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FOREWORD

The Canadian censuses constitute a rich source of information
about the condition of groups and communities of Canadians, extending over
many years. It has proved to be worthwhile in Canada, as in some other
countries, to supplement census statistical reports with analytical mono-
graphs on a number of selected topics. The 1931 Census was the basis of
several valuable monographs but, for various reasons, it was impossible to
follow this precedent with a similar program until 1961. The 1961 Census
monographs received good public reception, and have been cited repeatedly
in numerous documents that deal with policy problems in diverse fields
such as manpower, urbanization, income, the status of women, and marketing.
They were also of vital importance in the evaluation and improvement of the
quality and relevance of Statistics Canada social and economic data. This
successful experience led to the decision to continue the program of census
analytical studies. The present series of analyses is focused largely on

the results of the 1971 Census.

The purpose of these studies is to provide a broad analysis of
social and economic phenomena in Canada. Although the studies concentrate
on the results of the 1971 Census, they are supplemented by data from
several other sources. These reports are written in such a way that their
main conclusions and supporting discussion can be understood by a general
audience of concerned citizens and officials, who often lack the resources
needed to interpret and digest the rows of numbers that appear in census
statistical bulletins. For these persons, interpretive texts that bring
the dry statistics to life are a vital dimension of the dissemination of
data from a census. Such texts are often the only means that concerned
citizens and officials have to personally perceive benefits from the national
investment in the census. This particular report is one of a series planned
to be published concerning a variety of aspects of Canadian life, including
income, language use, farming, family composition, migration, adjustment of
immigrants, human fertility, labour force participation, housing, commuting

and population distribution.
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PREFACE

Historically, off-farm work by farmers has been an integral feature
of the agricultural sector. 1In addition, it represents an important aspect of
the interface between the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. Today,
off-farm work is more important to farmers as a group than ever before, and
this importance can be expected to grow. The study compliments the census
analytic study of Paul Shaw (forthcoming). 1In an extensive analysis of the

socio-economic characteristics of the farm population, Shaw concluded:

The increasing importance of off-farm employment as a
source of income to Canadian census-farm families over
the last few decades clearly is one of the most impor-
tant structural features of Canadian agriculture.

This study is the product of several years of effort. A census
analytic study of off-farm work by farmers was first porposed in the spring
of 1972. Data from the 1971 Agriculture-Population Linkage were not avail-

able until 1975, and most of the intensive work was conducted in 1976 and 1977.

In undertaking this study I was helped by many people. W.L. Porteous,
R.B. Proud and E.S. Boyko of Statistics Canada encouraged and supported my two
years of educational leave at the University of Toronto, as well as the supple-

mentary time necessary to finish the research.

Catherine Cromey helped make possible the success of the multi-
variate analysis of the 1971 Agriculture-Population Linkage data. I think it
is noteworthy that this is the first study using Agriculture-Population Linkage
data to obtain data on spouses of all operators, regardless of whether the

operator was the head of the household.

Professors Noah Meltz and David Foot read, reviewed and offered
suggestions as each section was completed. Professors Al Steeves, David Stager,
Julius Mage and Jim MacMillan, along with Catherine Cromey, Wilson Freeman and

Dr. Don McClatchy read the first draft and made useful comments.



The person providing the most support was my wife, Betty Lorimer.
Her continued moral support of this study at the expense of a multitude of
foregone endeavours will always be remembered, as will the many hours she

spent editing and typing.

Ray Bollman,
June 1978.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview

Off-farm work by farmers has been a significant feature of
Canadian agriculture for many years. Louis Hébert, Canada's first
farmer of European descent, worked off the farm as an apothecary
(Brown, 1942, p. 25). Early settlers often combined farming with trapping,

fishing or logging.

The proportion of farmers reporting some days of off-farm work
has remained relatively unchanged at about one-third from 1941 to 1976.
In recent years off-farm work by farmers has persisted for numerous reasons.

Three important ones are:

1. Technological change has allowed farmers to obtain the
same return with a smaller labour input.

2. The money and time costs of commuting to urban centres
has decreased,

3. Farmers desire to achieve and maintain as high a standard
of living as possible under the pressure of the cost-price
squeeze on real farm incomes (especially before 1973) and

have an increased awareness of urban lifestyles.

1.2. TImportance of Study

There are two fundamental policy issues in the agricultural

sector:

The first, and prime concern of this (food) policy...
is that consumers are assured, at all times, of high
quality food at reasonable prices.

The second objective is to assure efficient farmers a
decent living (Hon. Eugene F. Whelan, Minister of
Agriculture, Govermment of Canada, 1977).

All census-farm operators supply some food1 but many do not

See footnote(s) on page 23.
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farm full-time. How does the production of food inter-relate with

the off-farm work of farmers? All census-farm operators earn some income
from the sale of foodl but many also earn income from off-farm work. How
does the income from food production inter-relate with the income from

off-farm work?

When commodity programs attempt to stabilise prices or production,
the inter-relationships between the production of this commodity and off-
farm work by the farmer should be recognised (unless studies can show that
farmers' responses to price policies are not affected by the amount of
off-farm work). Two issues must be addressed. First, the proportion of
each commodity that is produced by operators who report some off-farm work
must be ascertained. Second, the interaction between off-farm work and the
production activities of farmers must be studied. For example, one question
is whether off-farm work by farmers is consistent with the efficient

production of food.

When commodity programs attempt to increase the incomes of
producers, the inter-relationship between the production of this commodity
and off-farm work should again be recognised. The major source of farmers'
off-farm income is off-farm work (Bollman, 1973). The impact of government
programs on farmers' income is inversely related to the amount of off-farm

work.

Public policies for the agricultural sector have traditionally
been commodity-based. Whether the purpose of a policy is to influence
commodity prices or farmers' incomes, off-farm work by farmers is an

important consideration determining the effectiveness of the policy.

Perhaps off-farm work should be promoted as an end in itself.
Some government policies have the objective of transferring labour out
of agriculture. It is a generally accepted conclusion that there is a
surplus of labour resources in primary agriculture (Canada, Federal Task

Force on Agriculture. 1969). The encouragement of off-farm work by

See footnote(s) on page 23.
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farmers could aid the transfer of labour out of primary agriculture. 1In
addition, the promotion of off-farm work may be the most effective way

to increase the low incomes of some farmers.

1.3. Objectives of Study

The general objective of this study is to investigate the inter-
relationship between the farm and off-farm work of farmers. One central
issue is the role of off-farm work by farmers in food production including
the amount of food produced by part-time farmers and the inter-relationship
between off-farm work and food production by farmers. The other central
issue is the role of off-farm work in improving farmers' income. Specific

points that are examined in this study include:

(a) the number of farmers reporting off-farm work and the
distribution of off-farm work between part-time off-
farm employment and full-time off-farm employment;

(b) the proportion of each commodity produced by farmers
who report some off-farm work;

(c) the distribution of off-farm work with respect to
variables such as geographic regions, types of
farm, sizes of farm, age of farm operator and
educational level of operator;

(d) the extent to which more and better machinery reduces
the demand for the farmer's labour on the farm, thus
influencing the probability of participating in off-
farm work;

(e) the extent to which changes in agricultural prices (and
price supports) change the demand for the farmer's
labour on the farm, thus influencing the probability
of participating in off-farm work;

(f) the factors which determine the probability that a farmer
reports some off-farm work; and

(g) the factors which could be influenced by government
policy to promote an increase in off-farm work by

farmers, if this were desired.
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The study is national in scope with a comparative analysis of off-farm

work by operators of different types of farms and in different provinces.

