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Introduction

The 2003 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform and the Single Farm Payment (SFP) scheme are expected to change attitudes to farming and the allocation of resources on-and off-farm, as payments become independent from production activities. The extent of this change will depend, to a certain degree, on the credibility of the policy reform and whether farmers believe that the decoupling of payments from production is irreversible.

While the attitudes of the governments of the Member States to agricultural policy reform have long been scrutinised [START_REF] Kay | The Reform of the Common Agricultural Policy: The case of the MacSharry reforms[END_REF][START_REF] Kjeldahl | Renationalisation of the Common Agricultural Policy? Copenhagen: Institute of Agricultural Economics[END_REF]Webber, 1999), comparatively little attention has been focused on the views of farmers themselves, particularly within a cross-national context. This is despite empirically tested and robust psychological models that highlight the importance of beliefs and attitudes in influencing behaviour [START_REF] Ajzen | Attitudes, Personality and Behaviour[END_REF]. Where the attitudes of farmers were previously studied it has largely been on a regional or single Member State basis or limited to a particular policy aspect, such as organic agriculture.

The objective of this study is to investigate whether there are significant differences in farmers' attitudes to agriculture and policy support amongst the EU Member States and to analyse these attitudes within a theoretical framework that links them with 2 behaviour. A better understanding of farmers' attitudes and their views on the credibility of CAP reform can provide valuable insights into possible responses to policy change.

It is proposed that the behaviour of farmers (such as an adjustment to a policy change) is related to their attitudes and that attitudes vary significantly between states in the enlarged EU due to the different historical traditions of farming and incidence of support (e.g. differences in the new and established Member States concerning the prevailing farming systems, the strength of social pressures on the production of food and disparities in the value of the agri-environment). For example, a recent Eurobarometer monitoring report indicates that Danish citizens regard the protection of the environment as an 'absolute priority' in the EU, while this is not suggested in the National Report of France (Eurobarometer, 2006). In order to achieve its objective, this paper comparatively analyses farmers' attitudes to agricultural production, diversification, policy support and the credibility of policy reform in five Member States of the EU (France, Lithuania, Slovakia, Sweden, UK). These five states were chosen to give a mixture of new and established Member States, with differing farming systems and governmental perspectives on CAP reform. Data were collected through primary survey work.

Theoretical Framework for the Study of Farmers' Attitudes a) Theory of Reasoned Action

Attitudes have long been thought as important determinants of behaviour [START_REF] Bagozzi | Attitudes, intentions and behavior: A test of some key hypothesis[END_REF]. One of the most commonly applied models that seeks to explain and predict specific behaviours based on attitudes and intensions is that of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), developed by [START_REF] Fishbein | Belief, Attitude, Intention and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and Research[END_REF]. In the TRA, the direct predictor of behaviour is an intention to perform that behaviour. In turn intentions are direct functions of both individual and social related variables [START_REF] Ajzen | Attitudes, Personality and Behaviour[END_REF]. The individual component is based on a person's attitudes, where an attitude is a disposition to respond favourably or unfavourably to an object, person, institution or event [START_REF] Kim | Attitude-behavior relations: A meta-analysis of attitudinal relevance and topic[END_REF]. Attitudes to a particular behaviour are predicted by beliefs about outcomes of that behaviour and an evaluation as to whether such outcomes are perceived as good or bad. The socially related component is referred to as subjective norms which are a person's perceptions of the social pressures acting on him/her to perform or not perform the behaviour in question [START_REF] Ajzen | Understating attitudes and predicting social behavior[END_REF]. Subjective norms are independent of the person's own attitude toward the behaviour in question but the influence of subjective norms on a person will depend on the individual's willingness to comply with the attitudes of others. Empirical studies have identified that the most importance sources of subjective norms are close friends and family [START_REF] Leone | A comparison of three models of attitude-behavior relationships in the studying behavior domain[END_REF]. The main elements of the TRA are depicted in Figure 1.

