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Abstract | Climate change affects not only livelihood but also the motivation of farmers. Perceptions of
farmers could be influenced by a risky environment to become either risk averse or risk neutral. Indeed,
less attention has been paid by researchers to empirically examine the motivation of farmers to manage
their agricultural risks exclusively from the lens of Malaysia. Thus, the research was formulated to assess the
motivation of farming community towards agricultural risk management in Malaysia. The research data were
gathered through pre designed interview schedule from 360 randomly selected farmers through multistage
cluster sampling technique. In order to measure motivation of respondents, likert scale items comprising 1 as
strongly disagree to 5 as strongly agree were used. The research findings reveal that farmers were motivated
to manage their agricultural risks and overall their motivation level was high. Nevertheless, still efforts are
required by all stakeholders to keep the motivation level high of farming community at local, regional and
international level. Agricultural extension workers as change agents are required to keep the motivation level
high otherwise, food security and bread and butter of farmers would become jeopardized by climate changes
at the national and global level.
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Introduction attitude are different from each other about risk

and small landholding farmers usually avoid high

limate change and other disasters are not only

decreasing farm production but also influencing
the motivation of farmers. Farmers have also started
managing agricultural risks to minimize the losses
but natural disasters have negatively affected their
perceptions. Farmers are supposed to be motivated, as
they have been attached to the agriculture profession
since ages. Choosing and adopting a new enterprise
could be difficult particularly for resource poor
tarmers especially when climate change has made
farming business as risky. However, according to

Lebel and Lebel (2016), a persons perception and

kind of risk (Trujillo-Barrera et al., 2016; Ullah
et al., 2015). Similarly, perception and motivation
to prevent hazards could influence by severe past
experience along with personal emotions. Thus,
Siegrist and Gutscher (2008) hold the opinion that
people should be motivated to take advance measures
in order to reduce personal and economic losses.

Rougoor et al. (1998) and Nuthall (2001) argued that
a farmer’s management capacity is comprised of two
important aspects, personal characteristics (drives,
motivations, abilities and biographical factors) and
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the decision making process. The previous research
disclosed that factors, which affect the decision
of farmers, are socio-economic and psychological
characteristics (Willock et al., 1999) and there is a
strong association between characteristics of the
farmer and farm decisions (Ondersteijn et al., 2003).
In this regard, Breakwell (2010) also highlighted
that decisions about risk are sturdily influenced by
an individual’s emotions. Likewise, Tinning (2011)
stated that motivation is an important personal
factor, which could influence the overall behavior
of the person. Importantly, Frank et al. (2011) and
Church et al. (2018) stated that any rational decision
to undertake measures like adaptation needs the
element of motivation. Therefore, motivation is an
important element for decision making process and
complements the personal behavior.

Although various kinds of behavioral and perception
based studies have been conducted regarding
agricultural risk management still there is a need in
the body of literature to assess perception of farmers
about their motivations to manage agricultural
risks particularly from the lens of Malaysia. The
management of agricultural risk is perceived as an
important issue as unpredicted weather conditions
and irregular rainfall pattern in Malaysia is grabbing
attention of all stakeholders (Tang, 2019). Even
farmers have also realized the adverse impacts of
climate change in Malaysia as the climate changes are
negatively influencing agricultural production, along
with socio-economic conditions of the farmers (Masud
et al., 2017). Plus, Alam et al. (2013) cautioned that
Malaysian farmers also lack knowledge, low adaptive
capacity and understanding to tackle climate issue
for their crops. Thus, agricultural risk management
is considered as an important issue for farmers,
researchers, academia and policy makers. According
to McCarthy and Schurmann (2018), the risk is
adheres to the agricultural sector and previous studies
were seen either from the perspective of agricultural
economics or attack of pest and diseases. Therefore,
such type of study is required to grab the attention of
all stakeholders involved in the agricultural sector in
order to formulate present and future programmes,
development projects and refine policies in Malaysia
and other parts of the world.