1.4. Outline of Study

The most important chapters of this study are Chapter 2, the
theoretical analysis; Chapter 4, the historical analysis; and Chapter 6,
the multivariate cross-section analysis. The remaining section of

Chapter 1 contains definitions of terms and a discussion of the data sources.

A kinked demand curve for farmer's labour is derived in Chapter
2 to explain the presence and amount of off-farm work. The determinants
of the curve are discussed. An extensive analysis of the implications of
the concept of a kinked demand for labour curve is presented elsewhere
(Chapter 3 in Bollman, 1978b) and is available upon request to the author,
Agriculture Division, Statistics Canada, Ottawa, Kl1A OL7. However the

implications are summarised in Chapter 2 of this study.

An equation to explain the probability of participating in off-
farm work is derived in Chapter 3 and three probability response models
are reviewed. Given the nature of the data, a probability response model
is estimated. A probability response model has a dichotomous dependent
variable where the predicted value is the probability of choosing one of
the dichotomous results. In this study, the decision of whether or not

to participate in off-farm work is the dichotomous choice variable.

The historical role of part-time farming in the Canadian
agricultufal sector is considered in Chapter 4. The implications of the
theoretical model in the historical context are discussed; the extent,
trends and structure of part-time farming in the 1936-76 period are
analysed; and the findings of other Canadian studies on part-time farming

are incorporated.

In Chapter 5, the available data are reviewed and a feasible
estimating equation is developed to explain the probability of a farmer

participating in off-farm work.
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The results of the multivariate cross-section analysis of off-
farm work by farmers in 1971 are presented in Chapter 6 and the implications

are discussed in detail.

The results of the study are summarised in Chapter 7 and the

implications of the results for public policies are emphasised.

1.5. Definitions and Data Sources

Off-farm work by farmers is defined, theoretically (see Chapter

2) as the participation of farmers in wage activity as distinct from their
farming self-employment activity. Operationally, off-farm work is
indicated by census-farm operators who reported "Some Days of Off-Farm
Work'" or some off-farm employment income.3 Off-farm employment income
includes wage and salary income plus net income from non-farm self-
employment (see Questions 40a and 40b, Appendix A, Table A.2). Thus,
off-farm work refers to all the work done by the farmer off the farm

plus non-farm work that may be located on the farm (such as machinery

dealerships, motels or cabins).

In the theoretical discussion, a farmer is considered to be
any individual who is self-employed in the production of food or fibre.
The empirical analysis focuses on the operators of census-farms. A

census-farm operator is

the person who is directly responsible for the agricultural
operation of the holding, whether as owner, tenant or hired
manager (Introduction to Canada, Statistics Canada, 1971
Census of Agriculture).

A census-farm was defined in the 1971 Census as

a farm, ranch or other agricultural holding of one acre or
more with sales of agricultural products, during the 12-

month period prior to the census, of $50 or more (Introduction
to Canada, Statistics Canada, 1971 Census of Agriculture).

The definition of a census-farm varied somewhat in other censuses. The

See footnote(s) on page 23.
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definitions are summarised in Appendix 2 of Bollman (1978b).

The data sources used in this study are the Censuses of
Agriculture from 1936 to 1976 and the 1971 Agriculture-Population Linkage.
The first census of agriculture to capture information on off-farm work
was the 1936 Census enumerated in the Prairie provinces. A census of
agriculture was enumerated across Canada in 1941, 1951, 1956, 1961, 1966,
1971 and 1976. 1In addition, a census of agriculture was enumerated in the
Prairie provinces again in 1946. The censuses of agriculture (in all
years except 1956) requested the number of days of off-farm work by the
operator of the census-farm. Off-farm work includes both agricultural
and non-agricultural work off the operator's holding. For details of

the data on off-farm work in each census, see Appendix A.

The long form (Form 2b) of the 1971 Census of Population was
enumerated in one-third of the households. Considerable socio-economic
information was obtained including the amount of income received in
1970 from the following sources: net farm self-employment income, wage
and salary earnings, net income from non-farm self-employment, plus a
number of categories of unearned income (see Table A.2). Information
from the long Census of Population questionnaire is available for members
of farm operator households from the 1971 Agriculture-Population Linkage
data base. Details of the Agriculture-Population Linkage are documented

by Freeman (1976).
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FOOTNOTES

Operators who produce miscellaneous items such as tobacco, nursery
products, some greenhouse products, Christmas trees and horses

are exceptions.

The reason for this inverse relationship is the larger the amount of
off-farm work, the greater the total net income of farmers and the
greater the total net income of farmers, the smaller the impact of a

given government program.

Not all operators reported both off-farm employment income and '"Days
of Off-farm Work". This apparent contradiction is investigated

in Section 5.2.3.

The term "off-farm work" is generally applicable to the North American
setting where the typical farmer lives on the farm holding. However,
the analysis of the allocation of the farmer's labour between the wage
(or off-farm) activity and the self-employment (or farm) activity can
be used to analyse the situation common in some countries where the

farmer lives in a village or town and commutes to the farm.






CHAPTER 2

ECONOMIC THEORY OF OFF-FARM WORK

2.1, Introduction

There has been little theoretical analysis of the economic
determinants of off-farm work by farmers.l Only recently has Huffman
(1976a) advanced the earlier work by Lee (1965) and Polzin and MacDonald
(1971). The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed theoretical
analysis of the economic determinants of off-farm work by farmers and to
investigate the implications of the theoretical findings for policies that
deal with farmers. It is recognised that non-economic factors also
influence the participation of farmers in off-farm work (see Appendix D).

For the purpose of the economic analysis, these factors are held constant.

The model is developed using off-farm work by farmers as an
example. However, the model can be used to analyse the participation
in wage activity by an individual who already has some self-employment
activity regardless of whether the self-employment activity is the primary
or secondary job. Thus, the analysis of the supply of labour by women
and men to the paid labour market is an important application of this
theoretical framework because home production can be considered a self-
employment activity. Only very recently (see Gronau, 1977) has "home
production" been considered as an item separate from leisure and market
work in the analysis of the allocation of time. Although home production
has been recognised to be an important item since the work by Mincer
(1962), the impact of home production has almost always entered the analysis
as an item determining the utility of leisure or time not spent in market
work. The analysis extends that of Becker (1965) by postulating diminishing
marginal returns to the self-employment activity; Becker assumed constant
marginal productivity in the production of his "commodities" (denoted as

llz!l) .