Since its conception, the TRA has been refined by [START_REF] Ajzen | Attitudes, Personality and Behaviour[END_REF] to reflect the difficulties that a person may have in performing a particular behaviour. The revised model, known as the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), adds to the TRA an additional variable: perceived behaviour control. The latter reflects the individual's perception of how difficult or easy an action is to perform for a given subject and 3 therefore the degree of control an individual perceives him/herself to have over the behaviour in question. The TRA and TPB have been widely used as a framework for predicting the consumption of specific foods and adoption of particular diets [START_REF] Verlegh | The consumption of convenience[END_REF].

b) Attitudes of Farmers

With a few notable exceptions [START_REF] Bergevoet | Entrepreneurial behaviour of Dutch dairy farmers under a milk quota system: goals, objectives and attitudes[END_REF], there have been few attempts to study the attitudes of farmers or analyse their behaviour within the TRA or TPB frameworks. This has been despite the success of such models in explaining and predicting specific behaviours in other fields. In fact, remarkably little research has been undertaken on farmers' attitudes to agricultural policy in general. A Eurobarometer (2000) study of 3,545 European farmers did however include some coverage of policy matters. In this study 64 per cent of the sample thought that the CAP was unfavourable to them but significant differences between Member States were recorded. In Denmark and Ireland far more favourable assessments were recorded, with the lowest assessments given by German and British farmers. Dissatisfaction was negatively associated with size of holding and positively associated with age. While knowledge of the CAP budget was weak, farmers unambiguously thought that the budgets allocated to the CAP were inadequate with the main beneficiaries of European agricultural policy seen to be food processors and consumers rather than farmers. The sample of farmers, based in established Member States, overwhelmingly felt that the accession of Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECs) would have negative consequences for their agricultural holdings.

While the Eurobarometer study provides an interesting picture of farmers' opinions, it does not analyse attitudes within any theoretical framework or link them with behaviour.

One attempt to develop a model for examining the influence of attitudes on behaviour is presented by Willock et al. (1999a;1999b). Their model builds on the TRA and presents a transactional model of the interaction between psychological variables (attitudes and objectives) and farming behaviour. Data was collected from 245 Scottish farmers and environmentally orientated behaviour was found to be associated to several attitudinal factors (openness to new ideas, status) as well as some structural variables such as size of farm. One of the main conclusions from the analysis is that farmers' behaviour can only be explained when both attitudes and structural variables are considered. However, whilst establishing the important influence of psychological factors on farming behaviour, Willock et al. (1999a) acknowledge the need to link such models to specific decision domains (such as adoption of alternative enterprises, responses to specific policies etc.) which would be more amenable to predictive modelling than the more general behaviours (i.e. environmentally orientated behaviour) that formed the basis of their own work. Willock et al's work was also based on a single case study region and therefore cannot provide an understanding of the degree to which farmers' attitudes vary across countries, which is important if we seek to provide comprehensive models of how farmers respond to European Union (EU) policy reforms.

Methodology
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This paper emerges out of a wider project on the effects of the 2003 CAP reform on farmer behaviour. In explaining behaviour and behavioural intensions for the period 2005-2010 empirical work has been undertaken that captures both psychological and structural factors. The full presentation of this project is beyond the scope of this paper, which concentrates on the cross-national assessment of farmers' attitudes. A better understanding of farmers' attitudes and their views on the credibility of CAP reform can provide valuable insights into possible responses to policy change. Moreover, the nature of the dataset allows for the comparison across five EU Member States (France, Sweden, England2 , Lithuania, Slovakia), that have different agrienvironmental conditions and governmental stances to CAP reform. England and Sweden opted for a hybrid regionalised SFP scheme based both on past production and regional area, and France preferred the historic form. While in England no additional coupled payments are given to farmers, in Sweden beef premiums remain coupled and France chose to apply the maximum allowed recoupling for specific products (cereals, oilseed and protein crops; beef, sheep and goats). As for the New Member States (NMS), they were not subject to CAP reform per se, but to CAP implementation following accession. In the NMS, direct CAP transfers are known as Single Area Payments (SAPs), which are fully decoupled as they are paid on a per hectare basis. Due to the phasing in scheme, the payments are lower compared to those received by farmers in the established Member States, but nevertheless higher than any national support provided prior to accession. In addition to the SAPs, farmers in the NMS may receive coupled top-ups paid from national budgets.

Attitudes were measured through primary survey work conducted during 2005 using a stratified sub-sample of each country's national FADN population or in the case of England and France a stratified sub-sample of specific counties and départements respectively. Farmers were asked to state the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with a set of statements, measured on 5 point Likert scales. These scales drew on previous attempts to capture the values of farmers [START_REF] Maybery | Categorising farming values as economic, conservation and lifestyle[END_REF]Willock et al. 1999a) but are designed to fit within a cross-national TRA/TPB framework. The statements provide insights into farmers' attitudes regarding: (a) the pecuniary and non-pecuniary benefits of farming; (b) off-farm work; (c) the production of landscape and environmental goods as opposed to the traditional production of food and fibre; and (d) attitudes towards farm subsidies and income support. In addition, statements concerning subjective norms and motivation to comply with the wishes of close friends and family were included alongside a measure of perceived behavioural control (degree to which the farmers think that policy places too many restrictions on their own strategy). Finally, opinions on the possible design of agricultural policy in 2013 were included in order to understand whether the 2003 CAP reform was seen as credible by farmers.

