to maintain their wellbeing and quality of life. 

• Exposure to adversity: Resilience is needed most when a person experiences one or 
more adverse events; in good times, it is easier to maintain wellbeing than it is in 
adverse times. The extent to which NSW farmers experienced (i) climate-related 
challenges such as drought, bushfire, flood and storm damage, (ii) market and cost 
challenges, (iii) labour and skills challenges, and (iv) biosecurity challenges is 
examined. Market, cost, labour and skills challenges include those resulting from 
challenges to supply chains and labour supply caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

• Adaptive capacity in the form of access to resilience resources: People draw on 
resources such as financial savings, social networks, local services and infrastructure, 
and their own skills and health, to cope with and adapt to adversity. These resilience 
resources are measured in detail in this report, with a focus on   

o Financial resources: the monetary and non-monetary resources that enable a 
person to maintain or improve their standard of living 

o Human resources:  person’s health, skills and psychological resources such as 
self-efficacy (confidence in ability to achieve desired outcomes in life)   

o Social resources: access to networks of friends, family, colleagues and 
communities, who provide support in the form of physical support, emotional 
support, advice and knowledge, and financial resources, amongst others 

o Institutional resources: access to good governance and inclusive community 
organisations  

o Physical resources: Access to services and infrastructure in local communities 
o Natural resources: Access to healthy environmental conditions (e.g. healthy 

soil, plentiful water).  



v 
 

Measurement and methods 

Data examining resilience outcomes (two measures of wellbeing and one of psychological 
distress), of exposure to climate, market/cost, labour/skills and biosecurity challenges, and 
of access to financial, human, social, physical, natural and institutional resources, were 
analysed, with a range of measures of resilience outcomes and resources produced. These 
measures were produced using data from the 2015 and 2020 Regional Wellbeing Survey 
(RWS). The RWS is an ‘omnibus’ survey that each year collects data from a large sample of 
Australians living in rural, regional and urban areas, examining multiple aspects of their 
wellbeing and quality of life in their communities. In 2015, a total of 1,431 NSW farmers 
participated in the RWS, and 1,364 in 2020. These farmers formed the dataset analysed in 
this report. Data were analysed for farmers: 

(i) living in different LLS regions, with all LLS regions reported on in 2020, however the 
Hunter and Sydney LLS regions were combined for reporting purposes,  

(ii) managing different types of farm enterprises, and 
(iii) of different age, gender, educational attainment, earning differing levels of off-farm 

income, and managing farms of different economic size.  

Data were weighted to be representative of the NSW farmers based on their residential 
location, age and gender. The sample size obtained means there is generally small sampling 
error, and statistically significant findings are identified throughout the report.  

Overall resilience of NSW farmers 

Between 2015 and 2020, the wellbeing of Australian farmers overall grew slightly, while 
amongst NSW farmers wellbeing remained stable on average. However, during the same 
period rates of psychological distress increased significantly amongst NSW farmers. This 
suggests that while farmers are on the whole maintaining wellbeing, some pressures are 
increasing distress levels for many farmers. This increase in distress levels is likely to be an 
early warning signal that there is growing risk of long-term loss of wellbeing for many NSW 
farmers, unless the circumstances causing higher rates of psychological distress change. 

 Between 2015 and 2020, the average number of climate-related challenges experienced by 
farmers increased in both Australia and NSW. When asked whether they had experienced 
drought, bushfire, storm damage, flood damage, heatwave damage or cold snap related 
damage, three quarters of farmers reported experiencing two or more of these events in 
the previous five years. In Australia, the proportion who reported experienced 4-6 of these 
events rose from 32% in 2015 to 49% in 2020, while in NSW it rose from 38% to 45%.  

For a large number of farmers, climate-related challenges are just one of multiple farm-
related challenges experienced: over a five year period half of NSW farmers experienced 
challenges related to agricultural markets and costs, and almost half reported challenges 
accessing sufficient farm labour/contractors/skilled professionals, and experiencing greater 
biosecurity challenges than usual at least once. These findings highlight that farmers often 
need to build resilience resources that enable them to respond to more than one farming-
related challenge occurring either at the same time, or soon after each other. 

Between 2015 and 2020, several aspects of adaptive capacity, increased across both 
Australia and NSW. Some caution is needed in interpreting this finding, however: 2020 was 
a unique year in which many Australians, particularly in metropolitan areas, experienced 
loss of employment or income due to COVID-19. Those living in rural and regional areas 
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were overall less impacted by some COVID-19 related impacts (although impacts were still 
significant, for example on access to farm labour), and this may have led to higher ratings of 
access to some resilience resources as rural and regional residents felt key aspects of their 
life such as financial wellbeing now compared more favourably to that of people in other 
parts of Australia. However, it is equally likely that some positive change occurred in the 
form of higher levels of household prosperity, with 2020 being a good year for many 
farmers in terms of both crops and livestock, after several years of drought for many, with 
good market prices for multiple agricultural products. Additionally, access to 
telecommunications services improved in many regions between 2015 and 2020, and in 
2020 increased access to e-health services may have improved health service access for 
many residents of rural regions. 

This increase in overall adaptive capacity, while appearing positive at first glance, masks 
some important trends. In particular, when examining the individual resilience resources 
available to farmers, while financial and social resources were higher in 2020 compared to 
2015, human resources declined for most farmers between 2015 and 2020. Human 
resources include farmer health and their self-efficacy – their confidence that they have the 
skills and ability to achieve the things they wish to in life. This decline in human resources is 
of high concern, as self-efficacy in particular is central to resilience, forming the ‘trigger’ that 
enables a person to translate their resilience resources into actions that help them cope and 
adapt to adversity.  

Resilience of NSW farmers by region 

Between 2015 and 2020, wellbeing of Australian farmers overall grew slightly, while 
wellbeing of NSW farmers overall remained relatively stable. However, this masks some 
differences between regions. In 2015, farmers in the Riverina, Northern Tablelands and to 
some extent Central Tablelands reported higher average wellbeing, while those in the 
Central West reported lower wellbeing overall. By 2020, this had changed somewhat, with 
those living in the Central West, North West and to some extent the Western LLS reporting 
lower than average wellbeing. The change in wellbeing in the North West was most 
pronounced, with a significant decline in wellbeing amongst farmers in this region between 
2015 and 2020. Rates of psychological distress increased amongst farmers in several LLS 
regions, particularly in the South East LLS region.  

Farmers in the South East LLS region had the greatest increase in proportion of climate-
related challenges experienced, with the proportion reporting experiencing 4 or more 
events rising from 33% in 2015, to 68% in 2020. In general, farmers in coastal areas reported 
experiencing a wider range of climate-related challenges compared to those located inland 
(78% in the Greater Sydney and Hunter region, 68% in the South East, and 54% in the North 
East LLS region).  

In the North West LLS, where wellbeing declined between 2015 and 2020, a large 
proportion of farmers experienced high exposure to climate-related challenges in both 2015 
and 2020, suggesting that farmers in this region have been particularly exposed to climate-
related challenges over an extended period of time compared to many other regions within 
NSW. It is possible this extended exposure has contributed to the decline in wellbeing 
observed. 

Those in the Greater Sydney and Hunter, South East and Riverina reported the highest 
overall adaptive capacity of NSW regions, and those in the Western LLS the lowest, although 
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differences were mostly relatively small. In the Western, Central West and North West 
regions there was less growth in adaptive capacity compared to other LLS regions, and 
human resources declined in the North West and Western regions in particular, as well as in 
the Riverina.  

The North West is unique in having very high exposure to climate-related challenges over a 
10 year period (farmers reporting this for both the five years before the 2015 survey, and 
before the 2020 survey). This extended period of exposure appears to be associated with a 
decline in individual human resources, and this combination may have contributed to the 
overall decline in wellbeing observed.  

The example of the North West, combined with the overall increase in psychological distress 
and reduced human resources reported in many regions, and in the number of farmers 
experiencing multiple climate-related challenges, suggests a high risk that coming years will 
see decline in farmer wellbeing in other regions if experience of farm-related challenges 
continues.  

Resilience of NSW farmers by farm type 

For the most part, farmers managing different types of farm enterprises – for example, 
sheep grazing, beef grazing, crop growing, or fruit/nut growing enterprises - had relatively 
similar levels of wellbeing, distress, exposure to adverse events, and access to the resilience 
resources that form the basis of adaptive capacity. There were, however, a small number of 
exceptions. 

Irrigators experienced greater growth in psychological distress between 2015 and 2020 than 
dryland farmers, as did farmers engaged in crop growing. This occurred despite crop 
growers reporting experienced fewer climate-related challenges in this period; however 
many of these experiencing severe and extended drought, meaning that while they did not 
experience multiple different climate challenges, those they did experience had often 
profound impacts. Between 2015 and 2020, overall adaptive capacity increased most 
amongst crop growers and irrigators, and by a smaller amount amongst sheep graziers. 
Financial and social resources on average grew across all farm types, although less amongst 
sheep graziers than other farmers, while human resources declined across all farm types. 
The decline in human resources was greater for dryland farmers than irrigators; and for crop 
growers compared to graziers and fruit/nut growers. There was growth in confidence in 
local rural economies in 2020 compared to 2015, particularly amongst crop growers. There 
was also growth in access to physical resources such as services and telecommunications 
infrastructure. This growth was lower for sheep and sheep-beef graziers than other types of 
farmers, potentially reflecting the higher concentration of graziers in more remote areas 
with often poorer service and infrastructure provision. This suggests that despite overall 
growth in access to services and infrastructure, there remains a gap, with farmers located in 
more remote areas less likely to be experiencing benefits of growth in this type of resilience 
resource.  

Resilience of NSW farmers by farmer type 

The findings suggest some important differences are emerging in the resilience of different 
farmers. Younger farmer’s (aged18-39) wellbeing has grown, however psychological distress 
has also increased, suggesting these farmers are experiencing opportunity but also high 
stress in managing challenges associated with these farming opportunities. Adaptive 
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capacity has grown more rapidly among young farmers when compared to older farmers, 
particularly in the forms of social, financial and physical resources.  

Middle aged farmers (aged 40-64) wellbeing has remained stable, however adaptive 
capacity grew more slowly amongst this group than other age groups, and psychological 
distress increased between 2015 and 2020 amongst those aged 40-54, indicating higher 
stress amongst this group. Those aged 40-54 also reported a higher average number of 
challenging farm-related events than those in other age groups, and were less likely to have 
growth in adaptive capacity. Financial resources were lowest amongst this group, and 
human resources declined more amongst farmers of this age group than others.  

Farmers aged 65 and older have experienced growth in wellbeing between 2015 and 2020, 
and a slight decline in psychological distress. They also reported experiencing slightly fewer 
challenging events on average than younger farmers, and did not experience significant 
decline in human resources, unlike younger farmers. They experienced greater growth in 
individual financial resources,  

Female farmers have somewhat poorer wellbeing and higher psychological distress 
compared to male farmers, and on average reported experiencing a greater number of 
farm-related challenges and less growth in adaptive capacity than male farmers, suggesting 
that female farmers are experiencing greater challenges building and drawing on resilience 
resources to cope with adverse events compared to male farmers. Female farmers in 
particular had lower levels of financial and human resources to draw on compared to male 
farmers.  

Earning higher proportions of household income off-farm is associated with slightly lower 
wellbeing, and slower growth in adaptive capacity, but not with greater exposure to farming 
challenges. Those earning between 21% and 60% of income off-farm reported higher 
psychological distress on average, suggesting that the balancing of on- and off-farm income 
earning may be associated with higher risk of distress or difficulty coping with farming 
related challenges that do occur. Those earning most of their income either on-farm or off-
farm had lower levels of distress.  

Those managing farms of small economic size, particularly farms with a GVAP less than 
$40,000, tend to have lower wellbeing and had lower growth in adaptive capacity between 
2015 and 2020 compared to larger farmers, despite reporting slightly fewer exposure to 
farm-related challenges than other farmers. 

Identifying target areas for building farmer resilience 

Statistical associations between different types of resilience resources and resilience 
outcomes were examined, to identify priority areas for building resilience. The strongest 
predictor of resilience outcomes in the form of wellbeing were a person’s access to 
individual human resources, both in general (their overall health and confidence in being 
able to achieved desired life outcomes) and in relation to their farm (their confidence they 
could achieve a range of desired outcomes on the farm).  Physical and social resources were 
the next two resources most closely correlated with resilience outcomes, followed by 
financial resources. Similarly, the resilience resources that most strongly predicted positive 
farm financial outcomes were human resources in the form of farm-related self-efficacy, 
financial resources, and social resources.  
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 These results are highly consistent with those of the report that preceded this one( 
Schirmer and Hanigan 2017). They suggest that the decline in individual human resources 
observed between 2015 and 2020 is of significant concern, given the central importance of 
human resources to farmer resilience, and that interventions to build resilience should focus 
on building human resources, as well as on further strengthening social connections.  

Given the high importance of farm-related self-efficacy to resilience outcomes, more 
detailed examination was undertaken to identify which aspects of farming self-efficacy were 
lower, and whether this was the case for farmer groups identified as vulnerable in earlier 
parts of the analysis. This identified that areas of lower confidence specific to being able to 
handle changing market conditions and coping with difficult conditions such as drought and 
pest outbreaks, particularly amongst higher risk groups of farmers (those aged 40 to 54, 
female farmers, those with a small farm and earning a large proportion of their income off-
farm, and those in the North West LLS region). 

The consistency of findings suggests that action that focuses on supporting farmers to build 
capacity to identify appropriate strategies for their farm business to put in place when 
market conditions change, and during different types of challenging conditions, are likely to 
be particularly relevant to increasing human resources and hence supporting the resilience 
of farmers. 

Conclusions  

Despite an increase in overall adaptive capacity between 2015 and 2020, largely driven by 
improved financial conditions and strengthening of social networks, there are concerning 
trends in farmer resilience: in particular, a decline in human resources. The confidence 
farmers have in being able to achieve desired life outcomes has fallen, and confidence is 
lowest in being able to manage changes in farm market conditions or challenges such as 
drought, fire, flood and pest outbreaks. During the same period, the number of ‘exposures’ 
a farmer experiences in a typical five year period has increased – meaning the average 
farmers experiences a greater number of challenges to overcome on the farm. An increase 
in rates of psychological distress, particularly amongst female farmers, farmers aged under 
55, crop growers and irrigators, suggests threats to farmer resilience.  

Farmers who are aged 40-54, earning a significant proportion of income off-farm as well as 
on-farm, and who are female are particularly at risk of low resilience. Farmers aged under 
40 appear to be experiencing greater opportunity, while simultaneously experiencing 
challenges that can cause distress.  

Given the overall decline in human resources, supporting farmers to build positive strategies 
in areas where they feel less confident in being able to identify and put in place actions to 
address issues such as changing market conditions has high potential to support farmer 
resilience.   
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1. Background 

The New South Wales (NSW) Department of Primary Industries Rural Resilience Program 
works to build strong primary industries through listening to the needs of primary 
producers, learning about services/products that can assist, and linking farmers to 
appropriate services and information (NSW Department of Primary Industries n.d.). The 
overall objective is to support primary producers to build and strengthen resilience. 
Resilience is a process in which primary producers draw on resources, skills and networks to 
assist in achieving their goals despite adversity. Over time, a person’s resilience changes: the 
way it changes depends on many factors, including the types of adversity experienced, skills 
and experience gained from past events, knowledge and learning shared by others who 
have experienced adversity, and accessing information, services and programs that assist 
producers to build resilience resources.   

To inform this work, in 2015 the University of Canberra was commissioned to identify 
appropriate measures of farmer resilience in NSW, and to report on these measures where 
possible. This project, reported in Schirmer and Hanigan (2017), produced a resilience 
measurement framework, and an initial snapshot of the resilience of NSW farmers. 

This report compared results with the earlier data, using data collected in the 2020 Regional 
Wellbeing Survey. It identifies whether and how different aspects of resilience grew or 
declined amongst NSW farmers between 2015 and 2020, and the state of NSW farmer 
resilience in 2020. Additionally, some aspects of resilience not able to be examined in 2015 
are examined for the first time in this report.  

This report first reviews the idea of resilience and how it can be understood. The definition 
of resilience used in this report identifies resilience as an ongoing and iterative process, 
while also enabling development of relevant measures1. The measures of resilience used are 
then summarised, and the methods used to collect data described.  

The resilience of NSW farmers is examined by identifying how farmers differ in their (i) 
exposure to challenges that can create high demand on a person’s adaptive capacity, (ii) 
adaptive capacity in the form of having access to ‘resilience resources’ – meaning resources 
that people commonly draw on to help them cope and adapt in challenging times, such as 
financial resources and social networks of family and friends, and (iii) resilience outcomes in 
the form of maintaining overall wellbeing and quality of life.  

Differences in these aspects of resilience – exposure to challenges, adaptive capacity, and 
wellbeing – are examined by comparing them by Local Land Services (LLS) region, farm type, 
and farmer characteristics such as age, gender, and proportion of household income earned 
off-farm. Specific areas for intervention are then further investigated by identifying whether 
resilience outcomes appears to be particularly strongly related to the level of specific types 
of resilience resources.  

This report focuses on the resilience of farmers and farm enterprise outcomes. Several 
aspects of resilience examined focus on the farming household, while others examine how 
the community a farmer lives in contributes to their resilience.  

 
1 Appendix 1 provides a glossary defining the meaning given to various terms used in this report. This includes 
terms such as resilience, adaptive capacity, resilience resource, and wellbeing.  



2 
 

2. Understanding resilience 

Resilience is defined in this report as having the ability to cope with adversity and to adapt 
positively to changing circumstances. More specifically, it is the ability of a person, 
household or community to successfully adapt to adversity and to capitalise on 
opportunities.  