The analysis begins by postulating a production function for the

operator's farm (in general, the self-employment activity) with diminishing

See footnote(s) on page 40.
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marginal returns to the operator's labour. Given the prices of outputs
and the prices of all other inputs, a demand schedule for the operator's
labour on the farm is obtained. The net off-farm wage available to the
operator is viewed as exogenously determined. It is assumed that the
operator has no preference for farm over off-farm work and thus he will
not engage in farm work with a marginal return less than the net off-
farm wage. Given the level of non-earned income, the operator's total
supply of labour function is derived. The intersection of the kinked
demand curve for operator's labour (derived below) with the operator's
supply of labour function determines whether the operator participates

in off-farm work and the amount of time worked off the farm.

The next section states the initial assumptions of the analysis
and the subsequent sections develop the demand and supply curves faced
by the farm operator. A comparative static analysis is provided in
Section 2.5. (The theoretical analysis has been pursued extensively in
Chapter 3 in Bollman (1978b), copies of which are available upon request
to the author.) In the latter document, a formal mathematical derivation
is presented; the implications for studies of labour force participation
rates, labour supply studies in general, and studies of multiple job-
holding are outlined; the implications of a backward-bending supply of
labour curve are discussed; a detailed analysis of the implications of
removing various simplifying assumptions is presented; the implications
of the theoretical framework for the definition of agricultural policy
target clientele are outlined; and the implications for studies of rural
development are presented. A summary of the analysis and findings are

given in Section 2.6 of this study.

2.2. Assumptions

A "perfect markets' situation is assumed where goods can be
bought and sold at a fixed price and information is costless. Consequently,
capital markets are assumed to be perfect and uncertainty is ruled out.

Farm firms are assumed to be in an equilibrium situation; the decision to
operate a farm has been made and the location of residence by the operator

(i.e., whether farm or non-farm) has been determined.
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A static model is postulated. The static model, it is argued,
is a useful approximation to the relevant decision-making framework faced
by farmers with respect to farm and off-farm work. Thus the analysis
abstracts from the dynamic aspects that arise from a consideration of

technical change.

For simplicity, it is assumed that the farm unit has only one
enterprise (or a fixed enterprise mix). Thus, the production function
facing each farm unit is the same;2 the seasonality of the demand for
the operator's labour on the farm is fixed; and there is a homogeneous

output among farm firms.

Two types of labour are assumed to exist. Self-employment
"entrepreneurial" labour can only be supplied by the individual to the
individual's own firm. The other type of labour is 'hired" or wage
labour. If management skills are bought or sold, that is considered to

be hired labour.

2.3. Total Demand for Operator's Labour

The production of the homogeneous farm output, Y, is postulated
to be the function of the size of the capital stock, K; the level of
total non-labour variable inputs, VIN; the level of hired and unpaid
family labour, HL; and the level of operator labour in farm work, OLFW.
This can be expressed by a production function in general functional form

as:

Y =Y (K, VIN, HL, OLFW) (2.1)

Substitutions among these four variables are considered significant in
determining the level of demand for OLFW. The assumptions of a perfectly
competitive model are postulated; specifically, it is assumed that the
price of output and the prices of the other inputs are fixed. Maximising
farm profits subject to fixed prices, one obtains a function for the

demand for operator's labour on the farm, as a function of prices

DOLFW'
including the price of operator's labour in farm work, POLFW:

See footnote(s) on page 40.
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where Pi is the price level for the ith input.

Given the usual concavity conditions on the production function,

it follows that

3D oL

aPOLFW

< 0.

That is, given all other prices, an increase in the price of operator's
labour in farm work will result in a decrease in the quantity of operator's
labour demanded; the operator faces a downward-sloping demand for labour

in farm work. If capital, hired labour, and other variable inputs are

each substitutes (complements) for the operator's labour in farm work, an
exogenous increase in any one of P,» P__, or P will shift the demand

K "HL VIN
for operator's labour in farm work to the right (left).

In the off-farm labour market, the operator is viewed to be a
price-taker in the market for off-farm jobs. It is assumed that the
operator is able to work as many hours in an off-farm job as are desired
at the available wage rate. The net off-farm wage available to the

operator is determined by three basic factors:

1. The (time and money) cost of commuting to the off-farm
job. The money wage received minus the time and money

cost of commuting equals the net return to off-farm work.

2. The occupational group which the operator is able to
enter (which is determined by the job skills of the

3
operator ).

3. The wage level in that occupational group or, more
correctly, the expected wage level in that occupation.
The expected wage could be viewed as the wage weighted by

the probability of obtaining a job in that occupation.

See footnote(s) on page 40.



- 29 -

The demand for operator's labour in off-farm work can be written as,
= E jP z B
Pororw = PoLorw [ {OLOFW (sk) C] (2.3)

This is a function of the expected wage, E (P ), which itself is a

OLOFW
function of operator skills, sk, minus the cost of commuting, c. The
lower the cost of commuting is, the greater the demand for off-farm work
facing the operator; the more qualifications, skills, or training
possessed by the operator, the more remunerative will be the occupation

attained; and the stronger the demand is for that occupation relative to

supply, the higher the probability of obtaining a job in that occupation.

The operator is assumed to have no preference between farm and
off-farm work if the return for the marginal unit of work is the same.
The total demand for labour curve facing the operator is composed of a
downward-sloping demand for labour in farm work, VVl (Chart 2.1) and a

horizontal demand for labour in off-farm work, ZZ The result is that

1
the effective total demand for labour curve facing the operator is the

kinked curve, VXZl.

2.4. Supply of Operator's Labour

The operator is postulated to maximise a utility function where

utility is determined by the level of consumption, C; the amount of operator's

leisure, LeO; and the amount of leisure of the operator's spouse, LeS:4

U =1U (C, LeO, LeS) (2.4)
Utility is maximised subject to the budget constraint:

full income = full expenditure. (2.5)

Full income is:

NEI + Vo LSL + POL LOL

5 .
where NEI 1is non-earned income;

W is the (parametric) wage rate faced by the operator's

spouse;

See footnote(s) on page 40.

(2.6)
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Chart — 2.1

The Kinked Demand for Labour Curve (Solid line)
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POL is the value of the marginal hour of the operator's time;

iSL is the total number of hours available for work and
leisure in a year for the operator's spouse; and

iOL is the total number of hours available for work and

leisure in a year for the operator.
Full expenditure is:

PCC + Vel (LeS) + POL (Le0) (2.7)

where PC is the price of the consumption good.

Substituting Equations 2.6 and 2.7 into 2.5 gives the following budget
constraint:

NEI + L.+ = +
Wor Lgp POL LOL PCC Vol (LeS) + POL (Le0) (2.8)

by recognising,

L

+
OL LeO oL

LSL

SL + LeS

Equation 2.8 can be simplified to:

PCC = NEI + WSLSL + POLOL (2.9)

Maximising the utility function, Equation 2.4, subject to the
budget constraint, Equation 2.9, the operator's total supply of labour

function, is obtained:

SOL’

S =S (p

oL oo Fcs Ysps Pop» VED (2.10)

If the substitution effect of a change in P L is greater than the income

0
effect, then

aSOL

0
POL

> 0.