The analysis of farmers' attitudes is divided into two parts. Firstly, descriptive statistics are presented for the whole sample regarding the distribution of responses for the Likert scales. Mean scores for the five countries are presented with significant differences identified using ANOVA F-tests. Secondly, groups of farmers with
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In conducting the cluster analysis, initial investigations identified that the formation of clusters was hampered by multicollinearity amongst the variables. To deal with this problem, as suggested by [START_REF] Ketchen | The application of cluster analysis in strategic management research: an analysis and critique[END_REF], factor analysis was employed and the resultant factor scores for each observation used as the basis for clustering.

Factor analysis defines the underlying structure in a data matrix, analysing the nature of interrelationships amongst a typically large number of variables by defining a set of common underlying dimensions (factors). Data reduction may be achieved by calculating scores for each underlying dimension and substituting them for the much larger number of original variables (Hair et al., 1998). For the factor analysis in this case, the method of principal component analysis with varimax rotation was adopted. This method assures that the obtained factors are orthogonal and therefore avoids the problem of multicollinearity between the variables used in the cluster analysis.

Factors presenting an eigenvalue greater than 0.9 were chosen with the cut-off applied for interpretation purposes being factor loadings greater or equal to 0.5 on at least one factor.

Cluster analysis was performed in two stages. First, a hierarchical technique was used to identify outliers and the number of clusters, and then profile the cluster centres.

Then, the observations were clustered by a non-hierarchical method with the cluster centres from the hierarchical results used as the initial seed points. This combined procedure allows one to benefit from the advantages associated with hierarchical and non-hierarchical methods, while at the same time minimising the drawbacks [START_REF] Punj | Cluster Analysis in Marketing Research: Review and Suggestions for Application[END_REF]. The algorithm used in the hierarchical technique was Ward's method based on squared Euclidean distances. To decide how many clusters exist, the criteria suggested by [START_REF] Fiegenbaum | Industry and of strategic group dynamics: competitive strategy in the insurance industry, 1970-84[END_REF] were applied, which focus on the simultaneous analysis of the overall fit obtained within each grouping and the improvement that is obtained in this fit with the inclusion of an additional group. 3To profile and validate the clusters, each is assessed in terms of structural variables that were not included as variables used to derive the clusters. This is a part of the validation process, as this helps to evaluate whether the derived clusters are meaningful [START_REF] Ketchen | The application of cluster analysis in strategic management research: an analysis and critique[END_REF]. However due an absence of key variables (such as farm type and size as measured in European Size Units) in the French data, only the remaining four countries were included in the cluster analysis.

Data Set

Data were collected through face to face interviews, except in Sweden where a postal and telephone survey were conducted. 4 Data collection occurred between February and December 2005 in all countries. Table 1 presents 6 survey conducted and the size of the sample. Matching FADN data were also provided for each individual farm in the study. The set of matching FADN data available for France is however incomplete and, for example, does not include Less Favoured Area (LFA) status, size in European Size Units (ESU) and the Type of Farming (TF).

It is difficult to assess how representative is the sample as the group of five countries chosen does not represent a specific cross-national entity. However, the total sample captures the diversity of EU commercial farms, and covers a large spectrum of agrienvironmental conditions and economic situations. 5 It is of course possible to investigate the representativeness of each national sample, which is important for assessing the degree to which the results can be generalised.

In both England and France the sample does not cover the whole territory as data collection had to be negotiated through regional data-collecting centres. This leads to some bias in the geographical dispersion of farms. In France only the west and south west of the country are represented in the sample resulting in an absence of farms from mountainous areas. Assessing the representativeness of the sample in terms of TF and ESU is not possible as such data are not available for the French sample. However, compared to the national average the farms in the sample are large (which may be partially due to the bias against mountainous areas). In England the regions that participated in data collection cover larger areas and, therefore, even though only some centres were engaged in data collection the geographical bias is more limited than in France. In terms of TF and ESU, the sample is fairly representative.