 This definition is based on review of multiple definitions of resilience described in Schirmer 
and Hanigan (2017). It emphasises that resilience is important both to help people cope 
with the shorter-term impacts of adverse events and processes, and to enable people to put 
in place actions over the longer-term that seek to reduce the impact of future adverse 
events. This definition highlights that resilience is important both to enable shorter-term 
coping when adversity occurs, and to support longer term adaptation and transformation of 
the farm enterprise and/or farming household to reduce the potential impacts of future 
adverse events.  

Resilience is important both to maintain ability to achieve desired outcomes in life despite 
adversity, and to enable people to take advantage of positive opportunities (Berkes 2007). 
The concept of ‘adapting positively to changing circumstances’ in the definition above 
encompasses both these aspects: longer-term adaptation and transformation requires 
farmers to not only be able to maintain the things they used to do in the face of challenges, 
but also to be able to identify and pivot to new opportunities where appropriate as a way of 
adapting their farm enterprise.  

This definition also recognises, consistent with the overall approach of the Rural Resilience 
Program, that resilience is an ongoing process, which changes through a person’s life. 
Resilience changes as a person experiences different events (positive and adverse), and as 
they navigate these events and learn from them. It also changes as access to ‘resilience 
resources’ such as supportive social networks (family and friends), health, and finances 
change over time.   

Measuring resilience is challenging, as resilience is a multi-dimensional concept, and levels 
of resilience are influenced by many factors. The measures included in this report aim to 
understand how three critical aspects of resilience differ and are changing over time: 

• Resilience outcomes: These measures examine the extent to which farmers are able to 
successfully maintain their long-term wellbeing and quality of life over time. This 
wellbeing is considered to be the outcome of being able to build sufficient resilience to 
successfully cope with and adapt to the types of adversity a person experiences. 

• Exposure to adversity: The level and types of resilience a person needs will depend on 
the number and types of adverse experiences they are exposed to. For a farmer, these 
adverse events may include natural disasters and climatic variability events such as 
drought, bushfire and flood; changes in agricultural markets, availability of inputs such 
as labour, or farm costs; or personal events such as illness or  loss of employment or 
loss of a loved one (Walker and Salt 2012, Fletcher and Sarkar 2013, Zebrowski 2013). A 
farmer who experiences good climatic conditions and good economic conditions has 
less need to draw on their resilience resources than one who experiences consecutive 
drought, bushfire, flood and loss of key markets. The farmer who has less exposure to 
adversity will need fewer resilience resources to maintain their wellbeing, while the 
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one experiencing greater exposure will have greater need to draw on a range of 
resources to cope and adapt to the cumulative adverse events they experience. 

• Adaptive capacity in the form of access to resilience resources: People draw on a range 
of tangible and intangible resources to cope and adapt to adversity in ways that enable 
them to continue to achieve the things that matter to them in life.  

Adaptive capacity is diverse, and it is important to measure the access a person has to the 
multiple types of resources shown in resilience studies to be important to coping and 
adapting to adversity. These resources include the following (from Schirmer and Hanigan 
2017, who drew on multiple sources to identify these2): 

• Financial resources (economic resources): The monetary and non-monetary resources 
that enable a person to maintain or improve their standard of living, and to access 
shelter, food and essential goods and services 

• Human resources (health, education, psychological resources): More usually referred 
to as ‘human capital’, this refers to resources that are possessed by the individual 
person, such as health, skills and psychological resources such as self-efficacy 
(confidence in ability to achieve desired outcomes in life). In the farming context, this 
also include having access to skilled farm labour when needed.   

• Social resources (social connections, social cohesion, sense of belonging): Having good 
access to social connections and networks, such as networks of friends, family, 
colleagues and communities, who provide support in the form of financial resources, 
physical support, emotional support, advice and knowledge, amongst others 

• Institutional resources (good governance, strong organisations, justice/equity): Having 
governance that results in fair and equitable treatment of citizens, good leadership, low 
level of corruption and inclusive decision making is argued to improve capacity to adapt  

• Physical resources (infrastructure, services, built environment): Good access to services 
such as education and health, to a pleasant living environment and landscape, and to 
infrastructure such as roads and safe places to live, all support adaptive capacity  

• Natural resources (environmental health, natural resources): Often called ‘natural 
capital’, this refers to having access to natural resources (e.g. healthy soil, plentiful 
water) that can be transformed or used to produce goods and services as well as less 
tangible positive experiences such as enjoyment of nature. 

The resilience resources that a person draws on to adapt are particularly important as this is 
where action can be invested in to build resources. Interventions that assist people to 
strengthen social networks, build or diversity financial resources, protect long-term health 
of natural resources, improve access to services in their community, and build their personal 
psychological resources, have all been shown to be effective in building resilience. 
Understanding adaptive capacity is therefore central to identifying how to most effectively 
support farmers to build resilience, defined as building the ability to develop and implement 
actions and strategies that enable them to maintain the things important to them while 
coping with adversity.   

 

 
2 Carney 1998; Scoones 1998; Ellis 2000; McMichael & Butler 2002; Nelson et al. 2005; Kokic et al. 2006; 
Mayunga 2007, 2009, Burns and Anstey 2010, Robeyns 2005; Plummer and Armitage 2007, Preston and 
Stafford-Smith 2009, Brown et al. 2010, Nelson et al. 2010, Schirmer et al 2016 
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Figure 1 shows the overall approach to understanding resilience used in this report, and the 
aspects of resilience that are measured. It focuses on the following: 

• Exposure to adversity: Both farm-specific exposures, such as changes in agricultural 
markets, and more general exposures such as experience of personal life events e.g. 
illness are included.  

• Adaptive capacity: Similar to exposure, the resilience resources measured to 
understand adaptive capacity focus on those relevant to farmers – meaning they 
include both farm-specific and more general resilience resources.  

• Outcomes: The resilience outcome is defined in general as a farmers quality of life 
(wellbeing) and more specifically their ability to achieve their farming objectives. 

The resilience model shown in Figure 1 embeds both measures of ‘generalised resilience’ – 
meaning aspects of resilience that are not specific to farming, but can be relevant to any 
person or situation, such as a person’s overall wellbeing – and measures of ‘specified 
resilience’ that are specific to farmers. Examples of specified resilience measures include 
measuring farm financial performance (as well as the more general measure of household 
financial wellbeing which is not specific to farmers), and measuring farm-related biosecurity 
challenges. This ensures that the measures can provide insight into the extent to which NSW 
farmers have farming-specific resilience (‘specified resilience’), as well as more general 
resilience ‘generalised resilience’ (see Walker et al. 2009, Carpenter et al. 2012, Berkes and 
Ross 2013).  

Additionally, the measures include examining whether a farmer experiences cumulative 
adverse events. This is critical, as a person experiencing multiple adverse events or stressors 
in a short period of time will have very different demands on their resilience resources 
compared to one who is exposed to only one or two adverse events (e.g. Morello-Frosch et 
al. 2011, Loxton et al. 2013).  

The next section explains the specific measures used, and where new measures have been 
included beyond those examined using 2015 data.  
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Figure 1 Understanding the resilience of NSW farmers: our approach (source: Schirmer and Hanigan 2017)
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3. Measuring resilience  

Multiple measures of resilience are examined in this report. This is considered preferable to 
producing a single resilience index as, while an overall index is useful, on its own it does not 
provide insight into which aspects of resilience are driving changes seen between 2015 and 
2020 – for example whether changes are in levels of exposure to adversity, or levels of 
specific types of resilience resource. By examining multiple aspects of resilience, it is 
possible to better identify where there is greatest scope for intervention and action to 
support farmers to build their resilience. 

This section identifies the indicators of resilience that would ideally be examined for NSW 
farmers. It identifies the purpose of each measure, and availability of data for the measure 
in 2015 and 2020.  The indicators are examined in three sections: 

• Section 3.1 identifies measures of resilience outcomes 

• Section 3.2 identifies measures of exposure to adverse events 

• Section 3.3 identifies measures of adaptive capacity (access to resilience resources) 

3.1 Resilience outcomes measures 

Two types of resilience outcome measure are used in this report: 

• Wellbeing: This is a general resilience outcome measure, meaning it is relevant for most 
situations and most people, rather than being specific to NSW farmers. 

• Farm performance: This is both a resilience outcome and a resource. It is included in 
Section 3.3 as a resource, and examined as a resource in Chapters 5 to 7, while in 
Chapter 8 it is examined as a resilience outcome measure specific to farmers.   

Wellbeing is used to measure overall resilience outcomes as it is a useful indicator of 
whether a farmer is managing to cope and adapt to adversity sufficiently to maintain their 
overall wellbeing over time. Wellbeing is widely recognised as a key outcome achieved 
when resilience processes are functioning well: there is substantial and growing evidence 
that a key indicator of overall falling resilience is long-term loss of wellbeing, while ability to 
maintain wellbeing is an indicator that a person is able to successfully use their resilience to 
maintain the things important to them (Ed and Diener 2004).  

There are many ways to measure wellbeing, and four measures of wellbeing are examined 
in this report, with the specific measures listed in Table 1: 

• Overall wellbeing - ‘Global life satisfaction’ (GLS) measure asks farmers to rate how 
satisfied they are with their life overall, irrespective of the factors contributing to this 
satisfaction 

• Multifaceted wellbeing  - ‘Personal Wellbeing Index’ asks farmers to rate satisfaction 
with several specific areas of their life (standard of living, relationships, safety, future 
security, being part of the community, health, and personal achievements) and gives 
each of these equal weighting in a single index. This assumes that each of these areas is 
equally important to a person’s wellbeing, and can have different results to GLS 
measures which do not assume specific aspects of life have a given level of importance. 

• Psychological distress – Kessler 10 item Psychological Distress scale (K10). Psychological 
distress is a measure of illbeing, and this measures how often farmers are experiencing 
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symptoms of overall psychological distress such as feeling depressed, anxious, or 
restless. This can provide an indicator of whether wellbeing is declining.  

Table 1 Indicators of resilience outcomes 

Resilience 
outcome 

Measure 2015 data 
available? 

2020 data 
available? 

Wellbeing - 
Overall 
wellbeing 

Person is asked to rate how satisfied they are with 
‘Your life as a whole’ on a scale from 0 (completely 
dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied). The findings 
are transformed into a scale from 0 to 100, with mean 
scores reported.  

Yes Yes 

Wellbeing - 
Multifaceted 
wellbeing 

Measured using the Personal Wellbeing Index, which 
asks person to rate level of satisfaction from 0 
(completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied) 
for seven aspects of life: ‘Your standard of living’, 
‘Your health’, ‘What you are currently achieving in 
life’, ‘Your personal relationships’, ‘How safe you feel’, 
‘Feeling part of your community’, ‘Your future 
security’. The findings are transformed into a scale 
from 0 to 100, with mean scores reported. 

Yes Yes 

Wellbeing - 
Psychological 
distress 

Measured using the Kessler 10 item psychological 
distress scale, which produces a rating from 10 (very 
low or no distress) to 50 (very high distress). Mean 
scores are reported, as well as the proportion 
experiencing low, moderate and severe distress.  

Yes Yes 

 

3.2 Exposure to adversity measures 

Indicators of exposure examine whether a farmer has experienced specific types of adverse 
circumstances. When resilience of NSW farmers was first examined, measures of exposure 
were limited to measures examining experience of adverse climate events (drought, cold 
snap, heatwave, bushfire, storm/cyclone and floods), and examined the number of these 
events experienced at some point in the previous five years.  

In this report, a wider range of exposures are identified, including: 

• Climate-related challenges: this examines how many climate related challenges 
(drought, heatwave, bushfire/bushfire smoke, storm, flood, cold snap) a farmer 
experienced 

• Farm market and cost challenges: this examines whether farmers experienced reduced 
market demand, falling prices for goods, rising input prices and/or difficulty accessing 
affordable farm finance.  

• Farm labour and skills related challenges: this examines whether farmers experienced 
challenges related to illness of farm family members, difficulty obtaining labour, losing 
workers, difficulty getting seasonal workers, difficulty accessing agricultural 
contractors, difficulty accessing professional advice from agronomists, and difficulty 
accessing advice from veterinarians or other livestock specialists 

• Biosecurity challenges – pests, weeds and disease: this examines whether farmers 
experience pest/disease outbreaks that caused substantial damage, or had experience 
of invasive weeds being a greater problem than usual.  
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Two other types of challenge could potentially be measured: impacts of changing 
regulations, and whether farmers experienced broader life events such as experiencing 
crime, loss of a family member, or others. These types of exposure are not examined in this 
report, for the following reasons: 

• Changing regulations are not agreed by all to represent a challenge, and as such it is 
difficult to measure the extent to which change in regulations has presented a 
challenge to farmers. 

• Personal challenges do impact a person’s capacity to manage other types of exposure; 
however, will not always directly impact ability to continue farming or cope with other 
types of exposure. Given the highly variable types of personal challenges and 
associated impacts, this was considered too broad to measure in a way that provides 
meaningful insight into the types of support that may be needed to increase resilience.  

Table 2 summarises the specific measures and scoring used to assess each type of 
exposure, and to create an overall cumulative exposure score for NSW farmers.  
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Table 2 Indicators of exposure to adverse circumstances 

Type of 
exposure 

Measure 2015 data 
available? 

2020 data 
available? 

Climate-
related 
challenges 

Person was asked to identify whether their farm had 
been affected by (i) drought, (ii) heatwave, (iii) 
bushfire/ bushfire smoke, (iv) flood damage, (v) storm 
damage, (vi) damage from cold snaps, in the last (i) 12 
months and (ii) five years. This was used to create a 
score from 0 (experienced none of these) to 6 
(experienced all of these), with a separate variable 
produced for 12-month and 5-year exposure.  

Yes Yes 

Farm market 
and cost 
challenges 

Person was asked to identify whether their farm had 
been affected by (i) reduced market demand, (ii) 
falling prices for the goods you produce, (iii) rising 
input prices, (iv) difficulty accessing affordable finance 
in the last (i) 12 months and (ii) five years. This was 
used to create a score from 0 (experienced none of 
these) to 4 (experienced all of these), with a separate 
variable produced for 12-month and 5-year exposure. 

No Yes 

Farm labour 
and skills 
challenges 

Person was asked to identify whether their farm had 
been affected by (i) family illness/injuries, (ii) difficulty 
obtaining labour in general, (iii) workers leaving your 
business to work in other jobs or industries, (iv) 
difficulty getting enough seasonal workers to work on 
the farm, (v) difficulty getting access to some types of 
agricultural contractors when needed, (vi) difficulty 
accessing professional advice from agronomists, (vii) 
difficulty accessing professional advice from 
veterinarians or other livestock specialists.  This was 
used to create a score from 0 (experienced none of 
these) to 7 (experienced all of these), with a separate 
variable produced for 12-month and 5-year exposure. 

No Yes 

Biosecurity 
challenges 

Person was asked to identify whether their farm had 
been affected by (i) pest/disease outbreak causing 
substantial damage, (ii) invasive weeds being more of 
a problem than usual. This was used to create a score 
from 0 (experienced none of these) to 2 (experienced 
both of these), with a separate variable produced for 
12-month and 5-year exposure. 

No Yes 

Cumulative 
exposure to 
farm-related 
challenges 

This scores for the above types of exposure were 
combined to create a cumulative exposure score from 
0 (experienced none of the types of exposure asked 
about) to 23 (experienced all types of exposure asked 
about).  

No Yes 
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3.3 Adaptive capacity (resilience resource) measures  

Multiple aspects of adaptive capacity were examined for NSW farmers, described in Table 3. 

These focused on financial resources (household and farm finances, and strength of the local 

economy), human resources (health and self-efficacy of farmers, and strength of leadership 

and collaboration in the local community), institutional resources (equity and inclusiveness of 

the local community), social resources (spending time with friends and family and feeling a 

sense of belonging), physical resources (infrastructure and services available in the local 

community, including telecommunications, and safety and amenity of the local community), 

and natural resources (extent to which person reported land and water degradation problems).  

Table 3 summarises these measures, while Appendix 2 provides a detailed description of the 

measures and how they were calculated. In Table 3, measures are distinguished based on 

whether they measure (i) attributes of the farmer/household/farm (labelled ‘individual’ 

attributes), or (ii) attributes of the community a farmer lives in (labelled ‘community’ 

attributes).
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Table 3 Indicators of adaptive capacity (resilience resources) 

Resilience 
resource 
type 

Measure Scale Description  
(see Appendix 2 for detailed description of 
measures and scoring) 

2015 
data  

2020 
data  

Financial 
resources 

Household financial 
wellbeing 

Individual Extent to which farmer has access to 
positive finances in the form of household 
income and prosperity 

Yes Yes 

Farm financial 
resources 

Individual Measures farm performance based on 
overall self-rated profitability and ability to 
service farm debt 

Yes Yes 

Individual financial 
resources - total 

Individual Average score of household financial 
wellbeing, and farm financial resources 

Yes Yes 

Community 
economic wellbeing 

Community Health of local economy in terms of 
affordability, employment and business 
activity 

Yes Yes 

Human 
resources 

General health Individual Measure of overall health of the farmer Yes Yes 

Generalised self-
efficacy 

Individual Farmer’s overall confidence they can 
achieve the things they wish to in life 

Yes Yes 

Farm-related self-
efficacy 

Individual Farmer’s overall confidence they can 
achieve desired farming outcomes 

No Yes 

Individual human 
resources – original 

Individual Average of general health + generalised 
self-efficacy score 

Yes Yes 

Individual human 
resources - new 

Individual Average of general health + generalised 
self-efficacy + farm-related self-efficacy 
scores 

No Yes 

Community 
leadership and 
collaboration 

Community Rating of effectiveness of community, local 
leaders and community groups in coping 
with challenges 

Yes Yes 

Instituti-
onal res. 