That is, given all other prices, an increase in the value of the marginal
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unit of operator's time results in an increased supply of labour; the

operator has an upward-sloping supply of labour curve.

2.5. Equilibrium Quantity of Hours Worked

The equilibrium quantity of hours worked is indicated by the
usual intersection of the demand and supply curves for operator's labour.

If the upward-sloping supply of labour curve, S intersects the kinked

oL’
demand for labour curve facing the operator to the left of the kink, the
operator reports no off-farm work (Chart 2.2). The total number of hours
worked in the year are OA (all on the farm) and the return to the marginal

hour of farm work is OwA.

If the supply of labour curve cuts the kinked demand curve to
the right of the kink, the operator reports some off-farm work (Chart 2.3).
The total number of hours worked in the year are OB where OC hours are
worked on the farm and OB - OC are worked off the farm. The return to the
marginal hour of farm work equals the off-farm wage which is OwB.

Thus, the total number of hours worked, the number of hours
worked on the farm, the number of hours worked off the farm, and the
labour return per marginal hour of work all depend on the relative

position of the demand for the operator's labour on the farm, VV the

l’
demand for the operator's labour off the farm, ZZl, and the operator's

supply of labour curve, S Some comparative static analyses will

oL’
illustrate the situation.

The greater the demand for the operator's labour on the farm
(i.e., the further to the right is VVl), the greater will be the number
of hours worked on the farm. If the operator reports some off-farm work
(Chart 2.3), the amount of work on the farm is determined by the intersection
of the demand for on-farm work, VV_., and the demand for off-farm work,

1

ZZl' If the operator reports no off-farm work (Chart 2.2), the amount of

farm work is determined by the intersection of the demand for on-farm

work, VVl, and the supply of labour curve, SOL'

The greater the demand for off-farm work (i.e., the higher is
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Chart — 2.2

Equilibrium Solution with no Off-farm Work
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Chart — 2.3
Equilibrium Solution with Some Off-farm Work
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ZZl), the greater is the total number of hours worked/ and the smaller is
the number of hours worked on the farm. Note that some farm work will

be reported unless the demand for off-farm work, ZZl, cuts the vertical
axis at a higher point than the demand for farm work, VVl, cuts the
vertical axis. Note also that the demand for off-farm work has an
influence on the total number of hours worked only if some off-farm work

is reported.

The smaller the operator's supply schedule for labour (i.e., the
further SOL is to the left), the less is the total number of hours worked.
A shift to the left in the supply of labour curve will not reduce the
amount of farm work if some off-farm work is reported. Thus, only off-

farm work is reduced in this case.

Before proceeding, one important issue must be clarified. It
is postulated that two types of labour are input to farm production:
self-employment entrepreneurial labour and hired labour. It is assumed
that self-employment labour can only be supplied by the individual to
the individual's own firm. Any management skills which are purchased are
considered to be hired labour. Since only the operator can provide the
self-employment labour (and the downward-sloping demand function, VVl, is
a demand for self-employment or entrepreneurial labour), the equilibrium
amount of entrepreneurial labour (determined by the intersection of VVl
with ZZ, or with SOL) must be supplied by the operator. Specifically, the

operatoi cannot, by assumption, hire labour to act as entrepreneurial
labour and thus the farm cannot be operated with OD hours of hired
entrepreneurial labour while the operator works OE hours at an off-farm
job (Chart 2.2). The implication of this assumption is that the operator
faces a sequential problem: first, the optimal quantity of self-

employment work by the operator in farm work is determined; then the

optimal quantity of off-farm work is determined.

See footnote(s) on page 40.
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2.6. Summary

An economic model has been developed to explain and analyse
the participation of self-employed farmers in off-farm work. The farm
operator is postulated to face a downward-sloping demand for on-farm
labour and a horizontal demand for off-farm labour. Thus, the effective

demand for labour curve faced by farm operators is kinked.

If the total supply of labour cuts the kinked demand for
labour curve to the left of the kink, the operator participates only in
farm work and the intersection determines the marginal value of time and
the total quantity of work. Note that the opportunity off-farm wage is

irrelevant in this case.

If the total supply of labour cuts the kinked demand for labour
curve to the right of the kink, the operator participates in some off-
farm work. The intersection of the horizontal demand for off-farm work
curve and the total supply of labour curve determines the total quantity
of work; the demand for on-farm work curve is irrelevant in this case.

The intersection of the downward-sloping demand for on-farm work curve

and the horizontal demand for off-farm work curve determines the quantity
of farm work; the total supply of labour is irrelevant in this case.

The difference between the total quantity of work and the quantity of farm

work gives the quantity of off-farm work.

A major conclusion from the analysis is that off-farm work by
farmers can exist in a perfect markets equilibrium. Off-farm work does

not necessarily exist because of market imperfections.

The labour force participation rates of all individuals in
the economy with some (market or non-market) self-employment activity
must be analysed differently from individuals with no self-employment
activity. Specifically, the variables determining the position of the
demand for labour in self-employment activity are an important consideration
for the former group but are redundant for the second group. In the
case of farmers, the available off-farm wage has no influence on the
quantity of farm work if the farmer does no off-farm work. Therefore,

research studies and cost of production formulae should only utilise
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an off-farm wage to indicate the value of the operator's time if the

operator does some off-farm work.

The net supply of labour to wage activity is potentially a
kinked function for all individuals in the economy (see Figure 3.4
in Bollman, 1978b). The analysis of the elasticity of the supply of
labour to wage activity must recognise that the elasticity of the
demand for labour in the self-employment activity influences the net

supply of labour to the wage activity below the kink.

The concept of a kinked demand for labour curve suggests that
multiple jobholding can exist in a perfect markets equilibrium -- the
existence of market imperfections are not necessary to observe multiple

jobholding.

The implications of a backward-bending supply of labour curve
are discussed in Bollman (1978b). Contrary to the case of a forward-
sloping supply of labour function, an increase in the wage rate may
decrease the total quantity of work. However, the quantity of work
in the wage activity may increase if the quantity of work in the self-

employment activity is reduced more than the total quantity of work.

In the case of farmers, the relaxation of the assumptions of
the perfectly competitive model may increase or decrease the probability
of reporting off-farm work. For example, the existence of a difference
in farm and off-farm work, the existence of uncertainty, and the existence
of different farm enterprise types may each increase or decrease the

probability of reporting off-farm work.

Some off-farm jobs require that the operator work a standard
number of hours per week. If the standard workweek is less than desired
at the given off-farm wage, then contrary to the earlier results, the
total quantity of work is determined by the intersection of the demand
for on-farm labour curve and the total supply of labour curve (see

Section 3.11.1 in Bollman, 1978b).

Within a given day, an increase in commuting costs does not
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influence the quantity of farm work if some off-farm work continues

to be reported. The total quantity of work (and quantity of off-farm
work) may increase or decrease. However, if the increase in commuting
costs is large enough, participation in off-farm work may cease and a
large increase in farm work would be expected to take place. An
increase in commuting costs does raise the number of days within a
given year which the operator works on the farm (see Section 3.11.2

in Bollman, 1978b).