In the three remaining countries, i.e. Sweden, Lithuania and Slovakia the samples are not limited to specific regions. The Swedish sample constitutes a good representation of the country in terms of TF and ESU with larger farms (ESU greater than 40) and dairy farms being however slightly over-represented. In Lithuania and Slovakia lots of small farms exist which do not comply with the EU definitions of a commercial farm.

As our survey was linked to FADN data, those farms are not present in the sample and therefore the samples for these two countries are by construction biased towards larger farms. However, comparing the sample interviewed to the total FADN sample (i.e. commercial farms only), the Lithuanian sample is very representative in terms of the spread of farm sizes, but crops producers are over-represented compared to livestock producers. There is no bias in the Slovakian sample in terms of TF or ESU.

Analysis of Data a) Descriptive Statistics

Tables 2 and3 present the distribution of responses for each Likert Scale for the whole sample and the mean scores for each country respectively. Table 2 reveals that the majority of farmers strongly disagree with policy liberalisation (in terms of price support, income support and subsidies related to the production of environmental goods). On these measures less than 20 per cent agree or strongly agree with notions 7 of policy liberalisation with the greatest support being for subsidies linked to the production of environmental goods. The majority of farmers are pessimistic about their ability to make sufficient profits without policy support.

The agricultural focus of farmers is strong. 58 per cent strongly agree with the notion that "farmers should not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities". Slightly more than two thirds of the sample agree or strongly agree with the statement that "farm land should be fully used for agricultural production". There is greater disagreement surrounding the subjective norms of friends and family particularly concerning their views on what farmers do and whether CAP support should help farmers to stay in the sector. While the subjective norms are fairly varied, motivation to comply with the wishes of close friends and family is reasonably strong: just less than 70 per cent agree or strongly agree with the statement that "when making key decisions about the farm I consult close family and friends". Keeping the farm running for a successor(s) is a major motive for farmers to stay in the sector. There is however a high degree of dispersion in responses to the possibility of employment diversification: 26, 18.8, 20.5, 14.7 and 20.1 per cent strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree and strongly agree respectively with the statement "I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm".

The mean scores for each of the five point Likert scales by country as well as the overall sample mean are reported in Table 3. To check for significant differences between countries ANOVA F-test scores are reported for (a) a comparison of the five countries6 , (b) a comparison between established and new Member States. Significant differences are uncovered between countries for all of the Likert scales and between the established and new Member States on the majority of items. Overall, the new Member States (Lithuania and Slovakia) are most strident in their opposition to policy liberalisation. Farmers in these two countries also record the highest mean scores for agreeing that "farm land should be fully used for agricultural production" and that "farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods". French farmers, somewhat surprisingly given national stereotypes, register the highest support for policy liberalisation, although it must be acknowledged that even in this country the majority rejects such notions.

There is no clear disparity between new and established Member States regarding the ease of employment diversification: overall Slovak farmers are the most optimistic about finding off-farm work, and farmers in England and Lithuania the most pessimistic. There is also a significant difference between Lithuania and Slovakia regarding whether farmers should have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities. Farmers in Slovakia strongly reject this assertion in contrast to Lithuania which records the lowest mean score for agreement with this statement. This divergence may reflect differences in mean farm sizes between the two states.

While national differences are interesting to report, it is important to investigate whether nationality is the most important factor in distinguishing groups of farmers with similarly held attitudes. This is investigated in the next sub-section, through the 8 application of factor and cluster analysis.

b) Cluster Analysis

Two tests were applied to assess the validity of the factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkim measure of sampling adequacy [START_REF] Kaiser | A Second Generation Little Jiffy[END_REF]) is 0.61, indicating that the data matrix has sufficient correlation to justify the application of factor analysis. Bartlett's test of sphericity is large and statistically significant at the 1 per cent level, therefore the hypothesis that the correlation matrix is the identity matrix can be rejected. These measures indicate that the set of variables is appropriate for factor analysis.

A nine-factor solution is adopted, choosing the factors that present an eigenvalue greater than 0.9 (Table 4). This solution explains 72 per cent of the total variance in the data set, which is more than satisfactory (Hair et al., 1998).