Equity and inclusion Community Rating of inclusiveness and equity of local 
community 

Yes Yes 

Social 
resources 

Friends and family Individual Time spent with family and friends Yes Yes 

Sense of belonging Individual/ 
community 

Sense of belonging to community, indicates 
ability to call on community for support 

Yes Yes 

Physical 
resources 

Health and 
education services 

Community Access to health and education services Yes Yes 

Roads & public 
transport 

Community Access to quality roads and public 
transport 

Yes Yes 

Financial and 
professional services 

Community Access to financial and professional 
services 

Yes Yes 

Telecommunications Community Access to mobile phone reception and 
reliable high speed internet 

Yes Yes 

Crime and safety Community Perceived safety of community Yes Yes 

Amenity (landscape 
and aesthetics) 

Community Perceived amenity of local landscape and 
surrounds 

Yes Yes 

Phys. Res. index Community Average score of physical resource indexes Yes Yes 

Natural 
resources 

Perceived 
environmental 
health 

Individual Rating of extent to which the local area has 
land degradation issues that can affect 
farm production 

Yes Yes 

Adaptive 
capacity 

Individual Individual Average of individual adaptive capacity 
(AC) indexes 

Yes Yes 

Community Community Average of community AC indexes Yes Yes 

Overall Both Average of individual and community AC 
indexes 

Yes Yes 
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4. Methods used to analyse resilience of NSW farmers  

The resilience of NSW farmers in 2015 and 2020 is analysed in this report using data from 
the 2015 and 2020 Regional Wellbeing Survey. In 2015, a total of 1,431 NSW farmers 
participated in the Regional Wellbeing Survey (out of a total of 13,303 people surveyed 
across Australia including both farmers and non-farmers). In 2020, a total of 1,364 NSW 
farmers participated in the survey out of a total of just over 18,000 people surveyed. Not all 
NSW farmers answered every question about resilience, meaning that for some of the 
aspects of resilience examined in this report, sample sizes are lower.  

This chapter first briefly describes the  Regional Wellbeing Survey, and how survey 
responses from NSW farmers were analysed and findings presented.   

4.1 The Regional Wellbeing Survey dataset 

The Regional Wellbeing Survey is an ‘omnibus’ survey that each year collects data from a 
large sample of Australians living in rural, regional and urban areas, examining multiple 
aspects of their wellbeing and quality of life in their communities. Unlike most Australian 
surveys, which collect the majority of their sample in major metropolitan centres and a 
small proportion in rural and regional areas, the Regional Wellbeing Survey deliberately 
collects the majority of its sample in rural and regional areas, while also collecting a smaller 
comparison sample from major metropolitan regions. Key indicators are produced from the 
survey and made available, together with more detailed reports on specific topics, on the 
survey website, www.regionalwellbeing.org.au.  

The 2015 survey collected data during October and November 2015. The 2020 survey 
collected data between October 2020 and January 2021, with the longer survey period a 
consequence of lengthy delays in paper surveys reaching postal destinations. The majority 
of farmers completed the 2020 survey during October and November 2020. 

The survey could be completed online or on a paper form. A free-call telephone number for 
survey assistance was prominently displayed on all survey material. The farmers who form 
the basis of analysis for this report were recruited using the following methods: 

• Past participants were invited to complete the survey again (comprising around 30% of 
farmer respondents) 

• A new sample was selected at random from the FarmBase mailing database, and 
posted direct invitation to participate 

• A small number of farmers (<10% of the total sample) were also recruited through 
methods used to recruit adult members of the general population, namely through 
random selection from mailing databases, social media advertising, and online panel 
recruitment.  

Within NSW, in 2020 bushfire affected regions were over-sampled compared to other 
regions, as were cotton producing regions. In 2015, all parts of NSW located in the Murray-
Darling Basin were over-sampled compared to those not located in the Murray-Darling 
Basin. These deliberate differences in sampling intensity were corrected using the survey 
weighting process to produce results representative of the adult population, described in 
the next section. 

http://www.regionalwellbeing.org.au/
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4.2 Sample size in 2015 and 2020 

Table 4 Sample size 

Characteristic Region/group Sample size 

2015 2020 

LLS region Central Tablelands 119 94 

Central West 224 156 

Hunter & Sydney <30 (not reported) 138 

Murray 210 207 

North Coast <30 (not reported) 70 

Northern Tablelands 112 153 

North West 224 
117 

Riverina 286 139 

South East 130 190 

Western 71 100 

Farm type Beef grazier 259 293 

Beef-sheep grazier 126 118 

Crop grower 99 94 

Dairy farming & 
intensive livestock 

68 <30 (not reported) 

Fruit/nut growers 67 56 

Mixed crop-beef 95 
3801 

Mixed crop-sheep 128 

Rice grower 53 <30 (rice growers 
included as part of ‘crop 
grower’ category) 

Sheep grazier 202 142 
1 In 2020, rather than separate ‘mixed crop-beef’ and ‘mixed crop-sheep’, a single group is reported, ‘mixed 
crop-livestock’. This is done for two reasons: first, a relative large proportion of this group reported mixed 
cropping with both beef and sheep grazing, and second, there were not typically significant differences 
between those who were crop-beef, crop-sheep or crop-beef-sheep.  

 

4.3 Data weighting and analysis 

Regional Wellbeing Survey data were analysed using the software packages Microsoft Excel, 
Stata and SPSS. Specific statistical techniques used are described as they are presented. 
However, some are used throughout the report, and are described briefly here: the use of 
weighting of the dataset to enable representative analysis of the farmer sample, and the use 
of confidence intervals3. 

Data weighting 

In both the 2015 and 2020, in addition to intentional over-sampling of farmers and some 
regions, the survey responses were biased to older and female respondents. The sample is 
large enough to support ‘weighting’ of the sample to enable robust population-

 
3 Note: This section draws on descriptions of data weighting and confidence interval analysis published in 
Schirmer et al. (2016); in some places the text has been replicated directly from Schirmer et al. (2016) and 
further detail on these processes can be accessed in Schirmer et al. (2016). 
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representative analysis. ‘Weighting’ refers to a statistical process in which known biases in 
the responses received are corrected for. Weighting was used to correct for both intentional 
over-sampling (over-sampling of bushfires affected regions in 2020), and non-intentional 
biases (the bias towards female and older respondents). The weighting of responses 
involves adjusting the relative contribution each survey respondent makes to the whole 
when analysing survey results, so analysis of the sample more accurately represents the 
population from which it was drawn (in this case, people living in rural and regional 
Australia). Weighting doesn’t change the answers people gave to survey items. 

Data were weighted using GREGWT, a generalised regression weighting procedure 
developed by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. GREGWT generates survey weights so that 
survey estimates agree with external benchmarks, which were obtained from the 2011 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) Census of Population and Housing. For this report, the 
benchmarks used were age (18-39, 40-54, 55-64, 65+), gender (female, male), and 
geographical location (geographic regions were defined across Australia in which sampling 
intensity varied, and each included as a benchmark, enabling different sampling intensities 
to be corrected as part of the weighting process). To control for extreme weights, weights 
were Winsorised at the 95th percentile, thus limiting the effect of unrealistically high 
weights. Weighting has been applied to all analyses in this report, unless otherwise 
specified.  

Confidence intervals 

Throughout this report, 95% confidence intervals are shown as part of the results. A 
confidence interval, put simply, is a measure of how confident we can be in the results. 
More accurately, it tells you the boundaries between which, statistically, the mean value of 
a given variable would be 95% likely to fall if the survey was repeated multiple times with a 
similar sample. In general, confidence is higher if there is a large sample size and little 
deviation in responses (for example, almost all people answered ‘4’ on a scale of 1 to 7). 
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Confidence is lower if there is a small sample size and high deviation (for example, equal 
numbers of people answered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 on the 7-point scale).  

Confidence intervals were calculated using the ‘classic’ formula when calculating intervals 
for mean scores. When calculated for proportions, the modified Wald confidence interval is 
used. While confidence intervals provide a useful way of understanding how reliable the 
results are likely to be, they are not perfect. Confidence interval calculations assume that 
data are normally distributed, and a representative sample has been achieved. If these 
conditions are not met, the confidence interval may not be an accurate representation of 
confidence. Because of these limitations, confidence intervals are a useful indicator of 
confidence in the results, but will not be completely accurate in representing confidence in 
all cases. 

  

The black line indicates the upper and lower 
bounds of the 95% confidence interval. In 

the case of Queensland, we are 95% 
confident that if we conducted the survey 

on multiple similar samples, the mean 
would fall between 68.9 and 72.1. 

The bar indicates the average (mean) score in 
the Regional Wellbeing Survey weighted 

sample. In this case, people living in 
Queensland had an average score of 70.5 out 

of a possible 100. 

Confidence intervals can be used to help identify if a difference is likely to be 
significant or not. If the confidence intervals of two scores don’t overlap, it is highly 
likely there is a significant difference between them. In this figure, the confidence 

intervals all overlap – so we cannot say we are confident there is a difference in the 
mean scores for different states. 

Figure 2 Interpreting confidence intervals 
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5. Resilience of NSW farmers by region 

5.1 Introduction 

This section compares the resilience of farmers living in different Local Land Services regions 
within NSW. In 2020, available data enabled reporting for all LLS regions individually with 
only one exception: the Sydney and Hunter LLS regions are reported as a combined region 
as the sample size in each was not large enough to enable separate reporting for each 
region. When comparing to 2015, some LLS regions were not able to be reported in 2015 
(North Coast, Greater Sydney and Hunter). 

5.2 Resilience outcomes 

Farmers who are better able to draw on resilience resources to cope and adapt, as well as 
those who experience less adversity, are more likely to be able to maintain positive 
wellbeing over time.  

Three measures of wellbeing were examined: Global Life Satisfaction (overall wellbeing), 
Personal Wellbeing Index (multifaceted wellbeing) and the K10 distress score (psychological 
distress). Figure 3 compares overall wellbeing in 2015 and 2020, while Figure 4 compares 
multifaceted wellbeing, and Figure 4 compares levels of psychological distress in the two 
periods.  

Between 2015 and 2020, wellbeing of Australian farmers overall grew slightly, while 
wellbeing of NSW farmers overall remained relatively stable (Figures 3 and 4). However, this 
masks some differences between regions. In 2015, farmers in the Riverina, Northern 
Tablelands and to some extent Central Tablelands reported higher average wellbeing, while 
those in the Central West reported lower wellbeing overall. By 2020, this had changed 
somewhat, with those living in the Central West, North West and to some extent the 
Western LLS reporting lower than average wellbeing. The change in wellbeing in the North 
West was most pronounced, with a significant decline in overall wellbeing amongst farmers 
in this region between 2015 and 2020 (Figure 3) and multifaceted wellbeing also showing 
decline, although not as substantial a decline.  

While wellbeing did not change significantly in most regions, psychological distress 
increased in several (Figure 5), with significant increases in average distress scores in NSW 
as a whole, and in the South East LLS region.  

To interpret this finding, it is important to understand the relationship between wellbeing 
and psychological distress. A person can simultaneously experience positive wellbeing and 
growing levels of distress: after a period of increased distress, overall wellbeing may 
decrease. This finding suggests that while farmers are on the whole (with the exceptions 
noted above) maintaining wellbeing, some pressures are increasing distress levels – 
something which has potential to lead in the longer term to overall decline in wellbeing.   
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Figure 3 Resilience outcomes by LLS region – overall wellbeing (Global life satisfaction) 

 
Figure 4 Resilience outcomes by LLS region – multifaceted wellbeing (Personal Wellbeing Index) 
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Figure 5 Resilience outcomes by LLS region – psychological distress (K10 measure) 

5.3 Exposure to farm-related challenges 

Farmer’s exposure to climate-related, market and cost, labour and skills, and biosecurity 
challenges was examined. Climate-related challenges were examined in both 2015 and 
2020, enabling comparison and identification of change over time. The other types of 
challenges were first examined in 2020.  

Between 2015 and 2020, the average number of climate-related challenges experienced by 
farmers increased, as shown in Figure 6. When asked whether they had experienced 
drought, bushfire, storm damage, flood damage, heatwave damage or cold snap related 
damage, most farmers (three quarters) reported experiencing two or more of these events 
in the previous five years. In Australia, the proportion who reported experienced 4-6 of 
these events rose from 32% in 2015 to 49% in 2020, while in NSW it rose from 38% to 45%.  

Farmers in the South East LLS region had the greatest increase in proportion of climate-
related challenges experienced, with the proportion reporting experiencing 4 or more 
events rising from 33% in 2015, to 68% in 2020. In general, farmers in coastal areas reported 
experiencing a wider range of climate-related challenges compared to those located inland 
(78% in the Greater Sydney and Hunter region, 68% in the South East, and 54% in the North 
East LLS region).  

In the North West LLS, where wellbeing declined between 2015 and 2020, a large 
proportion of farmers experienced high exposure to climate-related challenges in both 2015 
and 2020, suggesting that farmers in this region have been particularly exposed to climate-
related challenges over an extended period of time compared to many other regions within 
NSW. It is possible this extended exposure has contributed to the decline in wellbeing 
observed. 
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For other measures, no comparison of change over time was possible. Tables 5 and 6 shows 
the average number of events farmers reported experiencing in (i) the 12 months prior to 
completing the survey, and (ii) the 5 years prior to completing the survey. These tables show 
that for a large number of farmers, climate-related challenges are just one of multiple farm-
related challenges experienced: over a five year period half of NSW farmers experienced 
challenges related to agricultural markets and costs, and almost half reported challenges 
accessing sufficient farm labour/contractors/skilled professionals, and experiencing greater 
biosecurity challenges than usual at least once. These findings highlight that farmers often 
need to build resilience resources that enable them to respond to more than one farming-
related challenge occurring either at the same time, or soon after each other.  

 

 
Figure 6 Exposure of farmers to climate and weather related challenges in the five years to (i) 2015 and (ii) 2020, by 
region 
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Table 5 Average number of farm-related challenges of different types reported by farmers in previous 12 months, by 
region 

Challenges experienced in 
previous 12 months 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2020 

Market and 
costs - 2020 

Labour and 
skills - 2020 

Biosecurity - 
2020 

Maximum number of events 
farmers could report Six Four Seven Two 

Australia (unweighted data) 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.6 

NSW 2.0 1.3 0.9 0.5 

Central Tablelands 2.3 0.9 0.6 0.6 

Central West 2.1 1.7 1.2 0.4 

Greater Sydney & Hunter 3.0 2.0 2.2 1.0 

Murray 1.4 1.4 0.9 0.3 

North Coast 2.3 1.1 0.7 0.3 

North West 2.4 1.4 1.1 0.9 

Northern Tablelands 2.1 1.6 1.1 0.6 

Riverina 1.8 1.5 0.6 0.4 

South East 2.8 1.3 0.8 0.9 

Western 0.9 1.2 0.7 0.2 

 

 

Table 6 Average number of farm-related challenges of different types reported by farmers in previous 5 years, by region 

Challenges experienced in 
previous 5 years 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2015 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2020 

Market 
and costs 
- 2020 

Labour 
and skills 
- 2020 

Biosecurity - 
2020 

Maximum number of 
events farmers could 
report Six Six Four Seven Two 

Australia (unweighted 
data) 

2.7 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.0 

NSW 2.9 3.2 2.2 1.8 0.9 

Central Tablelands 2.8 3.2 1.6 1.1 0.9 

Central West 2.7 3.3 2.8 2.2 0.8 

Greater Sydney & Hunter No data 4.3 3.1 3.3 1.4 

Murray 2.9 2.7 2.4 1.5 0.7 

North Coast No data 3.4 1.8 1.4 0.7 

North West 3.1 3.5 2.5 2.8 1.3 

Northern Tablelands 2.9 3.0 2.5 2.0 0.9 

Riverina 2.9 3.2 2.5 1.1 0.8 

South East 2.6 3.9 2.1 1.7 1.3 

Western 3.2 2.4 2.1 1.4 0.5 

 

 



21 
 

5.4 Adaptive capacity 

Between 2015 and 2020, most measures of adaptive capacity, and overall adaptive capacity, 
increased across both Australia and NSW (Figure 7). Some caution is needed in interpreting 
this finding, however: 2020 was a unique year in which many Australians, particularly in 
metropolitan areas, experienced loss of employment or income due to COVID-19. Those 
living in rural and regional areas were overall less impacted by some COVID-19 related 
impacts (although impacts were still significant, for example on access to farm labour), and 
this may have led to higher ratings of access to some resilience resources as rural and 
regional residents felt key aspects of their life such as financial wellbeing now compared 
more favourably to that of people in other parts of Australia. However, it is equally likely 
that some positive change occurred in the form of higher levels of household prosperity, 
with 2020 being a good year for many farmers in terms of both crops and livestock, after 
several years of drought for many, with good market prices for multiple agricultural 
products. Additionally, access to telecommunications services improved in many regions 
between 2015 and 2020, and in 2020 increased access to e-health services may have 
improved health service access for many residents of rural regions. 

 
Figure 7 Overall adaptive capacity by region, 2015 and 2020 

Overall, those in the Greater Sydney and Hunter, South East and Riverina reported the 
highest overall adaptive capacity, and those in the Western LLS the lowest, although 
differences were mostly relatively small (Figure 7).  
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Individual adaptive capacity 

The overall adaptive capacity shown in Figure 7 represents the average access a person 
reported to a range of individual and community resilience resources. Examining these 
individually enables identification of which types of resilience resource changed in different 
ways between 2015 and 2020.  

Overall individual adaptive capacity increased amongst both Australian and NSW farmers 
between 2015 and 2020. At the regional level, the greatest growth was seen in the Northern 
Tablelands and Central Tablelands, followed by the South East, although the change was 
statistically significant only in the Northern Tablelands. Individual adaptive capacity fell 
slightly in the North West, consistent with the decline in wellbeing observed in this region.  