It is expected that the trend to larger, and therefore fewer
farms will continue, at least in the Prairies. This implies that
commuting distances to off-farm jobs will increase. However a larger
farm in terms of a higher level of output does not necessarily imply
a greater demand for the operator's labour on the farm (see Section 3.14
in Bollman, 1973b). Thus, the net available off-farm wage will fall
if commuting distances increase but the demand for the operator's on-
farm labour may increase or decrease as farm size increases. If the
latter case prevails (i.e., a decrease in demand for the operator's on-
farm labour as farm size increases), it implies that farm operators may
choose to live near off-farm jobs because the cost of commuting to the

farm may be less than the cost of commuting to the off-farm job.

The implications of recognising different farm enterprises
were discussed in Section 3.15 in Ballman, 1978b. 1In general, the
seasonal pattern of labour requirements on the farm differs among
different farm enterprises. Thus, operators of different types of farms
will face different demand for on-farm labour functions and they will face
different demand for off-farm labour functions because there will be
only a certain set of occupations that they can consider given the on-
farm work requirements. (The choice of type of farm enterprise is
essentially endogenous with the choice of off-farm occupation because
the available off-farm occupation will also influence the type of farm

enterprise chosen.)

The theoretical framework was utilised to develop a definition
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of a farmer, a census-farm operator, a part-time farmer, and three
variants of an individual with the major source of income being from

farming (see Section 3.13 in Bollman, 1978b).

Finally, the situation was illustrated in which rural development
programs may increase the productivity of farmers and, at the same time,
increase off-farm work among farmers (see Section 3.14 in Bollman, 1978b).
The observation that an individual is a part-time farmer does not, in
itself, indicate anything about the productivity of that farm unit. Thus,
there is no theoretical basis to argue the need for the adjustment of
part-time farmers out of farming or towards full-time farming. Forcing
part-time farmers either to stop farming or to start full-time farming

may cause an inefficient use of resources.
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FOOTNOTES

A summary of the background literature on labour supply, multiple
jobholding, and off-farm work by farmers in Canada and the United

States is presented in Bollman (1978b), Chapter 2.

The multivariate analysis in Chapter 6 recognises different production
functions among different types of farms and estimates separate

equations for operators of each type of farm enterprise.

Two other factors regarding the occupational group which the operator
is able to enter and which are not taken into account by this
specification are the extent to which the non-farm labour force is
unionised and the certification requirements of the non-farm labour

market.

This formulation abstracts from the labour/leisure considerations
introduced by the presence of offspring. 1In general, a household
utility function can be visualised whereby total consumption and
the amount of leisure of the respective household members are the
elements in the utility function being maximised. For example,

see Becker (1974).

Note that the leisure hours of the operator and the operator's

spouse are (arbitrarily) valued at their respective opportunity rates.

For the purpose of this analysis, non-earned income is assumed to be

constant (see Appendix 4 in Bollman, 1978b).

This assumes an upward-sloping supply of labour curve. The opposite
result is obtained if the supply of labour curve is backward-bending

(Bollman, 1978b, Section 3.10).



CHAPTER 3

THEORY OF PROBABILITY RESPONSE MODELS

3.1. Introduction

This chapter has two purposes. The first is to derive an
equation to estimate the probability that a census-farm operator reports
some off-farm work (Section 3.2). The focus of the empirical analysis of
this study is on the narticipation of farmers in off-farm work (or the
probability that a given farmer reports some off-farm work) because of the
difficulty of measuring the quantity of labour in farm and off-farm work
(see Chapter 5). At the micro or individual level of observation, an
operator is either working off the farm or is not working off the farm.
Thus, the observation of whether or not the operator reported off-farm work
is a binary or dichotomous observation. The reporting of off-farm work is
the dependent variable in the estimating equation to determine the
characteristics associated with off-farm work and to estimate the impact of
a change in any of the characteristics on the probability of reporting off-
farm work. Given the set of estimated parameters for the characteristics
in the estimating equation, the probability of off-farm work can be
calculated for any given set of operator characteristics. The ability to
calculate the response in the probability of reporting off-farm work owing to
a change in any one of the operator characteristics (i.e., independent
variables) gives the title "probability response model". The second purpose
of this chapter is therefore to discuss the econometric theory of probability
response models. Three models are reviewed; the linear, probit and logit

models.

3.2. Model to Explain the Participation of Farmers in Off-farm WOrkl

Labour force participation rates in general have been subjected to
considerable analysis (e.g., Bowen and Finegan, 1969; Cain and Watts, 1973).

The theoretical discussion in these studies indicates the variables to be

See footnote(s) on page 49.
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included in a study of participation rates. However, the equation to explain
the participation rates has never been derived. The purpose of this section
is to derive explicitly an equation to explain the participation of farmers
in off-farm work. Two alternative methods are presented; both methods

result in the same estimating equation.

The probability of reporting off-farm work or the participation
rates in off-farm work can be evaluated in terms of either the quantities

of labour at a given wage, or wages at a given quantity of labour.

Following the first approach, the probability of off-farm work,
Pr(OFW), is equal to the probability that the total quantity of labour

supplied, S is greater than the quantity of labour demanded for on-farm

oL’
work, DOLFW’ evaluated at the exogenous wage rate, POLOFw (which is the
horizontal function, DOLOFW):
Pr(OFW) = Pr ESOL * By o) | DOLOFv;] {3 .13
Since S - D is the net supply of labour to off-farm work,

OL OLFW
Equation 3.1 states that Pr(OFW) is positive if the net supply of labour

to off-farm work is positive at the off-farm wage rate. That is,

Pr (OFW) = Pr [ESOL = Doppy > 0 | DOLOF%] . (3.2)

To simplify, the demand and supply equations (Equations 2.2, 2.3 and 2.10)

are written in linear form as follows:

= P + )
Dorrw = %o ¥ 4Py * 4P * APy * 4P 4 SsFormw t @ (3.3)

D = BO + BlE(P

_ 3.
- ) Bzc + u (3.4)

OLOFW

Sop. = Yo * Y1Pe T YoWsp * Y4Por = Y4NEL + v (3.5)

where a., Bi, and Y represent the structural parameter for the ith
i

variable and e, u, and v are stochastic error terms.
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By evaluating Equations 3.3 and 3.5 at P (i.e., substituting

OLOFW

E ti . i i
quation 3.4 for POLFw in Equation 3.3 and POL

then substituting into Equation 3.2, one obtains:

in Equation 3.5) and

Pr(OFW) = P + _ B
TOFR) < Py [Eé Y1Pg T Y¥ep t Y3 (Bg + BBy opy) T Bpe T W
- YANEI + v - (ao + alPY + GZPK + QBPVIN + QQPHL

+ uS(BO + BlE(POLOFW) - BZC + u) + e)> E]

Pr(OFW) = Pr [Eé + Y3BO - ao - GSBO + YlPC

= V¥ + V3P ECorory) T 5B EPoropy) T V3koC

- - = = >
T4EEL = Byly = BoPy = BgBere = Uy,

= Y3u = # usu + E]

+ aSBZC

w
Y5781,
NEI

Pr (OFW) = Pr [E?O - uo + (Y3 - QS)BO) + YlPC -
Oy m e B ECy gpp) — (g = ag)fye — v,

- alPY - uZPK - u3PVIN - Q4PHL > (as - Y3) u+ e —-Ej (3.6)

This equation allows one to analyse the probability of off-farm work as
an explicit function of the variables determining the demand and supply

functions facing the farm operator.