The first factor is associated with agricultural focus, as it relates to the statements concerning "farmers should only produce food and fibres", "farmers should not have work off-farm to sustain their farming activities" and similar statements relating to friends and family's views on these matters. The second factor relates to agricultural policy support, as the main loadings are for statements concerning whether farmers should receive commodity support, subsidies for the production of environmental goods and income support. The third factor is associated with motivation to comply with subjective norms ("when making key decisions about the farm I consult other members of my family and close friends" and "my family and friends' views come first"). Factor 4 can be interpreted as a measure of family and friends' views on agricultural policy (highest loadings for the statements "friends and family think that CAP support should help producers to maintain their farming activities" and "friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods"). Factor 5 is related to a statement about lifestyle ("farming is a more rewarding job in terms of quality of life, independence, lifestyle, than it is in terms of money"). Factor 6 relates to attitudes to the market ("a good farmer is a competitive producer of goods sold on the free market" and "my farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, whatever the European agricultural policy in place"). The last three factors relate to environmental orientation ("farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods"), locus of control ("the CAP system of subsidies imposes too many restrictions on my plans for the future of my farming activities") and employment diversification ("I can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm").

These factors form the basis of the cluster analysis. Using the criteria outlined in the methodology section, a five-cluster solution was obtained. Table 5 profiles the clusters showing the mean values for each of the variables included in the factor analysis. It also displays the results for the analysis of variance (ANOVA), conducted in order to check the statistical significance of differences between clusters.

As discussed above, a set of variables excluded from the cluster analysis related to demographic and structural characteristics is used to help profile and validate the clusters (Tables 6 to 9). These include size as measured in ESUs, farm type, location in LFA, employment history (years worked in farming, years spent managing a farm and years worked off-farm in manual or office work), household composition 
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(number of household members aged under 18 and over 18), age of farmer and educational attainment proxied by the number of years in education and expectations towards the future of agricultural policy in the EU (i.e. credibility of the reform).

The clusters obtained are first described based on the variables included in the cluster analysis. The description is then refined based on the structural and demographic variables presented in the previous paragraph, which allow us to profile and validate the groups created.

Cluster 1 -Liberalisers This cluster is distinguished by significantly higher scores than other clusters for agreement with the statements that "farmers should not receive any commodity price support", "farmers shouldn't receive any subsidies related to environmental goods production" and "farmers shouldn't receive any income support". This group also has above average scores for the beliefs that "the CAP imposes too many restrictions on their future farming plans" and that "they can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours they work off-farm". Based on Table 6 to 9, the profile of the group can be described further. This group is significantly under-represented by farmers from the New Member States (NMS) with 99 out of 148 members being Swedish. This group has above average sized farms, is significantly less likely to be located in an LFA and the highest farmers' union membership of any cluster. This cluster has the highest mean number of years spent working in farming and number of years spent managing a farm despite having an average age close the sample mean. One explanation of their 'liberal' stance could be that the majority of farmers in this cluster operate in sectors that enjoy 'light' CAP support. Nearly 59 per cent of the cluster's members are classified as specialist granivore farms (pigs and poultry) which receive negligible assistance from the CAP. Regarding policy credibility, Table 9 shows the mean score of each cluster and of the total sample for the three statements proposed to respondents. Statements (a) ("Payments decoupled from production but conditional on other service provision will be maintained") and (c) "Payments will be recoupled to agricultural production") suggest the preservation of support to producers, the former one being in terms of decoupled payments while the latter concerns a recoupling of support. By contrast, statement (b) ("Farmers will receive no support payments what so ever") proposes the abolition of all payments. Table 9 indicates that respondents in this group record the lowest score for statement (a), the highest score for statement (b) and the one of the lowest scores for statement (c). This indicates that farmers in this group believe that the maintenance of decoupled payments or the recoupling of payments is unlikely, and that a full liberalisation of support is more probable.

Cluster 2 -Pessimists

This group is distinguished by having the lowest mean scores for agreement with the statements "my farming abilities will allow me to maintain an adequate profit level, whatever the European agricultural policy in place" and "I can easily find a job offfarm or increase the number of hours I work off-farm". The validation of the clusters (based on Tables 6 to 9 10 be heavily dependent on the CAP for their viability with farmers seeing few opportunities outside of agriculture. Their low level of formal education limits the opportunities for off-farm work. Farmers in this cluster also consider it more likely that decoupled payments will remain instead of coupled payments (highest score for statement [a] and lowest score for statement [c] in Table 9).

Cluster 3 -'Averages' This group is close to the sample mean for most of the Likert scales. Farmers in this cluster reject policy liberalisation and believe that farmers should concentrate on agriculture. They also feel that their friends and family share similar views regarding the need for an agricultural focus and a disdain for employment diversification. The cluster's members consult close friends and family when making decisions and respondents have a high motivation to comply with the views of those closest to them.