The four types of resource that contribute to individual adaptive capacity changed in 
different ways between 2015 and 2020 (Table 7): 

• Financial resources increased significantly for farmers in NSW and Australia. The lowest 
growth occurred in the Western (no growth), Central West and North West regions. 

• Human resources declined significantly in NSW, and declined slightly but not 
significantly across Australia. Human resources declined most in the North West, 
Riverina and Western regions.  

• Natural resources stayed similar in NSW, with slight growth that was not statistically 
significant 

• Social resources increased significantly in Australia and NSW, and some growth was 
recorded in all LLS regions.  

These changes suggest that increase in adaptive capacity reflects growth in financial and 
social resources – but that human resources have declined. This is concerning, as financial 
resources often rely on human resources, and a decline in human resources may indicate a 
higher risk of long-term decline in adaptive capacity. 



23 
 

Table 7 Individual adaptive capacity, and access to specific individual resilience resources, by region 

 All mean scores 
shown in this 
table are the 
average (mean) 
of a score 
measured from 1 
to 10.  

Individual adaptive capacity Financial resources 
(Household and farm 
finances) 

 Human resources (Health 
and self-efficacy) 

 Natural resources  Social resources  

Region Mean 
score 
2015  

CI 2015 Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015  

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Central 
Tablelands 

6.02 0.13 

6.37 0.26 

6.02 0.29 

6.62 0.38 
7.38 0.25 

6.90 0.45 

4.58 0.31 

4.78 0.45 

6.10 0.26 

6.58 0.64 

Central West 5.92 0.16 6.07 0.19 5.88 0.25 6.01 0.39 7.04 0.24 7.00 0.55 4.79 0.22 5.53 0.55 5.98 0.21 6.88 0.45 

Hunter & 
Greater Sydney 

  

6.95 0.28 

  

6.96 0.44 
  

6.07 1.67 

  

5.21 1.67 

  

7.86 0.33 

Murray 6.05 0.13 6.26 0.18 5.74 0.21 6.29 0.26 7.10 0.23 7.20 0.31 5.23 0.23 5.06 0.31 6.11 0.20 6.38 0.42 

North Coast   6.56 0.33   6.56 0.46   6.70 0.98   4.87 0.98   6.65 0.60 

North West 5.60 0.13 5.53 0.19 5.24 0.19 5.52 0.52 7.00 0.23 5.89 0.30 4.11 0.25 5.18 0.30 6.00 0.26 6.41 0.59 

Northern 
Tablelands 

5.73 0.16 

6.32 0.21 

5.23 0.28 

6.47 0.34 
7.09 0.26 

6.52 0.40 

4.46 0.32 

4.30 0.40 

6.10 0.30 

6.68 0.52 

Riverina 6.17 0.11 6.28 0.19 5.80 0.23 6.28 0.37 7.25 0.17 6.22 0.79 5.41 0.24 6.07 0.79 6.19 0.16 6.47 0.62 

South East 5.76 0.14 6.08 0.20 5.86 0.24 6.36 0.38 7.06 0.24 6.34 0.50 4.08 0.27 4.04 0.50 5.99 0.19 6.32 0.59 

Western 5.82 0.27 5.84 0.25 5.94 0.53 5.94 0.41 6.97 0.34 6.22 0.87 4.54 0.40 4.03 0.87 5.83 0.40 6.27 0.50 

NSW  5.91 0.05 6.31  0.08 5.69 0.09 6.39 0.20 7.12 0.08 6.56 0.26 4.75 0.10 4.96 0.40 6.06 0.08 6.56 0.19 

Australia 5.71 0.07 6.54 0.04 5.37 0.09 6.57 0.16 6.87 0.10 6.59 0.18 4.58 0.11 5.57 0.38 6.01 0.06 6.95 0.20 
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Community adaptive capacity 

Community adaptive capacity increased significantly in both NSW and Australia between 
2015 and 2020. As shown in Table 8, this in large part reflects high levels of confidence in 
financial performance of many rural and regional economies in 2020. As noted earlier, this 
may be a consequence of the change in relative performance, with rural economies less 
impacted by some COVID-19 related restrictions compared to urban economies. Therefore 
some of this apparent increase may be temporary in nature. Similarly, the large increase in 
ratings of institutional resources (defined as confidence in communities being able to cope 
successfully with challenges) may reflect positive views about the ability of communities to 
cope with COVID-19 restrictions, and needs further confirmation in coming years to identify 
if it is a temporary or longer-term increase.  

There was also growth in access to physical resources such as services and 
telecommunications infrastructure.  

Despite the overall apparent increase, there remain large differences between regions. The 
Western and Central West regions had the lowest overall community adaptive capacity 
scores, while financial and human resources were both lowest in the Western region,  
institutional resources lowest in the Western and Riverina regions, and physical resources 
lowest in the Central West, North West and Western regions.   

5.5 Conclusions 

Overall, farmer resilience in both 2015 and 2020 was poorer in the Western and North West 
regions, and stronger in the Central Tablelands region for most aspects of resilience. The 
South East has experienced a significant increase in psychological distress, likely related to 
the very high number of climate-related challenges experienced, including for many 
drought, flood and the 2019-20 bushfires. More generally, wellbeing has remained relatively 
stable in most regions except the North West. The North West is unique in having very high 
exposure to climate-related challenges over a 10 year period (farmers reporting this for 
both the five years before the 2015 survey, and before the 2020 survey). This extended 
period of exposure appears to be associated with a decline in individual human resources, 
and this combination may have contributed to the overall decline in wellbeing observed.  

The example of the North West, combined with the overall increase in psychological distress 
and reduced human resources reported in many regions, and in the number of farmers 
experiencing multiple climate-related challenges, suggests a high risk that coming years will 
see decline in farmer wellbeing in other regions if experience of farm-related challenges 
continues. 
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Table 8 Community adaptive capacity, and access to specific individual resilience resources, by region 

  All mean scores 
shown in this 
table are the 
average (mean) 
of a score 
measured from 1 
to 10. 

Community adaptive capacity Financial resources (Community 
economic wellbeing) 

Human resources (Community 
leadership and collaboration) 

Institutional resources Physical resources 

Region Mean 
score 
2015  

CI 2015 Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015  

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Central 
Tablelands 

5.85 0.30 

6.49 0.26 

5.22 0.40 

6.27 0.34 

6.41 0.46 

6.78 0.48 

5.74 0.28 

6.95 0.64 

6.03 0.30 

6.33 0.60 

Central West 5.11 0.24 6.02 0.19 4.22 0.26 5.52 0.43 5.52 0.37 6.76 0.44 5.75 0.29 6.56 0.45 4.95 0.27 5.52 0.53 

Hunter & 
Greater Sydney 

  

6.98 0.28 

  

6.59 0.34 

  

7.07 0.44 

  

6.58 0.33 

  

8.08 0.39 

Murray 5.62 0.19 6.04 0.18 4.55 0.33 5.56 0.32 6.19 0.30 6.93 0.40 6.18 0.23 6.88 0.42 5.58 0.21 5.95 0.45 

North Coast   6.44 0.33   5.45 0.61   6.66 0.51   7.15 0.60   6.50 0.68 

North West 4.93 0.25 6.11 0.19 4.03 0.34 5.48 0.62 5.17 0.38 6.72 0.64 5.25 0.31 6.38 0.59 5.23 0.21 5.62 0.62 

Northern 
Tablelands 

5.24 0.33 

6.24 0.21 

4.06 0.39 

5.72 0.31 

5.55 0.59 

6.50 0.51 

5.81 0.38 

6.65 0.52 

5.54 0.25 

5.89 0.47 

Riverina 5.62 0.18 6.68 0.19 4.79 0.22 6.09 0.52 5.93 0.30 7.65 0.45 6.05 0.18 6.41 0.62 5.69 0.18 6.38 0.58 

South East 5.25 0.20 6.84 0.20 4.25 0.27 6.33 1.22 5.92 0.27 7.37 0.91 5.45 0.31 6.68 0.59 5.41 0.24 5.90 0.65 

Western 4.75 0.40 5.74 0.25 3.80 0.71 5.17 0.46 5.23 0.51 6.14 0.52 5.14 0.30 6.47 0.50 4.83 0.39 5.74 0.73 

NSW  5.33 0.09 6.28  0.08 4.41 0.12 5.75 0.16 5.75 0.14 6.77 0.18 5.73 0.10 6.75 0.20 5.43 0.08 6.06 0.23 

Australia 5.24 0.07 6.37 0.04 4.16 0.08 5.75 0.19 5.70 0.10 6.41 0.18 5.70 0.08 6.37 0.19 5.43 0.07 6.16 0.21 
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6. Resilience of NSW farmers by farm type 

6.1 Introduction 

This section compares the resilience of farmers who operate different types of farm 
enterprises.  In most cases, farm types are able to be compared for 2015 and 2020. 
However, too few dairy farmers participated in the survey in 2020 to report on the 
resilience of NSW dairy farmers and intensive livestock farmers, and the number of rice 
growers also declined, with many farmers who previously grew rice reporting growing other 
types of crop in the 2020 survey, and being classified as crop growers as a result. This means 
the following types of farmers are examined:  

• Beef graziers: Farmers who predominantly graze cattle for meat production, without 
also engaging in sheep grazing or cropping 

• Beef-sheep graziers: Farmer who predominantly grazed cattle and sheep for 
meat/wool production without also engaging in substantial cropping 

• Crop growers: Farmers who predominantly engaged in growing of broadacre grain, 
oilseed, legumes, cotton or rice without also grazing livestock 

• Fruit/nut growers including winegrapes: all fruit and nut growers; vegetable growers 
were not included 

• Mixed crop-beef-sheep: Farmers who engaged in mixed livestock and cropping 
enterprises, which may involve beef-cropping, sheep-cropping, or beef-sheep-
cropping. While in 2015, those engaged in beef-cropping and sheep-cropping were 
distinguished, in 2020 there were a substantial number who engaged in all three 
activities; as such, the mixed livestock-cropping group is grouped as a single 
category. 

• Sheep graziers: Farmers who predominantly graze sheep for meat and/or wool 
production, without also engaging in beef grazing or in cropping. 

 

6.2 Resilience outcomes 

Overall, resilience outcomes were similar for different farm types to broader findings: while 
wellbeing remained relatively stable between 2015 and 2020 (whether measured using 
overall or multifaceted wellbeing measures), psychological distress increased (Figures 8, 9 
and 10). While there were no significant changes in wellbeing levels for farmers of different 
types (Figures 8 and 9), psychological distress levels increased significantly amongst 
irrigators, and those engaged in mixed cropping-grazing enterprises. Those who focused on 
cropping without also grazing livestock also showed some increase in distress, although the 
increase was not statistically significant. 

This suggests that those engaged in cropping were more likely to experience growth in 
psychological distress between 2015 and 2020 than graziers who did not do any cropping; 
and this was particularly the case for those crop growers who were irrigators. Similar to the 
findings for LLS regions, it is possible that the increase in distress is signalling a potential for 
wellbeing to decline in the longer-term if the factors causing increased distress in the 
shorter term do not improve.  



27 
 

 
Figure 8 Resilience outcomes by farm type – overall wellbeing (Global life satisfaction) 

 

 
Figure 9 Resilience outcomes by farm type –multifaceted wellbeing (Personal Wellbeing Index) 
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Figure 10 Resilience outcomes by farm type – psychological distress (K10 measure) 

6.3 Exposure to farm-related challenges 

Between 2015 and 2020, the average number of climate-related challenges experienced by 
most types of farmers increased, as shown in Figure 11. The only exception was crop 
growers, who reported fewer climate-related events: however, amongst this group most 
reported experiencing severe drought over an extended period of time, highlighting that 
any individual climate-related challenge can be associated with resilience challenges, 
particularly when the impacts of the event extend for a significant period of time. 

Tables 9 and 10 compare, using 2020 data, the average number of events farmers reported 
experiencing in (i) the 12 months prior to completing the survey, and (ii) the 5 years prior to 
completing the survey. These tables again highlight, similar to the data for different regions, 
that for a large number of farmers, climate-related challenges are just one of multiple farm-
related challenges experienced. They also highlight that care is needed in measuring 
exposure, with many crop growers and fruit/nut growers reporting a smaller overall number 
of challenges – yet those that were experienced, particularly drought, often had a severe 
impact and lasted for an extended period of time that itself created ongoing impact 
compared to shorter-term events.  
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Figure 11 Exposure of farmers to climate and weather related challenges in the five years to (i) 2015 and (ii) 2020, by 
region 
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Table 9 Average number of farm-related challenges of different types reported by farmers in previous 12 months, by 
farm type 

Challenges experienced in 
previous 12 months 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2020 

Market and 
costs - 2020 

Labour and 
skills - 2020 

Biosecurity - 
2020 

Maximum number of events 
farmers could report Six Four Seven Two 

Australia (unweighted data) 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.6 

NSW 2.0 1.3 0.9 0.5 

Beef grazier 2.3 1.1 0.6 1.0 

Beef-sheep grazier 2.0 1.7 0.9 1.0 

Crop grower 0.6 1.0 0.3 0.6 

Fruit/nut growers 1.1 0.5 0.3 0.7 

Sheep grazier 2.5 1.6 1.1 0.7 

Mixed crop-beef-sheep 2.1 1.4 1.3 1.0 

Dryland farmer 2.2 1.3 0.9 0.9 

Irrigator 1.4 1.1 1.1 0.9 

 

Table 10 Average number of farm-related challenges of different types reported by farmers in previous 5 years, by farm 
type 

Challenges experienced in 
previous 5 years 

Climate-
related 
challenges 
- 2015 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2020 

Market 
and costs 
- 2020 

Labour 
and skills 
- 2020 

Biosecurity - 
2020 

Maximum number of events 
farmers could report Six Six Four Seven Two 

Australia (unweighted data) 2.7 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.0 

NSW 2.9 3.2 2.2 1.8 0.9 

Beef grazier 3.0 3.3 2.1 1.5 0.6 

Beef-sheep grazier 2.9 3.3 2.8 2.2 0.5 

Crop grower 3.2 1.7 1.8 0.7 0.2 

Fruit/nut growers 3.1 1.7 0.9 0.8 0.4 

Sheep grazier 2.6 3.4 2.2 1.7 0.5 

Dryland farmer 2.9 3.4 2.3 1.8 0.5 

Irrigator 2.9 2.5 2.2 2.1 0.3 

Mixed crop-sheep (2015) 2.8     

Mixed crop-beef (2015) 3.4     

Mixed crop-beef-sheep 
(2020) 

No data 
3.5 2.6 2.4 0.4 
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6.4 Adaptive capacity 

Between 2015 and 2020, most measures of adaptive capacity grew for farmers managing all 
types of farms (Figure 12). Adaptive capacity overall increased most amongst crop growers 
and irrigators, and by a smaller amount amongst sheep graziers.  

 
Figure 12 Overall adaptive capacity by farm type, 2015 and 2020 

Individual adaptive capacity 

When changes in individual adaptive capacity were examined (Table 11), all types of farmers 
showed increased in adaptive capacity. The four types of resource that contribute to 
individual adaptive capacity changed in similar ways to those observed across different 
regions between 2015 and 2020: 

• Financial resources increased across all farm types, although the increase was not 
statistically significant for most.   

• Human resources declined across all farm types. This decline was substantially greater 
amongst dryland farmers than irrigators; and amongst crop growers compared to other 
types of farmers.  

• Natural resources did not change in consistent ways across farm types, and none of the 
changes observed were statistically significant 

• Social resources increased, however the increase was smaller for graziers involved in 
sheep grazing or beef grazing compared to other farm types.  

These changes suggest that increase in adaptive capacity largely reflects growth in financial 
and social resources – but that human resources have declined, particularly amongst dryland 
crop growers.  