The alternative approach to derive the probability of off-farm
work equation is to compare wages at a fixed quantity of labour. Specifically,

consider the quantity of labour where SOL = DOLFW (i.e., the intersection

of the total supply of labour curve and the demand for on-farm labour curve)

and evaluate whether the equilibrium wage is greater or less than the

exogenous off -farm wage, The probability of off-farm work is equal to

POLOFw'

the probability that the wage rate, P__, at the intersection of the total

oL
supply of labour curve and the demand for on-farm labour curve is less than

the exogenous off-farm wage, That is,

POLOFW'

e [FPy = T [%OL s o - POLOFg] . (3.7)
oL = "OLFW
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The result can be shown to be the same as Equation 3.6.

Setting SOL (Equation 3.5) equal to D (Equation 3.3) gives

OLTW

NEI + v =a. +a P+ a.P

Yo T YPc T Yo¥sL T Y3FoL T Yy ot byt ofy

+ ao,P + o P

+ i
%Pyrn T %4 PaL storw € kB

Solving for the equilibrium wage, P

(

), gives

o “Forrw

P o = . 2y =
Y¥o1. ~ %m [: Yo 7 VPt ovgigy FOY,NEL vt oy

+ o, P+ o P+ a.P + a,P + ;j
K |

1Y 2 3 VIN 4 HL
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Substituting Equations 3.9 and 3.4 into Equation 3.7 gives
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- (YB - aS)Bzc + YlPC - YW NEI - o, P

OLOFW)

s~ Y4

1Y
—- _ - - - _ 1
aZPK QBPVIN QAPHL > e v (Y3 a5) EJ (3.6")

Note that Equation 3.6' is exactly the same as Equation 3.6. The empirical

analysis in Chapter 6 estimates this probability of off-farm work equation.

Note that although the parameters attached to each variable
bear the same symbol in the estimating equation (Equation 3.6) as in the
structural model (Equations 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5), the meaning of the parameters
has changed. Specifically, in the structural model, the parameters measure

the impact on the quantity of labour demanded or supplied, whereas in the



= 45 =

estimating equation (Equation 3.6), the parameters measure the impact on

the probability of reporting some off-farm work. Consequently, since the

estimated parameters refer to a different dependent variable, the issue of
identification2 does not arise here because it is not possible to translate
estimates of the parameters of the estimating equation into estimates of
the structural parameters. Although estimates of the structural parameters
will not be obtained, it was necessary to begin with the structural model
so that the estimating equation could be derived explicitly from the
structural model. In addition, the signs obtained for the estimated
parameters are the signs of the structural parameters because the signs

of the parameters in both the structural model and the estimating equation

indicate the direction of the shift in the demand or supply function.

An equation to explain the probability of participating in
off-farm work has been derived in this section. The parameters of the
equation give the response in the probability of participating in off-farm
work due to a change in an independent variable. The next three sections
introduce three econometric techniques that can be used to estimate

probabiltiy response models.

3.3. The Linear Probability Model

The characteristics of the linear probability model are outlined
in Section 4.4 of Bollman (1978b)3 where the specific problems associated
with the application of ordinary least-squares (OLS) linear regression to
an analysis of dichotomous dependent variables are discussed. In general,
the problem of predicted values lying outside the (0, 1) range can be
solved by employing a non-linear function, such as a probit or logit
model (discussed below). The fact that a (0, 1) problem is inherently
non-linear suggests that any transformation of an OLS equation is inadequate.
The problem of the heteroscedastic error term (see Goldberger, 1964,
pp. 249-250) can be solved by utilising a weighted or generalised least

squares procedure, but this does not solve the first two problems.

gee footnote(s) on page 49.
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3.4. The Probit Model

The probit model assumes that the threshold point where some
off-farm work is reported is normally distributed. Thus, when considering
the proportion of census-farm operators who report some off-farm work (i.e.,
the proportion with the supply of labour curve to the right of the kink
in the kinked demand for labour curve), one obtains the cumulative normal
distribution function when the size of a positively (negatively) correlated
independent variable is increased (decreased). The cumulative normal
distribution function (or normal ogive, or normal sigmoid curve) is a
monotonic function which rises from zero to one with a point of inflection

at the mean (Chart 3.1).1‘L

3.5. The Logit Model

The general shape of the logistic transformation is that of the
cumulative normal distribution function, except that it differs noticeably
from the cumulative normal for extreme (large and small) values of the

independent variable (Chart 3.1).5

3.6. Comparison of Linear, Probit, and Logit Models

Fiﬁney (1964) has compared the linear, probit, and logit models.
There is almost no difference between the probit and logit models for
probabilities in the range of 0.01 to 0.99 (see Chart 3.1). When pro-
babilities are in the range of 0.05 to 0.95, the linear probability
model provides adequate estimates. Some previous studies (see Gunderson,
1972 and 1973) have suggested that any of the three models will give
estimated parameters that are surprisingly similar. When the estimated
parameters of a linear probability model are compared to the parameters
from a theoretically more appealing transformation, the results are almost
close enough to provide the same conclusions. As is indicated below, this

study is another example of this general conclusion.

See footnote(s) on page 49.
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Comparison of Linear, Probit and Logit Models
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3.7. A Note on Predicting Aggregate Behaviour

The linear, probit and logit models discussed above and estimated
in this study in Chapter 6 are designed to explain the behaviour of in-
dividuals. This fact should be recognised by analysts who use the results

of this study to determine the behaviour of aggregates of individuals.

As discussed by Westin (1974), an important question is how to aggregate

the predictions for individuals to give predictions of the population. Even
if the change in an independent variable is the same for all individuals,

the predicted change in the probability will not be constant across all
individuals, but will depend on each individual's original probability.

The aggregate prediction must incorporate the relative frequency distribution

of probabilities for individuals in the population.

3.8. Summary

In this chapter an estimating equation to explain the probability
of reporting off-farm work has been derived from the structural model
discussed in Chapter 2. Then three econometric techniques to estimate
probability response models were introduced. The next chapter presents
a detailed investigation of the historical role of part-time farming in
the Canadian agricultural sector. The theoretical determinants discussed
in Chapter 2 are analysed in a historical context, the trends and structure
of off-farm work are reviewed for the 1941-76 period, and the results of

other studies of part-time farming in Canada are discussed.
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FOOTNOTES

The desirability of implementing Heckman's model (Heckman, 1974) is discussed
in Section 4.2. of Bollman (1978b). However, data constraints prevented
Heckman's model from being implemented. Photocopies of the section mentioned
are available upon request to the author, Agriculture Division,

Statistics Canada, Ottawa, K1A OL7.