The cluster embraces a mixture of farm types and countries, although 48 out of 146 farmers in the group are Lithuanian. One distinguishing feature of the cluster's farmers is their weak regard for environmental goods as evidenced by having the lowest mean scores for the statements "farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods" and "friends and family think that farmers produce landscape and environmental goods".

Cluster 4 -Protectionists This group strongly rejects notions of policy liberalisation, and judge that friends and family also strongly agree with the statement that "CAP support should help maintain their farming activities". This group believes that "farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods" and embraces notions of multifunctional agriculture where farmers provide a range of goods, which should be supported by the state. As a result, the group registers a relatively low score for agreement with the statement that "farmers should only produce food and fibre". From Tables 6 to 9, it is evident that this group is comprised of farmers from a mixture of farm types but is weighted disproportionally to the NMS. Demographic and structural characteristics are close to the means for the sample. This group has one of the highest scores for statement (a), one of the lowest scores for statement (b), and the highest score for statement (c), confirming their defence of policy support and their expectations for its future existence.

Cluster 5 -New Entrants Regarding attitudes, this group strongly believes that farmers should concentrate on agriculture and "not have to work off-farm to sustain their farming activities". They reject notions that farmers should not receive policy support and strongly enforce the view that farmers should produce landscape and environmental goods. Using Tables 6 to 9 to better profile the cluster's members it is evident that farmers from the NMS make up eighty-six per cent of this cluster, with the majority of the group coming from Slovakia. This group has been involved in agriculture for significantly fewer years than other clusters with the mean number of years for having managed a farm being only 12.5. This suggests that many of the farmers in this cluster gained from land reform. Members of this cluster have on average spent 10 years working off-farm in office positions. The majority of farms in this cluster are engaged in arable production. Finally, farmers in this group strongly believe in the maintenance of It should be noted that there are no significantly differences between the clusters in terms of age of the respondent, number of years worked off-farm in manual work or household size. This suggests that theories that attitudes to policy are primarily related to age might be misplaced.

Conclusions

This paper attempts to investigate whether there are significant differences in farmers' attitudes to farming and policy support amongst the EU Member States in general and between the established and new Member States in particular. Groups of farmers with similarly held attitudes are identified using factor and cluster analysis. Each cluster is scrutinised and validated in terms of the nationality, demographic characteristics, farm size and structure of its members, and according to the views of members on the credibility of reform.

The sample farmers exemplify typical and expected farmers' attitudes. They strongly disagree with statements advocating the removal of policy support and, at the same time, express preferences for the full utilisation of agricultural land for agricultural production and concentration on farming as opposed to undertaking off-farm work (Table 2). The latter might be related to the fact that more than 40 percent of the respondents do not think they can easily find a job off-farm or increase the number of hours devoted to off-farm work. Therefore, the strategy of diversification and development of multiple income sources still creates difficulties for a substantial proportion of European farmers. Overall, the analysis indicates that few farmers endorse policy liberalisation and those that do are largely based in sectors that traditionally receive little CAP support (pigs and poultry). Newcomers to farming in the NMS strongly reject policy liberalisation and endorse notions that farmers should concentrate on agriculture. For them diversification seems to be associated with liberalisation tendencies.

The attitudes of farmers towards the policy related statements are, however, in some regards inconsistent. There is an obvious contradiction between the understanding that a good farmer is the one who can compete on the free market and the preference to be sheltered by polices either through price and income support, or through agrienvironmental subsidies. As a result, more than one-third of the respondents strongly disagree that good farming skills are sufficient to run a profitable business whatever the design of European policies. At the same time, a half of respondents think that the CAP system of support imposes restrictions on their future farming plans. So, it appears that farmers rely on policy support although a large proportion of them realise that this support might be conditional on some restrictions on their farming activities.

One of the positive messages emerging from this research is that the majority of respondents agree with the need for farmers to produce attractive landscapes and positive environmental externalities. The non-pecuniary benefits of farming feature prominently. This may be crucial for understanding why farmers' responses to policy reforms have been rather modest or at least more modest than expected.
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Figure 1 :

 1 Figure 1: Components of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)

  . Attitudes to farming and agricultural policy in the context of 2003 CAP reform: A comparison of farmers in selected established and new Member States. Presented at 93. EAAE seminar : Impacts of decoupling and cross compliance on agriculture in the enlarged EU, Prague, CZE (2006-09-22 -2006-09-23).