Community adaptive capacity 
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Confidence in the adaptive capacity of communities changed in similar ways across all farm 
types between 2015 and 2020 (Table 12): there was growth in confidence in local rural 
economies in 2020 compared to 2015, particularly amongst crop growers who in 2020 in  
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Table 11 Individual adaptive capacity, and access to specific individual resilience resources, by farm type 

  Individual adaptive capacity Financial resources 
(Household and farm 
finances) 

 Human resources (Health 
and self-efficacy) 

 Natural resources  Social resources  

Region Mean 
score 
2015  

CI 2015 Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015  

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Beef grazier  5.77 0.11 6.11 0.23 5.69 0.19 6.19 0.24 7.28 0.17 6.56 0.53 4.15 0.23 4.94 0.53 5.95 0.19 6.37 0.36 

Beef-sheep 
grazier  

5.90 0.16 6.26 0.47 6.09 0.30 6.33 0.50 6.90 0.25 6.36 0.78 4.53 0.27 4.20 0.38 6.06 0.26 6.77 0.56 

Crop grower  6.09 0.21 6.84 0.45 5.82 0.30 6.92 0.46 7.22 0.28 6.36 0.24 5.17 0.42 6.09 0.42 6.13 0.31 6.80 0.49 

Dairy farming 5.82 0.22   5.68 0.37   7.40 0.50   4.09 0.43   6.14 0.47   

Fruit/nut 
growers  

5.90 0.23 6.31 0.58 5.36 0.33 6.45 0.51 7.24 0.32 6.82 0.63 5.00 0.48 5.16 4.34 6.00 0.40 6.95 0.55 

Sheep grazier  5.91 0.13 6.22 0.34 5.87 0.29 6.29 0.36 7.2 0.19 6.69 0.68 4.38 0.21 5.41 0.80 6.19 0.18 6.35 0.67 

Mixed crop-
sheep-beef 

  6.41 0.30   6.49 0.31   6.52 0.42   4.78 0.76   6.58 0.37 

Mixed crop-
beef  

6.15 0.15   6.06 0.29   7.25 0.30   4.94 0.31   6.33 0.20   

Mixed crop-
sheep  

6.05 0.18   5.69 0.31   7.24 0.34   5.3 0.26   5.97 0.28   

Dryland farmer  5.89 0.06 6.25 0.18 5.80 0.11 6.36 0.19 7.19 0.10 6.44 0.31 4.50 0.12 4.84 0.45 6.07 0.10 6.57 0.25 

Irrigator  5.99 0.11 6.53 0.32 5.51 0.19 6.56 0.33 7.03 0.19 6.95 0.49 5.37 0.19 5.52 0.87 6.07 0.16 6.60 0.38 

NSW  5.91 0.05 6.31  0.08 5.69 0.09 6.39 0.20 7.12 0.08 6.56 0.26 4.75 0.10 4.96 0.40 6.06 0.08 6.56 0.19 

Australia 5.71 0.07 6.54 0.04 5.37 0.09 6.57 0.16 6.87 0.10 6.59 0.18 4.58 0.11 5.57 0.38 6.01 0.06 6.95 0.20 
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Table 12 Community adaptive capacity, and access to specific individual resilience resources, by farm type 

  Community adaptive capacity Financial resources (Community 
economic wellbeing) 

Human resources (Community 
leadership and collaboration) 

Institutional resources Physical resources 

Region Mean 
score 
2015  

CI 2015 Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015  

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Beef grazier  5.38 0.17 6.28 0.24 4.40 0.24 5.56 0.32 5.87 0.26 6.62 0.32 5.78 0.28 6.79 0.32 5.45 0.18 6.02 0.35 

Beef-sheep 
grazier  

5.19 0.30 6.35 0.27 4.33 0.34 5.81 0.56 5.59 0.47 6.79 0.56 5.60 0.33 6.81 0.44 5.27 0.30 5.69 0.58 

Crop grower  5.27 0.38 6.73 0.46 4.45 0.52 6.35 0.45 5.82 0.53 7.49 0.45 5.64 0.35 6.58 0.69 5.19 0.39 6.48 1.00 

Dairy farming 5.53 0.31   4.73 0.59   5.88 0.58   5.73 0.47   5.86 0.28   

Fruit/nut 
growers  

5.43 0.41 6.10 0.35 4.58 0.53 5.47 0.62 5.44 0.56 6.33 0.62 5.61 0.45 6.20 0.45 6.06 0.43 6.36 0.79 

Sheep grazier  5.43 0.19 6.18 0.34 4.60 0.33 5.94 0.67 6.02 0.30 6.91 0.67 5.75 0.20 6.12 0.46 5.38 0.20 5.76 0.61 

   6.25 0.26   5.75 0.31   6.80 0.31   6.23 0.35   6.18 0.42 

Mixed crop-
beef  

5.16 0.25   4.47 0.34   5.40 0.38   5.65 0.30   5.11 0.28   

Mixed crop-
sheep  

5.15 0.28   4.15 0.37   5.48 0.52   5.82 0.30   5.14 0.28   

Dryland farmer  5.31 0.11 6.26 0.15 4.41 0.14 5.67 0.26 5.75 0.16 6.87 0.26 5.72 0.13 6.43 0.22 5.38 0.10 6.05 0.26 

Irrigator  5.41 0.15 6.53 0.36 4.52 0.22 5.98 0.37 5.83 025 7.10 0.37 5.75 0.18 6.51 0.51 5.55 0.17 6.53 0.56 

NSW  5.33 0.09 6.28  0.08 4.41 0.12 5.75 0.16 5.75 0.14 6.77 0.18 5.73 0.10 6.75 0.20 5.43 0.08 6.06 0.23 

Australia 5.24 0.07 6.37 0.04 4.16 0.08 5.75 0.19 5.70 0.10 6.41 0.18 5.70 0.08 6.37 0.19 5.43 0.07 6.16 0.21 
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many regions were experiencing better cropping conditions than had occurred for several 
years. Similarly, there was a large increase in ratings of institutional resources (defined as 
confidence in communities being able to cope successfully with challenges), which may 
reflect positive views about the ability of communities to cope with COVID-19 restrictions, 
and needs further confirmation in coming years to identify if it is a temporary or longer-
term increase. There was also growth in access to physical resources such as services and 
telecommunications infrastructure. This growth was lower for sheep and sheep-beef 
graziers than other types of farmers, potentially reflecting the higher concentration of 
graziers in more remote areas with often poorer service and infrastructure provision. This 
suggests that despite overall growth in access to services and infrastructure, there remains a 
gap, with farmers located in more remote areas less likely to be experiencing benefits of 
growth in this type of resilience resource.  

6.5 Conclusions 

Overall, farmers managing most types of farm enterprises were able to maintain wellbeing 
between 2015 and 2020: however, increases in psychological distress during the same 
period suggest experience of growing threats to wellbeing that are causing higher levels of 
stress in 2020 compared to 2015. This was particularly the case amongst crop growers and 
irrigators, with these types of farmers most likely to have growth in psychological distress 
levels.  This likely reflects the impacts of extended drought for many crop growers: while 
crop growers reported experiencing fewer climate-related challenges than other types of 
farmers, the extended and severe impact of drought has had significant impacts. While 
financial and social resources were higher in 2020 than 2015 for many farmers to some 
extent, there was decline in human resources between 2015 and 2020, particularly 
amongst dryland farmers and crop growers. Growth in community adaptive capacity 
occurred across all farm types, but was slower for sheep graziers, potentially reflecting the 
higher concentration of sheep enterprises in more remote parts of NSW with poorer 
service and infrastructure provision.  
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7. Resilience of NSW farmers by farmer type 

7.1 Introduction 

This section examines whether resilience varies between farmers of different age, gender, 
and educational attainment; and whether it varies amongst those earning differing 
proportions of their household income off-farm, and managing farms of different economic 
size, as measured by gross value of agricultural production.  

7.2 Resilience outcomes 

Farmers aged 65 and older, and those who had completed high school, had better wellbeing 
compared to those in younger age groups in both 2015 and 2020 (Figures 13 and 14). 
Amongst individual groups – whether compared by age, gender or education – there was 
generally either small growth or decline. Decline or stable wellbeing was more common 
amongst those aged 40 to 65, while growth was more common amongst the youngest (18-
39) and oldest (65 and older) farmers. Female farmers had some decline in overall 
wellbeing, although this was not reflected in their multifaceted wellbeing (Figures 13 and 
14). Psychological distress increased significantly amongst farmers aged 18-39 and aged 40-
54, stayed stable for those aged 55-64, and declined slightly amongst those aged 65 and 
older (Figure 15). This suggests higher stress amongst younger farmers, with this higher 
distress likely to threaten wellbeing if the factors causing growth in distress continue.  

Female farmers also had significant growth in psychological distress, suggesting that female 
farmers are experiencing greater challenges drawing on resilience resources to cope with 
adverse events compared to male farmers (Figure 15).  
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Figure 13 Resilience outcomes by age, gender and education – overall wellbeing (Global life satisfaction) 

 

 
Figure 14 Resilience outcomes by age, gender and education – multifaceted wellbeing (Personal Wellbeing Index) 
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Figure 15 Resilience outcomes by age, gender and education – psychological distress (K10 measure) 

 

Farmers who earned between 21% and 40% of their income off-farm, or more than 60% of 
income off-farm, reported slightly lower wellbeing compared to those earning less than 20% 
of their income off-farm, although differences were relatively small (Figures 16 and 17). 
There is a correlation between farm economic size and wellbeing: broadly, those managing 
farms of very small economic size have lower levels of wellbeing compared to those 
managing farms of much larger economic size, although again these differences are small 
(Figure 16 and 17). Psychological distress increased more amongst farmers earning between 
21% and 60% of income off-farm than others, suggesting that those who are ‘juggling’ 
earning income both on and off-farm with both sources of income being important to the 
household are experiencing greater challenges in terms of resilience compared to others 
(Figure 18). 
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Figure 16 Resilience outcomes by off-farm income and economic size of farm – overall wellbeing (Global life satisfaction) 

 

 

 
Figure 17 Resilience outcomes by off-farm income and economic size of farm – multifaceted wellbeing (Personal 
Wellbeing Index) 
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Figure 18 Resilience outcomes by off-farm income and economic size of farm – psychological distress (K10 measure) 
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7.3 Exposure to farm-related challenges 

When exposure to weather-related events and natural disasters was examined, there were 
few differences between farmers of different age, gender or educational attainment, with 
two exceptions: those aged 40 to 54, and female farmers, on average reported exposure to 
a larger number of events, and those aged 65 and over reported less exposure (Figure 19). 
Those who managed very small farms, and who reported earning either almost all income 
off-farm or almost all on-farm also typically reported slightly fewer exposures (Figure 20). 

Tables 13 and 14 show that farmers of different gender, age and education, and managing 
farms of different economic size while earning a range of off-farm income, reported 
experiencing mostly similar levels of challenges: in the 12 months to 2020, they typically 
experienced between one and three climate-related challenges, with the most common 
being two; one market or cost related challenge, one labour or skills related challenge, and 
around half experienced a biosecurity challenge. When the last five years were examined 
(Table 14), the average number of climate-related challenges experienced was three, 
together with two market/cost challenges, two labour/skills challenges and one biosecurity 
challenge. 

 
Figure 19 Exposure of farmers to climate and weather related challenges in the five years to (i) 2015 and (ii) 2020, by 
age, gender and education 
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Figure 20 Exposure of farmers to climate and weather related challenges in the five years to (i) 2015 and (ii) 2020, by off-
farm income and economic size of farm 
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Table 13 Average number of farm-related challenges of different types reported by farmers in previous 12 months, by 
age, gender and education 

Challenges experienced in 
previous 12 months 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2020 

Market and 
costs - 2020 

Labour and 
skills - 2020 

Biosecurity - 
2020 

Maximum number of events 
farmers could report Six Four Seven Two 

Australia (unweighted data) 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.6 

NSW 2.0 1.3 0.9 0.5 
Aged 18-39 1.7 1.4 1.1 0.4 
Aged 40-54 2.7 1.6 1.5 0.4 
Aged 55-64 2.1 1.4 0.8 0.6 
Aged 65+ 1.6 0.9 0.5 0.5 
Female 2.3 1.5 1.1 0.6 
Male 1.9 1.2 0.8 0.5 
Completed high school 2.2 1.3 0.9 0.5 
Certificate/degree 2.1 1.4 1.0 0.5 
Did not complete high school 1.7 1.2 0.9 0.5 
<1% income off-farm 1.6 1.3 0.7 0.5 
1-20% income off-farm 2.4 1.7 1.0 0.5 
21-40% income off-farm 2.0 1.3 1.2 0.4 
41-60% income off-farm 1.7 1.0 1.1 0.4 
61-80% income off-farm 2.2 1.2 0.7 0.6 
81-100% income off-farm 2.5 1.2 0.7 0.6 
GVAP <$40,000 2.0 1.1 0.6 0.6 
GVAP $40-$199,000 1.6 1.3 1.0 0.4 
GVAP $200-$499,000 2.1 1.5 1.0 0.4 
GVAP $500-$999,000 2.5 1.5 1.3 0.8 
GVAP $1 million+ 1.0 1.1 0.8 0.1 
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Table 14 Average number of farm-related challenges of different types reported by farmers in previous 5 years, by off-
farm income and economic size of farm 

Challenges experienced in 
previous 5 years 

Climate-
related 
challenges 
- 2015 

Climate-
related 
challenges - 
2020 

Market 
and costs 
- 2020 

Labour 
and skills 
- 2020 

Biosecurity - 
2020 

Maximum number of events 
farmers could report Six Six Four Seven Two 

Australia (unweighted data) 2.7 2.5 2.0 1.6 1.0 

NSW 2.9 3.2 2.2 1.8 0.9 
Aged 18-39 2.7 2.9 2.2 2.2 0.8 
Aged 40-54 3.4 3.8 2.6 2.6 1.0 
Aged 55-64 2.9 3.3 2.4 1.7 0.9 
Aged 65+ 2.4 2.6 1.8 1.0 0.8 
Female 2.8 3.6 2.5 2.1 0.9 
Male 2.9 3.0 2.1 1.6 0.9 
Completed high school 2.9 3.2 2.2 1.7 0.8 
Certificate/degree 2.9 3.2 2.3 1.9 0.9 
Did not complete high school 2.8 3.2 2.4 1.9 1.0 
<1% income off-farm 2.8 2.7 2.3 1.5 0.9 
1-20% income off-farm 3.0 3.9 2.8 2.3 1.0 
21-40% income off-farm 3.0 3.2 2.5 2.1 1.1 
41-60% income off-farm 3.2 3.1 2.2 2.3 0.8 
61-80% income off-farm 2.8 3.2 2.0 1.2 0.9 
81-100% income off-farm 2.6 3.1 1.7 1.3 0.8 
GVAP <$40,000 2.6 2.9 2.0 1.3 0.9 
GVAP $40-$199,000 2.9 2.8 2.3 1.9 0.9 
GVAP $200-$499,000 3.1 3.5 2.7 2.1 0.8 
GVAP $500-$999,000 3.1 3.5 2.8 2.5 1.0 
GVAP $1 million+ 3.0 2.8 2.3 2.1 1.0 

 

7.4 Adaptive capacity 

Overall adaptive capacity increased between 2015 and 2020 across farmers of all ages, 
gender, education, farm economic size and off-farm income (Figures 21 and 22). However, 
growth was greater amongst some than others: younger farmers aged 18-39 had greater 
growth in adaptive capacity compared to those of other ages, while those aged 55-64 had 
less growth in adaptive capacity (Figure 21). Those earning most of their income off-farm, 
and those managing small farms, were much less likely to experience growth in adaptive 
capacity compared to those who earned most of their income on-farm, and who managed a 
farm with a gross value of agricultural production of $40,000 or more (Figure 22).  

This overall finding suggests that programs seeking to support younger farmers are 
succeeding in supporting growth in key aspects of adaptive capacity amongst this age group, 
while there may be a need to ensure support reaches those in the ‘middle ages’ of 40-64 
who are engaged in farming, as well as those who are earning a large proportion of income 
off-farm while simultaneously managing a farm. 
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Figure 21 Overall adaptive capacity by age, gender and educational attainment, 2015 and 2020 

 
Figure 22 Overall adaptive capacity by off-farm income and economic size of farm, 2015 and 2020 

Individual adaptive capacity 

The individual adaptive capacity of different types of farmers was compared (Table 15). 
Overall, while adaptive capacity generally grew across all groups, there were important 
differences between groups in the extent and type of change. Overall, female farmers, 
farmers aged 40-64, and those earning 60% or more of their income off-farm and managing 
small farms were least likely to show growth in individual adaptive capacity between 2015 
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and 2020, and had lower individual adaptive capacity than farmers who were male, aged 
under 40 or 65 and older, and who earned less than 60% of their income off-farm and 
managed larger farms.  

More specifically, financial resources were highest for those aged 65 and older who 
managed farms of large economic size, and lowest amongst those aged 40 to 64. Female 
farmers had fewer financial resources than male farmers, despite both recording growth in 
financial resources between 2015 and 2020. 

Human resources declined for most groups of farmers, but again very differently depending 
on age, gender and farm size and income. Human resources declined more for farmers aged 
40-54, and did not decline significantly for those aged 65 and older. Women, those with 
post-high school qualifications, those earning more off-farm, and those managing smaller 
farms were all more likely to experience decline in human resources and to have lower 
levels of human resources than men, those earning more on-farm and those managing 
larger farms. 

Those earning more off-farm and managing smaller farms, as well as younger and female 
farmers, tend to report more concerns about land degradation in their region, while those 
managing larger farms, older farmers and male farmers report fewer problems.  

Social resources grew amongst most groups, with higher growth between 2015 and 2020 for 
younger farmers, men, and those earning most income on the farm, while social resources 
did not grow significantly amongst those earning most income off the farm.  