Identification is the issue of computing the parameters of the structural
model from the estimated parameters of the reducted form (see Theil,

1971, pp. 446-449).

In addition, the linear probability model is discussed by Theil (1971,
p. 629), Neter and Maynes (1970), Morrison (1972), Goldberger (1973),
Buse (1972), Hill (1970), Morgan et al. (1974, p. 377), and Ashenfelten
(1966) .

The probit model is discussed in Section 4.5 of Bollman (1978b). Also
see Hill and Kam (1973) Finney (1964), and Buse (1972).

For a discussion of the logit model, see Section 4.6 of Bollman (1978b),

and Buse (1972).






CHAPTER 4

HISTORY OF PART-TIME FARMING IN CANADA: AN OVERVIEW

4.1. Introduction

Part-time farmingl has always existed in Canada. Louis Heébert,
Canada's first farmer of European descent, combined farming with an apothecary
practice (Brown, 1942, p. 25). The history of part-time farming in Canada
has been discussed extensively in Bollman (1978a). The purpose of this

chapter is to summarize the results of the historical analysis.

Section 4.2 contains a review of early references to part-time
farming in Canada. It appears that part-time farming was not uncommon in the
early years of Canada's development. A summary of trends in part-time
farming in Canada in the 1941-76 period is presented in Section 4.3. The
incidence of part-time farming has remained relatively constant but there has
been a major structural change from part-time off-farm work to full-time

of f-farm work.

In an attempt to explain the trends in part-time farming, the
theoretical determinants of off-farm work summarised in Chapter 2 are
analyzed in the historical context in Section 4.4. One theoretical
determinant that has changed markedly in the historical context is the cost

of commuting.

The participation rate in off-farm work over time is analyzed in
Section 4.5 as a function of gross farm sales, type of farm and age of
operator. The size of gross farm sales indicates the on-farm demand for
labour faced by the operator. The historical analysis of the participation
rate in off-farm work by type of farm is important in order to ascertain the
stability of the relationship between off-farm work and the production of
various food commodities. In addition, if there is a stable relationship,
the multivariate analysis in Chapter 6 can base its results by type of farm
on the conclusion that differences in participation rates among types of
farms are not random but in fact are stable over time. The analysis of the
participation rate in off-farm work by age indicates a different conclusion

depending upon whether one considers the cross-section or the age cohort

See footnote(s) on page 89.
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results.

The distribution of operators by number of days of off-farm

work is reviewed in Section 4.6.

The major reason suggested for the high incidence of part-time
off-farm work in 1941 is the large participation rate of census-farm
operators in agricultural off-farm work, including custom work.2 The
pursuit of this hypothesis is one of the main reasons for investigating

in Section 4.7 the off-farm occupation reported by part-time farmers.

The results of the historical analysis are summarised in Section
4.8.

4.2. Early References to Part-time Farming in Canada

Wietfeldt (1976, pp. 207-208) and Steeves (1977b) have noted that
although the activities undertaken by farmers have changed over time, farmers
have always allocated only part of their time to the production of crops
and livestock. 1In earlier times in Canada, in addition to the cultivation
of crops and the care of livestock, farmers allocated considerable time to
the processing of food, the manufacture of clothing and the repair and
manufacture of tools and equipment. Today, many of these latter activities
are pursued by specialists. As a consequence, the time that farmers do not
spend on their crops and livestock has now been allocated to off-farm market
activities. Although the statistics may show an increase in the allocation
of the labour of farmers to off-farm activities, farmers have always allocated

only part of their time to the production of crops and livestock.

Early studies by Longley and Chown (1936) and Stewart (1944)
noted that many local craftsmen also did some farming and thus were part-
time farmers. Local manufacturing persisted until near the end of the 1800's
because transportation costs were high and urban manufactured goods were
relatively costly. These local craftsmen/part-time farmers disappeared when

transportation costs fell and urban goods became less costly.

See footnote(s) on page 89.
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Fowke (1946, p.6) and Easterbrook and Aitken (1956, pp. 197-198)
discussed the relationship between the timber trade and agriculture. On the
St. Lawrence and around the lower lakes, the cutting of timber was incidental
to the clearing of land for agricultural production. On the Ottawa River,
farming was incidental to the cutting of timber (i.e., farming existed to
provide food for the lumber camps). However, since the busiest season for
one pursuit was the slack season for the other, individuals often were in-
volved in both the cutting of timber and farming. Benson (1976, p. 117)
notes that farming and cutting pulpwood have had a symbiotic relationship
in the Rainy River District of northwestern Ontario for two or three genera-—

tions.

All types of construction activity were potential employment
sources (Patton, 1928, p. 123; Buckley, 1955, p. 51; and Fowke, 1961, p. 61).
The author's father earned some off-farm income in the late 1930's by helping
to dismantle a grain elevator that had been built in a previous period of

optimistic growth expectations.

The picture that emerges is that part-time farming has played an
important role in the development of both the agricultural and non-agricultural

sectors of the economy.

4.3. The Trend in Part-time Farming, 1941-76

In the 1941-76 period, the proportion of census-farm operators
reporting ''Some Days of Off-farm Work' has remained at about one-third
(Chart 4.1). However, a major structural change took place; the proportion
of operators reporting a few days of off-farm work decreased and the propor-

tion of operators reporting full-time off-farm work increased.

An examination of the changes between census years reveals that
between 1941 and 1951, the number of census-farms declined by 15.07 while the
number of operators reporting some days of off-farm work declined by 33.97.

As a result, the per cent reporting off-farm work declined 7.9 percentage
points to 27.67 in 1951 (Table 4.1). The pattern was similar in all provinces.
Between 1951 and 1961 and between 1961 and 1971, the rate of decline of

See footnote(s) on page 89.
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TABLE 4.1. Number and Per cent Change of Census-farm Operators Reporting "Some Days of Off-farm Work",
Canada and Provinces, 1941-76

Census-farm operators reporting

STaTES s S "some days of off-farm work"