Table 1 :

 1 Data available: survey and FADN

	Country	Starting date	Type of survey	Sample size
		for	data	
		collection	
	England	June 2005	Face to face	153

Table 2 :

 2 Distribution of Responses for Likert Scales from 1= Strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree); Share of farmers (%) Comment citer ce document : Gorton, M., Douarin, E., Davidova, S., Latruffe, L. (2006). Attitudes to farming and agricultural policy in the context of 2003 CAP reform: A comparison of farmers in selected established and new Member States. Presented at 93. EAAE seminar : Impacts of decoupling and cross compliance on agriculture in the enlarged EU, Prague, CZE (2006-09-22 -2006-09-23).

	Attitudinal Statement			Neither		
				agree		
	Strongly		nor		Strongly
	disagree	Disagree	disagree	Agree	agree
	(1)		(2)	(3)	(4)	(5)
	Attitudes to the Market					
	A good farmer is a competitive producer					
	of goods sold on the free market	12.9	8.8	19.6	24.3	34.4
	My farming abilities will allow me to					
	maintain an adequate profit, whatever is					
	European agricultural policy	34.9	20.7	25.0	12.1	7.3
	Policy Support					
	Farmers should not receive any					
	commodity price support	46.8	16.7	16.9	9.3	10.3
	Farmers shouldn't receive any subsidies					
	related to environmental goods production	55.1	18.6	14.2	7.5	4.5
	Farmers shouldn't receive any income					
	support	49.1	15.2	15.8	7.0	12.9
	Agricultural Focus					
	Farmers should only produce food and					
	fibres	17.0	17.4	22.8	15.8	27.0
	Farmers should not have to work off-farm					
	to sustain their farming activities	9.6	8.6	11.6	12.2	58.0
	Farm land should be fully used for					
	agricultural production	5.2	9.5	18.5	19.2	47.6
	Farmers should produce landscape and					
	environmental goods	4.2	8.7	25.8	29.7	31.6
	Farming is a more rewarding job in terms					
	of quality of life, independence, lifestyle,					
	than it is in terms of money	4.8	9.3	22.4	25.9	37.7
	Subjective Norms on Agricultural Focus					
	Friends and family think that farmers					
	produce only agricultural commodities	5.6	11.8	21.1	25.2	36.2
	Friends and family think that farmers					
	produce landscape and environmental					
	goods	13.6	23.8	26.5	21.4	14.7
	Friends and family think that CAP support					
	should help producers to maintain farming	15.3	17.2	24.9	21.1	21.6
	Friends and family think that farmers					
	should not take off-farm jobs or embrace					
	new careers. They should concentrate on					
	farming	13.7	15.7	27.8	19.0	23.8
	Motivation to Comply					
	When making key decisions about the					
	farm I consult close family and friends	11.9	9.3	12.1	26.9	39.9
	My family and friends' views come first	13.7	14.0	26.0	20.8	25.4
	Employment Diversification					
	I can easily find a job off-farm or increase					
	the number of hours I work off-farm	26.0	18.8	20.5	14.7	20.1
	Locus of Control					
	The CAP system of subsidies imposes too					
	many restrictions on my future farming					
	plans	10.5	13.0	25.8	21.9	28.8
	I have to keep my farm running (to secure					
	succession or for other reasons)	15.0	9.5	12.6	14.5	48.4

Table 3 :

 3 Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores on Likert Scales by Country (from 1= strongly disagree, to 5 = strongly agree) Comment citer ce document : Gorton, M., Douarin, E., Davidova, S., Latruffe, L. (2006). Attitudes to farming and agricultural policy in the context of 2003 CAP reform: A comparison of farmers in selected established and new Member States. Presented at 93. EAAE seminar : Impacts of decoupling and cross compliance on agriculture in the enlarged EU, Prague, CZE (2006-09-22 -2006-09-23).
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Table 5 :

 5 Mean scores for Likert Scales by Cluster Comment citer ce document : Gorton, M., Douarin, E., Davidova, S., Latruffe, L. (2006). Attitudes to farming and agricultural policy in the context of 2003 CAP reform: A comparison of farmers in selected established and new Member States. Presented at 93. EAAE seminar : Impacts of decoupling and cross compliance on agriculture in the enlarged EU, Prague, CZE (2006-09-22 -2006-09-23).