Community adaptive capacity 

Community adaptive capacity varied relatively little between farmers of different ages, 
gender, education and farm size, with one exception: younger farmers aged 18-39 were 
much more likely than older farmers to report increased levels of community adaptive 
capacity, particularly in the form of economic opportunity in the local community (financial 
resources) and access to services and infrastructure (physical resources) (Table 16). 
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Table 15 Individual adaptive capacity, and access to specific individual resilience resources, by age, gender, education, farm economic size and off-farm income 

  Individual adaptive capacity Financial resources (Household & 
farm finances) 

Human resources (Health and 
self-efficacy) 

Natural resources  Social resources  

Region Mean 
score 
2015  

CI 2015 Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015  

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Australia 
(unweighted) 

5.71 0.07 6.54 0.04 5.37 0.09 6.57 0.16 6.87 0.10 6.59 0.18 4.58 0.11 5.57 0.38 6.01 0.06 6.95 0.20 

NSW 5.91 0.05 6.31  0.08 5.69 0.09 6.39 0.20 7.12 0.08 6.56 0.26 4.75 0.10 4.96 0.40 6.06 0.08 6.56 0.19 

Aged 18-39 5.9 0.2 6.34 0.55 5.7 0.3 6.37 0.59 7.4 0.3 6.66 0.61 4.5 0.4 4.50 1.02 6.0 0.2 6.70 0.56 

Aged 40-54 5.8 0.1 6.02 0.44 5.7 0.2 6.15 0.46 7.3 0.2 6.36 0.52 4.4 0.2 5.20 0.43 5.7 0.2 6.11 0.46 

Aged 55-64 5.9 0.1 6.17 0.26 5.7 0.2 6.27 0.26 7.0 0.1 6.52 0.56 4.7 0.2 4.61 0.69 6.0 0.1 6.47 0.38 

Aged 65+ 6.1 0.1 6.52 0.18 5.6 0.2 6.58 0.18 6.9 0.1 6.82 0.34 5.3 0.2 5.17 1.09 6.6 0.1 6.81 0.30 

Female 5.8 0.1 5.97 0.28 5.5 0.1 6.16 0.32 7.2 0.1 6.45 0.38 4.5 0.2 4.87 0.49 6.1 0.1 6.39 0.36 

Male 5.9 0.1 6.45 0.17 5.8 0.1 6.48 0.18 7.1 0.1 6.75 0.30 4.9 0.1 5.12 0.70 6.0 0.1 6.63 0.25 

High school 6.0 0.1 6.31 0.20 5.5 0.2 6.45 0.21 7.1 0.2 6.58 0.31 5.0 0.3 4.83 0.45 6.3 0.2 6.58 0.25 

Cert./degree 5.9 0.1 6.26 0.18 5.8 0.1 6.37 0.19 7.3 0.1 6.47 0.28 4.6 0.1 4.85 0.42 6.0 0.1 6.57 0.23 

Did not 
complete high 
school 

5.8 0.2 

6.29 0.22 
5.4 0.2 

6.29 0.22 
6.6 0.2 

6.51 0.46 
5.1 0.3 

5.42 0.88 
6.1 0.2 

6.54 0.42 

<1% income off-
farm 5.9 0.1 6.39 0.26 

5.5 0.2 6.37 0.27 
7.0 0.1 7.04 0.42 

4.8 0.2 6.12 1.22 
6.1 0.1 7.06 0.52 

1-20% income 
off-farm 6.1 0.1 6.77 0.32 

6.0 0.2 6.90 0.33 
7.2 0.2 7.17 0.57 

5.0 0.2 5.15 1.07 
6.1 0.2 6.49 0.65 

21-40% income 
off-farm 5.7 0.2 6.82 0.41 

5.8 0.3 6.86 0.48 
6.6 0.4 6.71 0.85 

4.7 0.4 5.83 1.05 
5.8 0.3 7.18 0.44 

41-60% income 
off-farm 5.9 0.2 6.72 0.40 

5.6 0.3 6.70 0.42 
7.0 0.3 6.91 0.47 

4.9 0.3 5.67 1.43 
6.1 0.3 6.28 0.49 

61-80% income 
off-farm 6.2 0.2 5.67 0.28 

6.0 0.3 5.79 0.29 
7.7 0.2 6.08 0.77 

4.8 0.3 4.31 0.60 
6.4 0.2 5.94 0.43 

81-100% 
income off-farm 5.6 0.1 5.83 0.25 

5.4 0.2 6.09 0.27 
7.2 0.2 6.28 0.37 

4.2 0.3 4.25 0.63 
5.8 0.2 6.15 0.36 
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GVAP <$40,000 5.5 0.1 5.65 0.19 5.0 0.2 5.77 0.20 6.9 0.2 6.10 0.37 4.3 0.2 4.52 0.56 5.8 0.2 6.88 0.40 

GVAP $40-
$199,000 5.9 0.1 6.53 0.29 

5.6 0.2 6.55 0.29 
7.2 0.2 7.03 0.66 

4.7 0.2 4.90 0.79 
6.0 0.2 6.40 0.76 

GVAP $200-
$499,000 5.9 0.1 6.71 0.32 

5.9 0.2 6.78 0.34 
7.0 0.2 6.72 0.61 

4.6 0.2 5.51 1.14 
6.1 0.2 7.37 0.57 

GVAP $500-
$999,000 6.3 0.2 6.66 0.40 

6.1 0.3 6.79 0.48 
7.3 0.2 7.44 0.19 

5.3 0.3 5.94 0.99 
6.5 0.2 7.64 0.71 

GVAP $1 
million+ 6.4 0.1 7.07 0.40 

6.6 0.3 7.07 0.38 
7.6 0.3 7.12 0.39 

5.4 0.3 6.89 1.17 
6.0 0.2 6.54 0.42 
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Table 16 Community adaptive capacity, and access to specific individual resilience resources, by age, gender, education, farm economic size and off-farm income 

  Community adaptive capacity Financial resources (Community 
economic wellbeing) 

Human resources (Community 
leadership and collaboration) 

Institutional resources Physical resources 

Region Mean 
score 
2015  

CI 2015 Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015  

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 2020 Mean 
score 
2015 

CI Mean 
score 
2020 

CI 
2020 

Australia 
(unweighted) 5.24 0.07 6.37 0.04 4.16 0.08 5.75 0.19 5.70 0.10 6.41 0.18 5.70 0.08 6.37 0.19 5.43 0.07 6.16 0.21 

NSW 5.33 0.09 6.28  0.08 4.41 0.12 5.75 0.16 5.75 0.14 6.77 0.18 5.73 0.10 6.75 0.20 5.43 0.08 6.06 0.23 

Aged 18-39 5.2 0.3 6.72 0.57 4.3 0.3 6.44 0.61 5.7 0.4 6.95 0.60 5.5 0.3 6.64 0.74 5.2 0.3 6.97 0.82 

Aged 40-54 5.0 0.2 6.12 0.27 4.2 0.2 5.58 0.34 5.4 0.2 6.82 0.41 5.5 0.2 6.27 0.38 5.1 0.2 5.57 0.48 

Aged 55-64 5.3 0.1 6.07 0.24 4.3 0.2 5.44 0.31 5.7 0.2 6.53 0.35 5.7 0.2 6.43 0.32 5.3 0.1 5.72 0.39 

Aged 65+ 5.8 0.1 6.38 0.18 4.8 0.2 5.84 0.21 6.3 0.2 6.83 0.26 6.2 0.2 6.50 0.26 6.0 0.1 6.24 0.29 

Female 5.2 0.1 6.26 0.23 4.0 0.2 5.58 0.30 5.8 0.2 6.92 0.30 5.6 0.2 6.37 0.27 5.3 0.1 6.05 0.39 

Male 5.4 0.1 6.29 0.17 4.6 0.1 5.83 0.19 5.7 0.1 6.70 0.23 5.8 0.1 6.47 0.24 5.5 0.1 6.06 0.29 

High school 5.5 0.2 6.25 0.18 4.4 0.3 5.65 0.23 6.1 0.3 6.88 0.26 6.0 0.2 6.37 0.24 5.5 0.2 6.08 0.30 

Cert./degree 5.3 0.1 6.30 0.17 4.4 0.1 5.70 0.22 5.7 0.1 6.92 0.24 5.7 0.1 6.45 0.22 5.4 0.1 6.12 0.27 

Did not 
complete high 
school 

5.3 0.2 

6.33 0.24 
4.5 0.3 

5.84 0.29 
5.6 0.3 

6.80 0.33 
5.6 0.2 

6.50 0.33 
5.4 0.2 

6.18 0.35 

<1% income off-
farm 5.3 0.1 6.16 0.25 

4.3 0.2 5.80 0.28 
5.8 0.2 6.74 0.40 

5.7 0.2 6.09 0.38 
5.4 0.1 6.01 0.41 

1-20% income 
off-farm 5.3 0.2 6.24 0.41 

4.4 0.2 5.66 0.56 
5.6 0.3 6.81 0.63 

5.8 0.2 6.37 0.53 
5.2 0.2 6.13 0.55 

21-40% income 
off-farm 5.2 0.3 6.45 0.25 

4.3 0.4 5.78 0.34 
5.8 0.4 7.08 0.54 

5.6 0.4 6.72 0.50 
5.1 0.3 6.22 0.64 

41-60% income 
off-farm 5.5 0.2 6.88 0.51 

4.6 0.3 6.28 0.64 
5.9 0.4 7.53 0.48 

6.0 0.3 7.21 0.56 
5.4 0.2 6.56 0.76 

61-80% income 
off-farm 5.5 0.2 6.32 0.28 

4.4 0.3 5.83 0.40 
5.9 0.3 6.76 0.53 

5.8 0.3 6.52 0.44 
5.7 0.2 6.14 0.57 

81-100% 
income off-farm 5.3 0.2 5.91 0.22 

4.5 0.3 5.13 0.36 
5.8 0.3 6.51 0.39 

5.4 0.2 6.13 0.28 
5.7 0.2 5.87 0.41 
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GVAP <$40,000 5.3 0.2 6.10 0.20 4.3 0.2 5.22 0.30 5.6 0.2 6.67 0.33 5.4 0.2 6.47 0.31 5.7 0.2 6.04 0.38 

GVAP $40-
$199,000 5.3 0.2 6.77 0.30 

4.4 0.2 6.20 0.39 
5.8 0.2 7.31 0.34 

5.7 0.2 6.99 0.47 
5.5 0.2 6.58 0.51 

GVAP $200-
$499,000 5.3 0.2 6.35 0.48 

4.4 0.3 6.08 0.53 
5.7 0.2 6.75 0.72 

5.8 0.2 6.45 0.57 
5.3 0.2 6.12 0.66 

GVAP $500-
$999,000 

5.5 0.2 6.67 0.57 
4.4 0.3 6.27 0.72 

6.3 0.3 7.35 1.12 
6.1 0.2 6.85 0.86 

5.3 0.2 6.20 0.86 

GVAP $1 
million+ 

5.2 0.2 6.34 0.82 
4.6 0.3 6.02 1.11 

5.3 0.3 7.04 0.97 
5.8 0.3 6.06 0.97 

5.1 0.2 6.22 1.13 
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7.5 Conclusions 

The findings suggest some important differences are emerging in the resilience of different 
farmers. Younger farmer’s (aged18-39) wellbeing has grown, however psychological distress 
has also increased, suggesting these farmers are experiencing opportunity but also high 
stress in managing challenges associated with these farming opportunities. Adaptive 
capacity has grown more rapidly among young farmers when compared to older farmers, 
particularly in the forms of social, financial and physical resources.  

Middle aged farmers (aged 40-64) wellbeing has remained stable, however adaptive 
capacity grew more slowly amongst this group than other age groups, and psychological 
distress increased between 2015 and 2020 amongst those aged 40-54, indicating higher 
stress amongst this group. Those aged 40-54 also reported a higher average number of 
challenging farm-related events than those in other age groups, and were less likely to have 
growth in adaptive capacity. Financial resources were lowest amongst this group, and 
human resources declined more amongst farmers of this age group than others.  

Farmers aged 65 and older have experienced growth in wellbeing between 2015 and 2020, 
and a slight decline in psychological distress. They also reported experiencing slightly fewer 
challenging events on average than younger farmers, and did not experience significant 
decline in human resources, unlike younger farmers. They experienced greater growth in 
individual financial resources,  

Female farmers have somewhat poorer wellbeing and higher psychological distress 
compared to male farmers, and on average reported experiencing a greater number of 
farm-related challenges and less growth in adaptive capacity than male farmers, suggesting 
that female farmers are experiencing greater challenges building and drawing on resilience 
resources to cope with adverse events compared to male farmers. Female farmers in 
particular had lower levels of financial and human resources to draw on compared to male 
farmers.  

Earning higher proportions of household income off-farm is associated with slightly lower 
wellbeing, and slower growth in adaptive capacity, but not with greater exposure to farming 
challenges. Those earning between 21% and 60% of income off-farm reported higher 
psychological distress on average, suggesting that the balancing of on- and off-farm income 
earning may be associated with higher risk of distress or difficulty coping with farming 
related challenges that do occur. Those earning most of their income either on-farm or off-
farm had lower levels of distress.  

Those managing farms of small economic size, particularly farms with a GVAP less than 
$40,000, tend to have lower wellbeing and had lower growth in adaptive capacity between 
2015 and 2020 compared to larger farmers, despite reporting slightly fewer exposure to 
farm-related challenges than other farmers. 
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8. Identifying target areas for building farmer resilience 

In 2017, Schirmer and Hanigan identified that some resilience resources appeared to be 
more important than others in predicting resilience outcomes amongst NSW farmers. In 
particular, they identified that a person’s individual adaptive capacity was a better predictor 
of resilience outcomes than the resilience resources available in their local community such 
as services and infrastructure; and that human and social resources were the most 
important predictors of resilience. They found that financial resources were less important 
predictors, likely because financial resources in large part may be a product of a person’s 
ability to use their human resources (skills, confidence, health) and social resources 
(contacts and networks) to enable them to successfully grow financial resources.  

In 2020, the associations between different resilience resources and the resilience outcomes 
measured were again examined. This analysis found that, for measures of wellbeing, the 
strongest predictors were human resources. Table 17 summarises the correlation between 
different resilience outcomes and the resilience resources examined in this report. This 
clearly shows that by far the strongest predictor of resilience outcomes is a person’s access 
to individual human resources, whether in the form of their general health and self-efficacy 
(‘Human resources – individual’) or in the form of more specific farm-related self-efficacy. 
Physical and social resources are the next two resources most closely correlated with 
resilience outcomes, followed by financial resources. 

These results are highly consistent with those of Schirmer and Hanigan (2017) when 
analysing 2015 results. They suggest that the decline in individual human resources 
observed between 2015 and 2020 is of significant concern, given the central importance of 
human resources to farmer resilience.  

Table 17 Correlation between resilience outcomes and resilience resources 

Resilience outcomes → 
Overall 

wellbeing 
Multi-faceted 

wellbeing 
Psychological 

distress Resilience resources ↓ 

Human resources - farm related self-efficacy .489** .571** -.387** 

Human resources - individual .475** .559** -.474** 

Social resources - sense of belonging .411** .512** -.441** 

Physical resources .399** .486** -.139** 

Social resources - family and friends .343** .463** -.244** 

Financial resources - individual .370** .454** -.192** 

Financial resources - community .299** .400** -.084** 

Human resources - community .264** .393** -.103** 

Natural resources .112** .188** -.151** 

Institutional resources .086** .129** .093** 

Individual adaptive capacity .374** .425** -.190** 

Community adaptive capacity .340** .462** -.131** 

Overall adaptive capacity .388** .495** -.201** 

The figure shown is the Spearman’s correlation coefficient. A negative sign indicates that as the resilience 
resources increases, the resilience outcome decreases. Stars indicate statistical significance, with ** 

indicating significance at or below the p=0.01 level. Appendix 3 provides the detailed statistics.  
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Consistent with the findings of analysis of 2015, analysis of 2020 data suggest that to 
support farmer resilience through supporting their wellbeing, interventions should focus on 
activities that seek to support and grow a farmers’: 

• Self-efficacy related to their farm 

• Self-efficacy related to their life objectives more generally 

• Health (physical and mental) 

• Social connections in their community (which in turn increases sense of belonging) 

• Social connections in their personal social circles (time with friends and family) 

• Financial resources both on-farm and off-farm. 

8.1 Resilience resources and farm performance 

A farmer’s adaptive capacity was a strong predictor of their farm financial performance. As 
shown in Table 18 (with additional data provided in Appendix 3), the resilience resources 
that most strongly predict positive farm financial outcomes are human resources in the 
form of farm-related self-efficacy, financial resources, and social resources.  

Table 18 Correlation between resilience outcomes and resilience resources 

 

Farm 
financial 
stress 

Satisfaction with 
farm financial 
performance 

Self-rated 
farm 

profitability 

Human resources - farm related self-efficacy -.186** .683** .321** 

Financial resources - individual -.168** .560** .559** 

Financial resources - community -.091** .348** .383** 

Social resources - family and friends -.097** .326** .277** 

Human resources - individual -.164** .298** .057** 

Physical resources -.072** .288** .298** 

Human resources - community .013* .242** .086** 

Social resources - sense of belonging -.238** .238** .102** 

Institutional resources .053** .129** .074** 

Natural resources -.079** .073** .049** 

Individual adaptive capacity -.131** .515** .486** 

Community adaptive capacity -.051** .337** .256** 

Overall adaptive capacity -.086** .481** .434** 

The figure shown is the Spearman’s correlation coefficient. A negative sign indicates that as the resilience 
resources increases, the resilience outcome decreases. Stars indicate statistical significance, with ** 

indicating significance at or below the p=0.01 level. Appendix 3 provides the detailed statistics 

 

8.2 Understanding farm-related self-efficacy 

Given the high importance of farm-related self-efficacy to both types of resilience outcomes 
examined – wellbeing and farm financial performance – this measure was further examined 
to identify where intervention may be most useful to support farmers in growing their 
human resources and hence resilience to farm-related challenges. Table 19 compares mean 
scores for the following aspects of farm-related self-efficacy asked about in the survey, 
where farmers were asked to think about their farm over the next few years, and rate the 
extent to which they felt confident that: 

• I can achieve the things I want to on my farm  
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• I can meet my farm business objectives 

• I can make the right decisions about farm management e.g. stocking, crop timing 

• I can handle changing market conditions on the farm 

• I can cope well with most difficult conditions e.g. drought, pest outbreaks 

• I can maintain and improve the health of vegetation, land and water on my farm 

• my skills and education are adequate for the needs of my farm business 

 

Overall, farmers were more likely to feel confident that they could make the right decisions 
about farm management (mean score of 7.7 out of 10), had sufficient skills and education 
(7.7) and could care for health of their land (7.6). The areas where confidence was lower 
were specific to being able to handle changing market conditions (7.0) and coping with 
difficult conditions such as drought and pest outbreaks (6.7).  

This was the case for the groups of farmers identified as having higher risk of poor resilience 
outcomes – those aged 40 to 54, female farmers, those with a small farm and earning a 
large proportion of their income off-farm, and those in the North West LLS region. 

The consistency of findings suggests that action that focuses on supporting farmers to build 
capacity to identify appropriate strategies for their farm business to put in place when 
market conditions change, and during different types of challenging conditions, are likely to 
be particularly relevant to increasing human resources.  
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Table 19 Farmer rating of level of farm-related self-efficacy: findings for seven aspects of farm-related self-efficacy 

 Rating from 1 to 10.  