Materials and Methods

The study was carried out in three zones namely

East, South and North Zones of Malaysia in which
360 farmers were randomly selected. The sample
was drawn by following Krejcie and Morgan (1970)
sample size estimation. So, if the farmers’ population
in Malaysia is more than 1 million, the suitable sample
size could be 384 which are sufficient to represent
the population. In order to measure the motivation
of farmers, a five point likert scale ranging from 1 as
strongly disagree to 5 as strongly disagree were used.
Reliability analysis was also performed on SPSS.
Moreover, the levels of motivation were transformed
into an ordinal basis by following class interval
formula as high, moderate and low. The questionnaire
was tested on 50 farmers. After pre-testing, expert
opinion was sought for modifications in the survey
instrument. For pre-testing and final execution of
the research, the assistance of local enumerators was
received. Farmers consent was obtained and research
aim was briefly explained before the final execution
of the research interview. Lastly, SPSS version 21 was
used to generate the statistical results.

Results and Discussion

Reliability is perceived as an important and necessary
element while the formulation of the research
instrument. It also bolsters confidence of a researcher
that efforts are not going to be diluted if and when
executed in the actual field conditions. Thus, this
analysis was carried out to examine the internal
consistency of the research statements. Moreover, a
rule of thumb is that the value accepted in Cronbach
alpha should be 0.7 or higher (Hair et al., 1998).
So, the result of Cronbach alpha depicted that
the internal consistency of research items is good/
acceptable (0.757) and hence statements pertaining to
motivation were assumed as reliable. Additionally, the
validity of the research instrument was also confirmed
by the consultation of field experts. In conclusion, the
research instrument was valid and reliable.

Perceptions of respondents toward their motivation for
agricultural risks management

The motivation of farmers toward agricultural
risk management was assessed through different
perception based likert scale items which are given in
Table 1. The findings reveal that approximately half
of the respondents (49.7%) agreed that they used risk
management techniques at a suitable time. This reflects
that farmers were conscious about their livelihood and
whenever needed, used risk management techniques.
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Table 1: Perceptions of respondents toward their motivation in agricultural risks management.

Statements

Motivation towards agricultural risk management

I am motivated to use risk management techniques at appropriate 10(2.8) 5(1.4)

time

I want to be successful in using adaptation techniques to manage

agriculture risk

I use risk management techniques to facilitate my farm business

I am motivated to update my existing knowledge about agricultur- 18(5.0) 19(5.3) 44(12.2) 202(56.1) 77(21.4)

al risk management for better production

I have purpose to apply agricultural risk management

I am confident to try new techniques in agricultural risk manage-

ment

Total average mean

Scale (Frequency/Percentage) Mean S. D.
1 2 3 4 5

35(9.7) 179(49.7) 131(36.4) 4.16 0.863

12(3.3) 7(1.9)  33(9.2) 188(52.2) 120(33.3) 4.10 0.891

5(1.4) 11(3.1) 40(11.1) 211(58.6) 93(25.8) 4.04 0.785

3.84 0.986

28(7.8) 22(6.1) 50(13.9) 182(50.6) 78(21.7) 3.72 1.107

24(6.7) 44(12.2) 52(14.4) 153(42.5) 87(24.2) 3.65 1.165

3.91 0.966

*Scale: 1: Strongly Disagree; 2: Disagree; 3: Uncertain; 4: Agree; 5: Strongly Agree.

In fact, farmers who use risk management techniques
at an apt time do not face much loss in terms of
production. Their timely management attitude also
mirrors their confidence and positive behavior. This all
could be due to peer pressure or efforts of agricultural
extension field staff as well. Moreover, there were
36.4% of the farmers who showed strongly agree
on this point. However, 9.7% of the farmers were
uncertain and 2.8% were strongly disagreed. Thus,
most of the farmers were motivated to use agricultural
risk management techniques at the appropriate time.