		Total /	
	Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5	Mean	F 2

Table 6 :

 6 Profile of Clusters According to Demographic / Structural Variables External to the Cluster Analysis : F-test for continuous variables, χ 2 -test for dummy variables. Comment citer ce document : Gorton, M., Douarin, E., Davidova, S., Latruffe, L. (2006). Attitudes to farming and agricultural policy in the context of 2003 CAP reform: A comparison of farmers in selected established and new Member States. Presented at 93. EAAE seminar : Impacts of decoupling and cross compliance on agriculture in the enlarged EU, Prague, CZE (2006-09-22 -2006-09-23).

		Total /	
	Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5	Mean	F

Note

Table 7 :

 7 Distribution of Cluster Members by Country

		Cluster 1	Cluster 2	Cluster 3	Cluster 4	Cluster 5	Total
			% of		% of		% of		% of		% of	Number
			country		country		country		country		country	
		Number	sample	Number	sample	Number	sample	Number	sample	Number	sample	
	England	30	20.13	67	44.97	27	18.12	18	12.08	7	4.70	149
	Sweden	99	33.33	76	25.59	57	19.19	50	16.84	15	5.05	297
	Lithuania	10	5.00	28	14.00	48	24.00	62	31.00	52	26.00	200
	Slovakia	9	6.12	25	17.01	14	9.52	20	13.61	79	53.74	147
	Total	148		196						153		793

Table 8 :

 8 Distribution of Cluster Members by Farm Type Comment citer ce document : Gorton, M., Douarin, E., Davidova, S., Latruffe, L. (2006). Attitudes to farming and agricultural policy in the context of 2003 CAP reform: A comparison of farmers in selected established and new Member States. Presented at 93. EAAE seminar : Impacts of decoupling and cross compliance on agriculture in the enlarged EU, Prague, CZE (2006-09-22 -2006-09-23).

		Cluster 1	Cluster 2	Cluster 3	Cluster 4	Cluster 5	Total
			% of		% of		% of		% of		% of	
		Number	farm	Number	farm	Number	farm	Number	farm	Number	farm	Number
			type		type		type		type		type	
	Specialist cereals, oilseeds & protein											
	crops	29	14.08	43	20.87	31	15.05	44	21.36	59	28.64	206
	General field cropping	21	16.67	23	18.25	24	19.05	26	20.63	32	25.40	126
	Specialist dairying & cattle-dairying	55	24.66	64	28.70	46	20.63	34	15.25	24	10.76	223
	Sheep, goats and other grazing											
	livestock	5	9.09	25	45.45	10	18.18	8	14.55	7	12.73	55
	Specialist granivores (e.g. pigs &											
	poultry)	17	58.62	4	13.79	5	17.24	3	10.34	0	0.00	29
	Mixed farms	19	13.19	35	24.31	29	20.14	31	21.53	30	20.83	144
	Other	1	14.29	0	0.00	1	14.29	4	57.14	1	14.29	7
	Total	147		194		146		150		153		790

Table 9 :

 9 Farmers' Opinions on the Credibility of Policy in 2013, by Cluster Statistically significant at 5% level; *** statistically significant at 1% level.

	Scale from 1= not probable at all, to 6 = very probable						
			Mean in each cluster		Mean	
							in total	
		1	2	3	4	5	sample	F-test
	a) Payments decoupled from							
	production but conditional on other							
	service provision will be maintained	3.98	4.48	4.04	4.32	4.24	4.23	2.78**
	b) Farmers will receive no support							
	payments what so ever	3.87	2.82	3.01	2.66	2.43	2.94	16.67***
	c) Payments will be recoupled to							
	agricultural production	2.53	2.44	2.87	3.13	3.08	2.79	6.52***
	**							

The sample does not cover the whole United Kingdom, as implementation of the CAP varies across the British countries. Scotland and Wales have adopted a 'full decoupling' approach, whereas England opted for a hybrid method with SFP based on a combination of historic and area calculations.

These criteria are: (a) the percentage of intra-group variance explained with the obtained grouping being higher than a minimum percentage which was set at 50 per cent and (b) that the percentage increase in the explanation of the intra-group variance, obtained with the inclusion of an additional group, does not exceed 5 per cent. Thus, the number of groups that exist will be determined when the two conditions are satisfied simultaneously.

The Swedish telephone interviews were, however, conducted with a small sample and only covered part of the questionnaire.

In all countries farmers specialised in permanent crops or horticulture were excluded from the sample as they are not directly concerned by the current CAP reforms.

A comparison of all five countries is presented here rather than pair-wise analysis, as the analysis is not concerned with differences across individual countries per se but rather the disparities existing within the overall group of states.

In the columns corresponding to each factor, the variables associated with the factor are marked in bold font.