I can achieve 
the things I want 

to on my farm 

I can meet my 
farm business 

objectives 

I can make the right 
decisions about farm 

management e.g. 
stocking, crop timing 

I can handle 
changing market 
conditions on the 

farm 

I can cope well with 
most difficult 

conditions e.g. 
drought… 

I can maintain and 
improve the health of 
vegetation, land and 

water on my farm 

My skills and 
education are 

adequate for …my 
farm business 

  Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI 

All NSW farmers 7.1 0.03 7.1 0.03 7.7 0.02 7.0 0.03 6.7 0.03 7.6 0.02 7.7 0.02 

Female 6.8 0.05 6.7 0.05 7.4 0.05 6.7 0.05 6.3 0.05 7.5 0.05 7.4 0.05 

Male 7.3 0.03 7.2 0.03 7.8 0.03 7.1 0.03 6.9 0.03 7.7 0.03 7.8 0.03 

NSW farmers - aged 18-39 7.8 0.06 8.1 0.06 7.8 0.06 7.3 0.06 7.7 0.06 7.5 0.04 7.2 0.06 

NSW farmers - aged 40-54 6.4 0.06 6.0 0.06 7.0 0.05 6.5 0.05 6.1 0.05 7.0 0.05 6.9 0.06 

NSW farmers - aged 55-64 7.0 0.06 7.0 0.06 7.6 0.06 6.7 0.06 6.3 0.07 7.5 0.05 7.9 0.05 

NSW farmers - aged 65+ 7.4 0.04 7.4 0.04 8.0 0.03 7.2 0.04 7.0 0.04 8.0 0.03 8.1 0.03 

Did not complete h. school 7.2 0.04 7.2 0.04 7.8 0.04 7.0 0.04 6.7 0.05 7.5 0.04 7.7 0.04 

Completed high school 7.1 0.04 7.1 0.04 7.6 0.03 6.9 0.03 6.8 0.03 7.6 0.03 7.7 0.03 

Certificate/degree 7.0 0.03 6.9 0.03 7.5 0.03 6.8 0.03 6.6 0.03 7.5 0.03 7.6 0.03 

<1% income off-farm 7.6 0.05 7.6 0.05 8.0 0.04 7.1 0.05 7.1 0.05 7.9 0.04 8.0 0.04 

1-20% of income off-farm 7.9 0.07 8.0 0.07 8.5 0.05 7.6 0.06 7.4 0.07 8.2 0.05 8.6 0.06 

21-40% income off-farm 7.1 0.08 6.5 0.09 7.2 0.08 7.4 0.09 6.5 0.08 7.7 0.06 7.3 0.07 

41-60% income off-farm 7.8 0.06 7.8 0.06 7.9 0.05 7.4 0.06 7.5 0.07 7.7 0.05 7.5 0.06 

61-80% income off-farm 6.2 0.06 6.2 0.06 7.0 0.06 6.1 0.06 5.8 0.06 6.7 0.05 6.9 0.07 

81-100% income off-farm 6.1 0.08 6.1 0.07 7.3 0.06 6.4 0.06 6.0 0.07 7.5 0.06 7.6 0.06 

GVAP < $40,000 6.2 0.06 6.1 0.05 7.1 0.05 6.3 0.05 5.9 0.05 7.3 0.05 7.3 0.05 

GVAP $40 to $199,999 7.4 0.04 7.3 0.05 7.6 0.04 7.2 0.04 7.0 0.05 7.7 0.03 7.7 0.04 

GVAP $200 to $499,999 7.6 0.06 7.5 0.06 8.2 0.05 7.0 0.07 7.3 0.07 7.7 0.05 8.0 0.06 

GVAP $500 to $999,999 7.7 0.07 7.9 0.06 8.6 0.06 7.5 0.08 7.3 0.07 8.0 0.06 8.1 0.07 

GVAP $1 million or more 8.5 0.08 8.6 0.07 8.7 0.05 8.2 0.07 7.3 0.10 8.9 0.06 9.0 0.06 

Central Tableland LLS 7.2 0.06 7.2 0.06 7.5 0.06 7.0 0.06 6.4 0.07 7.2 0.07 7.1 0.07 

Central West LLS 7.3 0.08 7.3 0.08 8.1 0.06 7.3 0.07 6.9 0.07 8.2 0.05 7.9 0.07 

Greater Sydney &  Hunter 7.2 0.07 6.9 0.08 7.4 0.05 7.2 0.06 7.3 0.07 7.6 0.05 7.0 0.06 

Murray LLS 6.8 0.13 7.0 0.11 7.8 0.10 6.9 0.13 6.8 0.12 7.5 0.11 7.8 0.11 

North Coast LLS 7.2 0.08 7.1 0.07 8.0 0.06 7.0 0.07 6.6 0.07 7.6 0.05 8.1 0.06 

North West LLS 7.3 0.12 7.1 0.12 7.8 0.10 6.7 0.11 6.4 0.13 7.8 0.12 8.5 0.08 

Northern Tablelands LLS 7.2 0.06 7.0 0.07 7.6 0.06 6.5 0.07 6.8 0.07 7.6 0.05 8.0 0.05 

Riverina LLS 7.1 0.10 7.4 0.09 7.7 0.08 6.9 0.09 6.4 0.12 7.6 0.11 7.9 0.09 

South East LLS 6.3 0.14 6.6 0.12 6.8 0.13 6.8 0.12 6.5 0.11 7.4 0.10 7.2 0.11 

Western LLS 7.2 0.15 7.3 0.12 8.1 0.09 7.3 0.13 7.1 0.13 7.6 0.10 8.2 0.09 

NSW beef graziers  6.6 0.05 6.6 0.05 7.5 0.05 6.8 0.04 6.2 0.05 7.5 0.04 7.5 0.04 

NSW beef/sheep graziers 7.2 0.10 7.4 0.09 7.8 0.08 7.2 0.08 6.9 0.08 8.0 0.06 8.3 0.07 

NSW crop growers 7.8 0.10 8.3 0.10 7.7 0.07 7.5 0.06 7.4 0.10 7.7 0.08 7.3 0.09 

Fruit growing 7.0 0.14 7.4 0.12 8.4 0.06 7.3 0.13 6.5 0.12 7.9 0.07 7.9 0.07 

Sheep grazing 7.4 0.06 7.2 0.06 7.7 0.06 6.5 0.08 7.0 0.07 7.5 0.06 7.5 0.07 

Mixed crop-beef-sheep 7.3 0.04 7.1 0.05 7.7 0.04 7.1 0.05 6.9 0.05 7.6 0.04 7.7 0.04 

Dryland farmers 7.1 0.03 7.0 0.03 7.7 0.03 6.9 0.03 6.7 0.03 7.6 0.03 7.8 0.03 

Irrigators 7.2 0.06 7.3 0.06 7.7 0.04 7.3 0.06 7.1 0.05 7.7 0.04 7.4 0.05 
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9. Conclusions 

This report has identified that despite an increase in overall adaptive capacity between 2015 
and 2020, largely driven by improved financial conditions for many farm households and 
strengthening of social networks, there are concerning trends in farmer resilience. In 
particular, the human resources that are central to resilience appear to have declined 
between 2015 and 2020, with farmers reporting lower levels of confidence in their personal 
ability to achieve the things they want to in life, and in particular having often low 
confidence in being able to manage changes in farm market conditions or challenges such as 
drought, fire, flood and pest outbreaks. During the same period, the number of ‘exposures’ 
a farmer experiences in a typical five year period has increased – meaning the average 
farmers experiences a greater number of challenges to overcome on the farm. The findings 
suggest that while many farmers are maintaining their wellbeing, those in regions where 
there have been high levels of adversity for an extended period are seeing a decline in 
wellbeing, while psychological distress is increasing, particularly amongst female farmers, 
farmers aged under 55, crop growers and irrigators.   

Farmers who are aged 40-54, earning a significant proportion of income off-farm as well as 
on-farm, and who are female are particularly at risk of low resilience. Farmers aged under 
40 appear to be experiencing greater opportunity, while simultaneously experiencing 
challenges that can cause distress, a mix of positive and negative outcomes that are likely to 
have complex impacts on the resilience of young farmers. Supporting young farmers to build 
resilience may require providing support to manage stress, and to manage issues such as 
balancing on- and off-farm responsibilities, with many in this group earning a significant 
proportion of income off-farm as well as a significant proportion on-farm.  

The two areas where farmers report lowest confidence are in adapting to changing 
agricultural market conditions, and managing challenging events such as drought and pest 
outbreaks. Given the overall decline in human resources, supporting farmers to build 
positive strategies in these areas in particular may be particularly effective for supporting 
resilience. Providing support for farmers to enact strategies they identify in these areas may 
also provide positive resilience outcomes.  
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Appendix 1: Glossary 

This glossary of terms is largely identical to that provided in Schirmer and Hanigan (2017) when 
analysing data for 2015, and provides definitions of key terms used in this report. A small number of 
additional terms have been incorporated to encompass the expanded range of data examined in this 
report regarding (i) types of exposure and (ii) types of wellbeing.  

Adaptive capacity. A person’s ability to adapt successfully to change, through being able to take 
advantage of positive opportunities offered by change, and minimising potential negative impacts.  

Community adaptive capacity. The resources available in a community that may enable its residents 
to adapt to change. These includes things such as availability of services and infrastructure. 

Cumulative exposure. The extent to which a person, household or community is experiencing 
multiple (cumulative) forms of exposure to adverse change simultaneously. 

Educational attainment. This refers to the level of formal education a person has completed, either 
at high school or as a post-school qualification. 

Exposure. The extent to which a farmer experiences (is ‘exposed to’) different types of change. For 
example, this would examine the extent to which a farmer experienced flooding on their property 
during a major flood event, with farmers on higher ground likely to be less exposed to direct impacts 
from the flooding compared to those on lower ground. 

Farm performance. Farm performance refers to farmers being able to achieve their desired 
outcomes for farm performance. These may include financial goals (e.g. a particular level of 
profitability), land management goals (e.g. a certain level of productivity) or environmental goals 
(e.g. maintaining water quality or soil health). 

Farm type. Farm type refers to the type of commodities produced on a farm. In this report, the farm 
types examined were beef graziers, beef-sheep graziers, crop growers, dairy farming & intensive 
livestock; fruit/nut growers; mixed crop-beef producers; mixed crop-sheep producers; rice growers; 
and sheep graziers. Additionally, dryland and irrigating farms were compared, as these types of 
farms can differ substantially even when producing similar products. These categories reflect the key 
dominant types of production on a farm; many farmers will also produce other commodities. 

Farmer. In this report, a farmer is defined as any person who engages in managing an agricultural 
enterprise for commercial return. This includes those who do this part-time or full-time, and includes 
those who help manage a farm but may not self-label as a farmer.  

Farm-related self-efficacy. Confidence of a farmer that they can successfully achieve desired 
outcomes on their farm.  

Financial resources. Financial or economic resources refer to the monetary and non-monetary 
resources that enable a person to maintain or improve their standard of living, and to access shelter, 
food and essential goods and services.  Access to financial resources may be measured by examining 
specific aspects such as a person’s farm revenue, cash flow, their household income, experience of 
financial stress events, or other measures that provide insight into the ability of that person or 
household to have access to monetary resources. These are a form of resilience resource that 
influences the ability of a farmer to cope with change. 

Generalised resilience. A person’s overall capacity to adapt to change, irrespective of the nature of 
that change. 

Generalised self-efficacy. Overall confidence a person has that they can achieve desired outcomes in 
life.  
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Global Life Satisfaction. Measure of subjective wellbeing that asks a person to identify how satisfied 
they are with their life overall. This is a global measure as it does not ask a person to identify 
satisfaction with different aspects of their life.  

Human resources. Human resources refer to the resources a person has in the form of health 
(physical and mental), skills (formal and informal), and formal educational attainment. These are a 
form of resilience resource that influences the ability of a farmer to cope with change. 

Indicator. A measure that is designed to provide a specific form of insight into an aspect of 
resilience, based on identifying appropriate sources of data that measure and represent change in 
the aspect of resilience being examined. 

Individual adaptive capacity. The resources available to an individual that assist them in adapting 
successfully to change. They are ‘properties’ of the individual such as their current health, income 
and education. 

Institutional resources. Institutional resources refers to the quality of both formal and informal 
institutions in a community. An institution here means simply an organisation or group, whether 
formal or informal, that is present in a community. It can include everything from sports groups who 
may provide informal support to farmers, to community groups such as Rotary and CWA, to farmers 
organisations and producer groups, local government, local volunteer groups, and service providers. 
These are a form of resilience resource that influence the ability of a farmer to cope with change. 

Local Land Services region. Local Land Services regions are regions defined by the NSW Government 
within NSW. For more information, see http://www.lls.nsw.gov.au/.  

Measure. A measure refers to using data to measure an attribute of a farmer, their farm 
management, the community they live in, or any other attribute relevant to understanding their 
resilience. A measure is used to mean the same things as an indicator. 

Natural resources. Often called ‘natural capital’, this refers to having access to natural resources 
(e.g. healthy soil, plentiful water) that can be transformed or used to produce goods and services as 
well as less tangible positive experiences such as enjoyment of nature. Natural resources refers to 
resources in the form of land, water, vegetation etc that are relied on by farmers to produce 
agricultural outputs, and by the broader community for meeting needs such as quality drinking 
water, clean air, and pleasant landscapes to live, recreate and work in. Examples of decline in natural 
resources that may affect farmers include things like pest animal and weed invasion and disease 
outbreaks. Natural resources are a form of resilience resource that influences the ability of a farmer 
to cope with change. 

Personal Wellbeing Index. Measure of subjective wellbeing that asks a person to identify how 
satisfied they are with different aspects of their life. This is a multifaceted measure as a person is 
asked to rate different aspects of life including standard of living, health, future security, personal 
relationships, local community, and what they are achieving in life.  

Physical resources. Physical resources refers to the infrastructure and services available in a rural 
community. Services include things such as availability and quality of education, health, childcare, 
financial, farming and other services. Infrastructure includes  mobile phone and internet 
connectivity, roads, storage and warehousing facilities, to give a few examples. These are a form of 
resilience resource that influences the ability of a farmer to cope with change. 

Psychological resilience resources. Resilience resources related to an individual person’s own levels 
of positive (or negative) psychology, for example their level of optimism, autonomy, control and 
other psychological characteristics that act as resources they can draw on. 

Regional Wellbeing Survey. A survey conducted by the University of Canberra that examines 
wellbeing, resilience and liveability in Australia’s regional, rural and remote regions, conducted 
annually since 2013. When resilience of NSW farmers was first examined, using 2015 data, the 

http://www.lls.nsw.gov.au/
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survey had between 12,000 to 13,000 participants in each ‘wave’. Since 2018, this has increased to 
15,000 or more participants in each wave. This report examines finding for NSW farmers who 
participated in the 2015 and 2020 waves of the survey. 

Resilience. The ability of a person, household or community to successfully adapt to adversity and to 
capitalise on opportunities. 

Resilience interventions. Any actions taken to help support the resilience of farmers, for example 
through enabling them to access resources known to be useful in assisting farmers to adapt 
successfully to change and cope with adverse circumstances. 

Resilience outcomes. Resilience ‘outcomes’ refers to the things that are expected to occur if a 
farmer has high levels of resilience. In other words, it means the things that resilience helps a farmer 
achieve, such as maintaining a viable and profitable farm and having high levels of personal 
wellbeing. 

Resilience resources. A resource that can be used by a person, household or community to help 
them adapt to change – including both adverse advents and positive opportunities. These resources 
are many and varied, and may be a resource specific to a particular person (e.g. a farmer’s physical 
health), a household (e.g. total household income), or a community (e.g. access to high speed 
internet or to health and education services in the local region). These include financial, human, 
social, institutional, physical and natural resources. 

Self-efficacy. A person’s confidence in their ability to achieve the things they wish to in different 
aspects of their life, for example their confidence they can achieve their desired farm business 
performance objectives, or desired land restoration objectives. In this report, two types of self-
efficacy are examined: Farm-related self-efficacy, and Generalised self-efficacy.  

Sense of belonging. Measuring a person’s ‘sense of belonging’ provides insight into their access to 
social capital: if a person feels they are welcome in their community, this is a good indicator that 
they have access to support from their social networks. 

Social resources. Social resources refers to the extent to which a person has social networks 
(friends, family, colleagues, community) that they can draw on for assistance, help, resources, and 
support in both good times and difficult times. These are a form of resilience resource that 
influences the ability of a farmer to cope with change. 

Socio-ecological systems. This term is used to describe analysis of systems that includes both 
humans and the biophysical systems (e.g. farming land) as a single system, instead of separating 
humans from ecological systems. 

Specified resilience. The resilience of a person, household or community to specific types of change, 
for example to specific types of change on the farm. Being resilient to a specific event may require 
specific forms of resources that differ depending on the nature of the types of change being 
examined. 

Vulnerability. The extent to which a person, household or community is likely to experience 
negative impacts as a result of being exposed to a given change, based on their level of sensitivity to 
the change, and their adaptive capacity. 

Wellbeing. The extent to which a person has a high quality of life, measured based on indicators 
such as their overall satisfaction with their life, standard of living, relationships and other relevant 
factors. Wellbeing can be measured using a number of types of measure: this report uses two life 
evaluation/hedonic measures (global life satisfaction, and the Personal Wellbeing Index) and one 
illbeing measure (the K10 psychological distress scale).   

  



62 
 

Appendix 2: Detailed description of calculation of 

adaptive capacity indices 

This Appendix provides a detailed technical description of the calculation used to define 
adaptive capacity indexes. First, a technical definition is given. This is followed by detail of 
the specific survey items used to create each adaptive capacity index and how each was 
scored.  