Moreover, there were more than half of the research
population (farmers) agreed (52.2%) that they were
using various adaptation techniques because they
want to be successful in managing agricultural
risks. It may be due to the fact that farmers want
to ensure that they were using the right adaptation
practices to win a risky situation. However, 9.2% of
the respondents were uncertain and only 3.3% of
the respondents opined strongly disagree with the
statement. Nevertheless, the majority of the farmers
were agreed and strongly agreed to become successful
in practicing numerous adaptation techniques. Thus,
this reflects their motivation to become the winner on
account of tackling climate changes. Roesch-McNally
(2018) conducted a study in the United States and
found that farmers were already willing to reduce
their risks through various adaptation measures on
account of climate changes. So, it reflects that farmers
around the globe are quite a concern and motivated to
adopt and adapt from present and future perspective.
Similarly, farmers are naturally inclined to facilitate

their farm business and use risk management
techniques. So, facilitating their farm business is one
of the important motivational factors for vulnerable
farmers. In this regard, an overwhelming majority of
the farmers responded agree and strongly agree (58.6%
and 25.8%). Whereas, 11.1% of the farmers were
uncertain and only negligible percentage of farmers
(3.1%) demonstrated disagreement. All in all, the
majority of the farming community were motivated
to facilitate their farming business for managing risks.

There were 56.1% of the farmers who showed
agreement that they are motivated to update their
existing knowledge about risk management in
agriculture for better production. While 12.2% of the
farmers were uncertain and only 5% demonstrated
strongly disagree in this regard. Therefore, updating
personal knowledge motivated them to manage
agricultural risks for ultimate better production. It
is quite natural that farmers face climate variations
and sudden happening of uneven events so they
are mostly motivated to update their knowledge to
manage agricultural risks.

Farmers have mostly purpose in their mind to
manage agricultural risks and their ultimate goal is
to manage their farming and business successtully.
So, from the field based results, it can be seen that
50.6% of the farmers declared agreement along with
21.7% demonstrated strongly agree. Meanwhile,
13.9% of the farmers were uncertain and 7.8% of the
farmers showed strong disagreement in this context.
Nevertheless, more than half of the respondents
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agreed that they had a purpose to apply agricultural
risk management and thus personal motivation is
instrumental in fulfilling their purpose.

'There were 42.5% of the farmers who agreed that they
are confident to try new agricultural risk management
techniques and 14.4% of the farmers were uncertain
in this regard. Whereas, 12.2% of the farmers
showed disagreement and 6.7% of the respondents
demonstrated strongly agree with the statement.
Although, results are somewhat encouraging that
farmers were motivated to try new techniques still
efforts are needed to boost up the confidence of
farmers to manage agricultural risks in the area.

It can be gathered from the overall mean (3.91) in Table
2 that farmers motivation level was close to the next
scale. It means that farmers were getting motivated
as day by day the uncertain climatic variations are
changing rapidly and ultimately affecting their
motivation level. Additionally, the motivation level
of the farming community was higher based on the
percentage (68.06%) and frequency (245). It reflects
that tackling day to day challenges such as rise of
temperature, attack of insect and pest diseases, the
occurrence of severe floods and land sliding affect their
motivation level to handle accordingly. Furthermore,
it also affects the behaviour of farmers to manage
risk properly (Keshavarz and Karami, 2016; Lane et
al., 2018). Similarly, Menapace et al. (2015) pointed
out that observation and knowledge of the farming
community regarding climate changes are helpful
in the adoption of risk adaptation techniques. Thus,
it should be the role of agriculture extension service
providersandallied stakeholders tokeep the motivation
level high for proper agricultural risk management.

Table 2: Motivation level of farmers about agricultural
risk management (n=360).

Level Frequency Percentage Mean SD
Low (1.00-2.33) 11 3.06 3.91 0.655
Moderate (2.34-3.66) 104 28.89

High (3.67-5.00) 245 68.06

Total 360 100.0

Conclusions and Recommendations

Motivation to take the risk (s) is getting higher among
farmers on account of frequent climate variations
however, this could be reverse in severe conditions

to risk exposure. The study was designed to examine
motivation of farmers towards agricultiural risk
management as motivation of farmers were unclear
from the field lens. The overall findings reveal that the
motivation level of farmers in the study area was high
which is an encouraging factor for the concerned
agricultural players. However, unpredictable climatic
conditions could negatively influence the motivation
of farmers. Therefore, the momentum of progress
to combat climate changes should be kept high
otherwise, it could be either very difficult or even
impossible to spark again the motivation of farmers to
adhere with the agricultural sector. Public and private
advisory services providers are required to remain in
contact with farmers to solve their problems and need
to offer more robust agricultural risk management
programmes from the future perspective.
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