A2.1 Technical description 

The first step to create a subdomain indicator was to perform a scale and direction adjustment 

of each input variable to harmonise them. It is important to do a scale adjustment before 

performing the mathematical combination of variables into an indicator, so as to put them in a 

common range. This step also leads to having a consistent ordering of values, for example 

from low values (those leading to poor adaptive capacity) to high (leading to good adaptive 

capacity). 

To transform scores between two different variables and put them on the same metric we use 

the following equation as recommended by Card (2015): 

X2=(X1−min1)(max2−min2)max1−min1+min2 

Where: 

X2 

= the score on the second variable, 

X1 

= score on the first variable (to be transformed), 

min1 and max1 = lowest and highest possible scores on variable 1, and 

min2 and max2 = lowest and highest possible scores on variable 2. 

To create the indicators that combined separate measured variables into composite constructs 

we calculated the combined mean scores. If a variable had missing data, the mean score of all 

the remaining non-missing variables was calculated. 

An example is the financial capital variables input to the farm financial capital indicator. This 

variable was created from the combined mean score of variables: “My farm business is under 

a lot of financial stress at the moment” , “I am satisfied with my farm business performance”, 

“Which of these best describes your farm business at the moment? Making a large loss, etc.”, 

and “How easy or difficult is it for you to service your farm business debt at the moment?”. 

To enable these variables to be combined, first the question about debt was rescaled from 5 to 

7 points, and the farm financial stress variable was reversed so that the range was changed 

from the low value of 1 (meaning not stressed) to 7 (stressed), so it shows the opposite range 
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from 1 (stressed) to 7 (not stressed). If a variable had any kind of missing data, the mean 

score of the remaining variables was calculated.  

A combined ‘Capital Domain’ such as Human Capital (HC) is composed of several different 

indicators that are integrated together using some mathematical formulae. We used the 

weighted average of indicators, which is computed as follows: 

CD=∑i=1nwixi∑i=1nwi 

Where: 

CD 

= Capital domain score 

wi 

= Weight for a particular indicator 

xi 

= Standardised score of an indicator (e.g. reversed, re-scaled and z-score adjusted) 

Nelson et al. (2005) and Mayunga (2009) combined capital domain scores immediately into a 

single adaptive capacity score, however in this study we chose to first develop independent 

scores that represent the adaptive capacity at individual or community levels. This step 

requires selection between the various capital domains available to compute either an 

Individual Capacity (IC) and a Community Capacity (CC) index of adaptive capacity. 

In this study at both individual and community level we used the following equation: 

AdaptiveCapacityj=w1SC+w2EC+w3PC+w4HC+w5NC+w6IC∑wi 

Where: 

j 

= Individual or community level adaptive capacity 

wi 

= Weight for a particular capital domain 

SC = Social capital domain 

EC = Economic capital domain 

PC = Physical capital domain 
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HC = Human capital domain 

NC = Natural capital domain 

IC = Institutional capital domain 

Our individual level adaptive capacity index was composed of individual financial capital 

subdomains (Household financial wellbeing and Farm financial capital), individual human 

capital (general health and self-efficacy), individual social capital (spending time with friends 

and family and sense of belonging to local community) and individual natural capital 

(perceived environmental health for farms characteristics). Educational attainment is often 

used as an indicator of individual human capital, however in the context of Australian 

farmers we do not consider it as relevant as health and self-efficacy, and hence do not include 

it. 

The community level adaptive capacity index was composed of community financial capital 

(community economic wellbeing), community human capital (community leadership and 

collaboration), community institutional capital (equity/inclusion and having a say/being 

heard) and community physical capital (access to health, education, aged and child care; 

access to roads and public transport; access to food and retail shops; access to financial and 

professional services; telecommunications; crime and safety in the local community; and 

landscape/aesthetics). 

Finally, we combine the individual and community level indices to a single index. We 

assume that the individual level index is more relevant to farmer resilience because there are 

many reasons why a farmer may not have to rely on the broader community to achieve 

resilience on their farm. We therefore weighted the individual index with twice the weight of 

the community index in our final scores for each respondent using the following equation: 

AdaptiveCapacity=w1IC+w2CC∑wi 

 

 

A2.2 Description of specific measures and scoring 

This section identifies the specific survey measures used, shows how they were originally 
asked in the survey, and identifies the specific scoring used to transform answers to survey 
questions to an index score. 

 

R1 Financial resources – individual: Household financial wellbeing 
Calculation: a score from 1-10 calculated in the following way (using the scores indicates in table 
below) 

Short survey respondents: As only one item is available, financial resources – individual is based on 
financial prosperity only (after recording to the scoring shown below) 

Long survey respondents: Average of score of (i) household income and (ii) financial prosperity, after 
recoding both to a 1-10 score.  
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In 2019-20, about how much was your 
household income before tax?  Select one 

 

This includes income earned by everyone 
in your household. Include income from 
government pensions, 
investments/dividends, and paid work. The 
categories below may look odd – they let 
us compare our survey results to those 
from the national census, so we can’t 
change them.     

1  Negative or nil 
income 

1.7  $1-10,399 

2.4  $10,400-20,799 

3.1  $20,800-31,199 

3.8  $31,200-41,599 

4.5   $41,600-51,999 

5.2  $52,000-62,399 

5.9   $62,400-77,999 

6.6 $78,000-103,999 

7.3   $104,000-124,999 

8.0  $125,000-155,999  

8.7   $156,000-207,999 

9.4  $208,000-259,999 

10   $260,000 or more 

Given your current needs and financial 
responsibilities, would you say that you 
and your household/family are...  

Select one 

1   Very poor 

 2.8  Poor 

4.6  Just getting along 

6.4   Reasonably 
comfortable 

8.2   Very comfortable 

10  Prosperous 

 
R2 Financial resources – individual: Farm financial resources 
This will be calculated based on all those who responded to the items (none were asked on short 
survey so short survey participants excluded from this). 

Index calculated as average score of the items answered, from 1-10, after recording as per codes 
indicated below. 

 

 

R1and2_Individual financial resources – total 

Average score of R1 and R2 

My farm business is under a lot of financial stress at 
the moment 

1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

I am satisfied with my farm business performance 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

 

Which of these best describes your 
AVERAGE farm business performance 
over the last 3 years?  

Select one 

1  Making a large loss  

2.5   Making a moderate 
loss 

4.0  Making a small loss 

5.5   Breaking even 
(neither making a profit or 
loss)  

7.0   Making a small profit 

8.5  Making a moderate 
profit 

10   Making a large profit 

How easy or difficult is it for you to 

service your farm business debt at the 

moment? 

 Select one 

1   Very difficult to service 
debt 

3   Difficult to service my 
debt 

5   Neither difficult or easy 
to 

         service my debt 

7   Easy to service my debt 

9   Very easy to service 
debt 

Missing   Prefer not to say 

10   N/A - I have no farm 
debt 
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R3 Financial resources – community: Community economic wellbeing 

Short survey respondents: Calculated based on average score of responses to 2 of the 4 items, after 
recording as indicated in table below 

All others:  Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items they answered 
(anything above 2 items considered valid) 

Don’t know to be recoded to 5.5 

 

R4 Human resources – individual: Health general 

This measure is calculated using the single item below, scored as indicated.  

 

R5 Human resources – individual: generalised self efficacy 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the items below they answered (anything above 
2 items considered valid and included) 

How much do you agree or disagree with the following 
statements? 

 Strongly 
DISAGREE       

 Strongly  
AGREE 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

There is really no way I can solve some of the problems I have 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

I can do just about anything I really set my mind to 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

I often feel helpless in dealing with the problems of life 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

In general, I can achieve the things that are important to me 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

I believe I can succeed at most things I set my mind to 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

I can successfully overcome most challenges in life 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

Even when things are difficult, I can work quite well 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 

 

R4and5_Individual human resources – original 

Average score of R4 and R5 

How are your local economy, government and 
community groups going at the moment? 

Strongly 

DISAGRE

E    

Strongl
y  

AGREE 

Do
n’t 
kn
ow ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Living costs are affordable here e.g. food, petrol, 
housing 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Local businesses in this region are doing pretty well 
at the moment 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

There are plenty of jobs available around here at the 
moment 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

This community is financially well-off 1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

How would you rate your general health? Select one 

10   Excellent7.75  Very good5.5  Good3.25  Fair1   Poor 
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R6 Human resources – individual: farming-related self-efficacy 
Calculated based on average score of responses to the items below they answered (respondents 
who completed 2 or more items considered valid and included) 

R456_Individual human resources – new 

Average score of R4, R5 and R6 

 

R7 Human resources – community: Community leadership and collaboration 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R8 Institutional resources: Equity and inclusion 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

When I think about my farm over the next few years, I am 
confident that… 

Strongly 
DISAGREE   

Stron
gly  

AGRE
E 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

…I can achieve the things I want to on my farm  
1 

2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

…I can meet my farm business objectives 
1 

2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

…I can make the right decisions about farm management e.g. 
stocking, crop timing 

1 
2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

…I can handle changing market conditions on the farm 
1 

2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

…I can cope well with most difficult conditions e.g. drought, 
pest outbreaks 

1 
2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

…I can maintain and improve the health of vegetation, land 
and water on my farm 

1 
2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

…my skills and education are adequate for the needs of my 
farm business 

1 
2.
5 

4.0 
5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 

How are your local economy, government and 
community groups going at the moment? 

Strongly 

DISAGRE

E    

Strongl
y  

AGREE 

Do
n’t 
kn
ow ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Whatever the problem, someone in this community 
takes the lead in sorting it out 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Local groups and organisations here are good at 
getting things done 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

This community copes pretty well when faced with 
challenges 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 
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R9 Social resources: Spending time with friends and family 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R10 Social resources: Sense of belonging 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R11 Physical resources: Access to health, education 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

What’s the local area you live in like for you? 

Strongly 

DISAGREE    

Strongly  

AGREE 
Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Most people around here get a fair go 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

Some groups in this community keep to 
themselves 

1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

Some groups who live in this community aren’t 
made to feel welcome 

1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

In the last FOUR WEEKS, how OFTEN have you done the 
following things (no matter where the activities occur)? 

 NEVER or 
almost 
never       

ALL 
the 

time 

① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

I saw family members or friends who don’t live with me face 
to face 

1 2.5 
4
.
0 

5
.
5 

7
.
0 

8.
5 

1
0 

I spent time talking with family members or friends online or 
by phone (include only verbal conversations, not text or 
online messages) 

1 2.5 
4
.
0 

5
.
5 

7
.
0 

8.
5 

1
0 

I chatted with my neighbours or other people living near my 
home 

1 2.5 
4
.
0 

5
.
5 

7
.
0 

8.
5 

1
0 

What’s the local area you live in like for you? 

Strongly 

DISAGREE    

Strongly  

AGREE 
Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

I feel welcome here 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

I feel part of my community 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

I feel like an outsider here 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 
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R12 Physical resources: Access to roads and public transport 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R13 Physical resources: Access to food and retail shops 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R14 Physical resources: Access to financial and professional services 

How would you rate the following in your local 
region at the moment? 

Very 
POOR    

Very 
GOOD 

Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Access to general health services e.g. GPs, drop-
in centres 

1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Access to mental health services e.g. 
psychologist, psychiatrist 

1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Access to specialist health services (other than 
mental health) 

1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Quality of local schools 1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

How would you rate the following in your local 
region at the moment? 

Very 
POOR    

Very 
GOOD 

Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Quality of local roads 1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Access to public transport e.g. taxis, buses, trains 1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

How would you rate the following in your local 
region at the moment? 

Very 
POOR    

Very 
GOOD 

Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Availability of good local restaurants/cafes 1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Availability of fresh fruit and vegetables 1 
2
.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 
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Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R15 Physical resources: Telecommunications 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

R16 Physical resources: Crime and safety in the local community 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included) 

 

 

R17 Physical resources: Landscape and aesthetics 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included). NOTE REVERSE 
SCORING OF FOURTH ITEM ON ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION.  

How would you rate the following in your 
local region at the moment? 

Very POOR    
Very 

GOOD 
Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Access to banking and financial services 1 2.5 
4.
0 

5.
5 

7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

Professional services e.g. accountants, 
lawyers 

1 2.5 
4.
0 

5.
5 

7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

How would you rate the following in your local region 
at the moment? 

Very 
POOR    

Very 
GOOD 

Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Mobile phone reception 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

Access to high speed, reliable internet 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

What are your views about the community you live in? 

Strongly 
DISAGRE
E    

Strongly  

AGREE 

Do
n’t 
kno
w ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

This is a safe place to live 1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

To what extent are the following problems in your 
community at the moment? 

NOT a 
problem    

VERY 
BIG 

problem 
Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Drug abuse e.g. ice  1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

Alcohol abuse  1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 

Crime  1 2.5 4.0 5.5 7.0 8.5 10 5.5 
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R11to17 Physical resources 

Mean of R11, R12, R13, R14, R15, R16, R17 

R18 Natural resources: Perceived environmental health relevant to the farm 

Calculated based on average score of responses to the number of items below they answered 
(respondents who completed 1 item or more considered valid and included). NOTE REVERSE 
SCORING OF ITEMS. 

 

R19 Individual adaptive capacity 

Mean of R1and2, R4and5, R9and10, R18 

R20 Community adaptive capacity 

Mean of R3, R7, R8, R11to17  

R21 Overall adaptive capacity 

Mean of R19 and R20 

What are your views about the community you live 
in? 

Strongly 
DISAGR
EE    

Strongly  

AGREE 

Do
n’t 
kn
ow ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

I like the environment and surrounds I live in 1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

There are attractive buildings/homes in my 
community 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

There are attractive natural places in my community 
e.g. parks 

1 
2.
5 

4.
0 

5.
5 

7.
0 

8.
5 

10 5.5 

Are any of the following problems for the health 
of the environment in your local region at the 
moment? 

NOT a 

problem    

VERY 
BIG 

problem 
Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Environmental degradation in general 10 8.5 7.0 5.5 4.0 2.5 1 5.5 

Are any of the following problems for the health 
of the environment in your local region at the 
moment? 

NOT a 

problem    

VERY 
BIG 

problem 
Don’t 
know ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦ 

Soil erosion 10 8.5 7.0 5.5 4.0 2.5 1 5.5 

Poor soil health other than soil erosion e.g. soil 
compaction 

10 8.5 7.0 5.5 4.0 2.5 1 5.5 

Feral animals e.g. pigs, goats, wild dogs, rabbits 10 8.5 7.0 5.5 4.0 2.5 1 5.5 

Invasive weeds  10 8.5 7.0 5.5 4.0 2.5 1 5.5 
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Appendix 3: Statistical analyses – detail 

Table A3.1 provides the detailed information underpinning information presented in Table 
18 in the main report. Table A3.2 provides information underpinning Table 19.  

Table A3.1 Correlation between resilience resources and resilience outcomes (wellbeing) – detailed information 

      New South Wales farmers 

  
Overall 

wellbeing 
Multi-faceted 

wellbeing 
Psychological 

distress 

  Financial 
resources 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.370** .454** -.192** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 20565 19919 19869 

Community 
economic 
wellbeing 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.299** .400** -.084** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 41745 40548 31220 

Individual human 
resources 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.475** .559** -.474** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 5788 5608 5767 

Farming related 
self-efficacy 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.489** .571** -.387** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24788 23845 23410 

Community 
leadership and 
collaboration 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.264** .393** -.103** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 41824 40627 31291 

Equity and 
inclusion 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.086** .129** .093** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 41635 40520 31209 

Family and friends Correlation 
Coefficient 

.343** .463** -.244** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 33090 32032 31233 

Sense of 
belonging 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.411** .512** -.441** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 33148 32555 23111 

Physical 
resources 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.399** .486** -.139** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 32982 31924 31118 

Natural resources Correlation 
Coefficient 

.112** .188** -.151** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 5795 5615 5854 

Individual 
adaptive capacity 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.374** .425** -.190** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 21109 20463 20413 

Community 
adaptive capacity 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.340** .462** -.131** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 41831 40634 31291 

Overall adaptive 
capacity 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.388** .495** -.201** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 41844 40640 31297 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
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Table A3.2 Correlation between resilience resources and resilience outcomes (farm financial performance) – detailed 
information 

  
Farm financial 

stress 

Satisfaction with 
farm financial 
performance 

Self-rated farm 
profitability 

Overall wellbeing Correlation Coefficient -.097** .376** .205** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24423 24675 23969 

Multifaceted 
wellbeing 

Correlation Coefficient -.145** .450** .302** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 23753 23732 23241 

Psychological 
distress 

Correlation Coefficient .323** -.266** -.065** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 23078 23242 22592 

Financial resources Correlation Coefficient -.168** .560** .559** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 20698 20698 20698 

Community 
economic wellbeing 

Correlation Coefficient -.091** .348** .383** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24460 24712 24006 

Individual human 
resources 

Correlation Coefficient -.164** .298** .057** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 5562 5562 5527 

Farming related self-
efficacy 

Correlation Coefficient -.186** .683** .321** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24430 24622 23798 

Community 
leadership and 
collaboration 

Correlation Coefficient .013* .242** .086** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.047 0.000 0.000 

N 24531 24783 24077 

Equity and inclusion Correlation Coefficient .053** .129** .074** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24456 24653 23947 

Family and friends Correlation Coefficient -.097** .326** .277** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24470 24722 24016 

Sense of belonging Correlation Coefficient -.238** .238** .102** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 16411 16555 15811 

Physical resources Correlation Coefficient -.072** .288** .298** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24393 24645 23939 

Natural resources Correlation Coefficient -.079** .073** .049** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 5640 5640 5605 

Individual adaptive 
capacity 

Correlation Coefficient -.131** .515** .486** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 21016 21016 20981 

Community adaptive 
capacity 

Correlation Coefficient -.051** .337** .256** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24538 24790 24084 

Overall adaptive 
capacity 

Correlation Coefficient -.086** .481** .434** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 

N 24551 24803 24097 

 