Census year

and provinces Net change Net change Psz :f?t
Total Per cent foral Per cent census-farm
Number (10-year period) Number (10-year period) operators
Canada
1941(1) sovnmvennn 732,832 - o 260,389 v ‘oo 38.5
L95L oo o wnomiere ey .o 623,091 ~109,741 -15.0 172,092 =885297 =33.9 2046
1961 wsusn RNeE 8 § &% 489,903 -142,188 -22.8 153,675 ~18,417 =105 7 31.0
1966 (2] swamssisis 430,522 -50,381(2) o 165,723(2) 12,048(2) op 38.5
L8 R 366,128 -114,775 =239 129,287 -24,388 =15:9 3543
19761023 (3F wwssnss 338,578 = 275330(2) S 114,625 ~14;662(2) ves 38.9
Newfoundland
1941¢1] snumwcnnss Wi o W v ik 55 .
1951 ssssmmemasvsy 3,626 ves e 2,278 cee vos 62.8
1961 vovvvvnnnnnnn 1, 752 -1,874 ~8L.7 1,004 -1,274 -55.3 57.3
L1966¢2) swvwvnssns 1,709 -43(2) S 799 —205(2) “is 46.8
1971 343 ww vesecsnes 1,042 =710 -40.0 378 ~626 -62.4 36.3
197623 (3) wwmaas oo 878 -164(2) v 382 ~46(2) o o 37.8
Prince Edward Island
1940 .5 mwmare o8 8 o 12,230 wreia e 4,206 e o 34.4
1951 sussomenmessins 10; 137 -2,093 =171 2,988 -1,218 ~28..0 29.5
1961 .....n Cesees 7,355 ~2yili82 ~27.6 2,470 -518 =-17.3 33.7
LOBE (2] cowonmmvsuan 6,357 -998(2) — 25729 259(2) e 42.9
1971 &4 pam e s ey 4,543 ~25812 =382 1,637 -833 —337 36.0
197642)(3) wwsvnss 3,677 -866 et 1,346 —291.L2) - 36.6
Nova Scotia .
1940 55 s mmmminsss 324 977 wsEy wsers 18,454 _r W 535.0
1951 sisswmemas $a 23,515 -9,462 -28.6 12,694 -5,760 ~3L.2 54.0
1961 .o elisiaing 5 ii 12,518 -10,997 -46.7 6,593 -6,101 -48.1 52.7
LOGBLE] o wwwwmsnsn 9,621 -2,897(2) —_— 4,942 -1,651(2) ves 51.4
1971 weivnnwossene 6,008 ~64510 -52.0 2,741 -3,852 -58.4 45.6
1976(2) (3) cecsaee 5,434 -574(2) - 2,429 -312(2) —_— 44,7
New Brunswick
1941 wewsasmmnis .o 31,889 . e 17,882 = - 56.1
1951 senssannas ve 26,431 =5,458 =17.3 13,555 =iy, 327 -24,.2 313
LI oo o u 0 0 osowaons o » o 11,786 14,645 =55.4 5,825 =7s730 =570 49.4
196642} s wwn TIY 8,706 -3,080(2) e 4,246 ~15579(2) oes 48.8
1971 waessmsnmaiss 5,485 =65 301 =53.4 2,328 =-3,497 -60.0 42.4
1976(2)(3) weveenn 4,551 =-934(2) voe 1,829 -499(2) wie 40.2
Quebec
L9949, wsws s s s woam cess 154,669 _— % e 62,125 p— — 40.2
1951 vivinvnnnnnnn 134,336 —~20, 333 =13.X 45,523 -16,602 = 2657 33:9
TGO wiere o v ¢ erenevore o o 95,777 —~38, 559 =287 37,158 -8,365 =184% 38.8
LO66IC2) sss wmmusa e 80,294 -15,483(2) s 40,062 -2,904(2) S— 50.0
1971 covvnen T 61,257 —-34,520 =36.0 20,486 ~16, 642 =44,9 334
1976(2)(3) vevenns 51,587 -9,670(2) o 15,757 -4,729(2) S 305:.5

See footnote(s) at end of table.
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Number and Per cent Change of Census-farm Operators Reporting 'Some Days of Off-farm Work",

Canada and Provinces, 1941-76 (concluded)

Census-farm operators reporting

Census-farm operators
P "some days of off-farm work"

Census vear

and provinwes Net change Net change Per cent
Total Total of all
Number Per cent Number Per cent census-farm
(10-year period) (10-year period) operators
Ontario
1960, wemssssmwaiss 178,204 e e 50,804 ¥ e s 28.5
TA5L sonm s s m ceenee 149,920 -28,284 ~aL58 39,776 ~11.,028 = Plusd, 2615
B0 I — s 121,333 —28;587 =9l 42,584 2,808 Tl 35.1
1966027 iisuomnaiss 109,887 =11,446(2) . 45,241 2,657(2) e 41.2
1971 viviiiennans - 94,722 —26,,/61L.1. =219 40,499 -2,085 -4.8 42.8
1976(2) (3) wewsss 8 88,801 =5y921(2) 36,096 —4 408 C2) i 40.6
Manitoba
JOBL. wcwva o 5 weora s 8 ww 58,024 % S5 16,960 838 o 292
29464627 o5 vwws iy 54,448 =-3,576(2) e 12,942 ~4,018(2) F50 23.8
1951 sseviwnmssvia 52,383 =5,6%1 ~9..7 9,454 -7,506 ~44.3 18.0
T96L vae s mwnes s 43,306 -9,077 =1 3 10,516 1,062 11,2 24,3
L9B6(2) s wwww s v o 39,747 -3,559(2) S 11,609 1,093(2) = 29,:2
1071, s o5 manars s v 54 34,981 -8,325 -19.2 10,802 286 2T, 30.9
1976(2) covmnnsenn 32,104 =2,877(2) 9,288 =Ly 014(2) 28.9
Saskatchewan
1941 wwwsumeawsing 138,713 e 44,226 - — 31.9
1946(2) vevvinennn 125,612 -13,101(2) e 25,129 -19,097(2) s 20.0
LGB wreve ¢ o weswase o 5 o 5 112,018 -26,695 =19:2 18,655 =255 571 %578 16.6
1961y wrave s s pwemnnss e 93,924 -18,094 -16.2 18,719 64 0.3 18.9
1966(2) siunsa i 85,680 -8,238(2) — 23,444 4,725(2) p— 214
1971 iviviinnnnn. 76,970 -16,954 =180 19,926 1,207 6.4 25.9
1972602} wosvmmwvusn 70,958 -6,012(2) oy, 16,673 -3,253(2) 23..5
Alberta
. - O ———— 99,432 » 34,098 §5 % % 34,2
LO94B(2) wseswwnssns 89,541 ~18;191¢2) G, 19,674 -14,424(2) — 22.0
1951, sswmassn@siss 84,315 -15,417 =i, 164378 =11, 720 ~52.0 19.4
LIBL: o wensor o » e . 73,212 -11,103 =13.1 19,125 2,747 16.8 26.1
196602) wevsnmmens 69,411 =3;801(2) a8 23,100 3,975(2) - 33.3
197 isamass salmdss 62,702 -6,709 ~14..3 21,149 2,024 10.6 33.7
1976(2) o6 wwe s y 61,130 =1,572(2) 21;221 724(2) 34.7
British Columbia
LOUL w0 ccwime o w onw . 26, 394 » to - 11,634 o e 441
1951 S$0IE § 3 BNEY § 26,406 12 0.0 10,788 —-846 ~F w3 40.8
TOBL .o 5 pia & 5 nisheia 3 19,934 ~By472 =245 9,665 =1,123 -10.4 48.5
N oi0 s R — 19,0835 -849(2) - 9,542 =123L2} o 50,0
T9TL w s swmm s Fieli & 18,400 -1,534 o Y 95331 =211 -3.5 50.7
1976(2) vevunen o 19,432 1,032(2) oo 9,640 309(2) 5k d 49.6

not available.
not applicable.

(1) Newfoundland joined Canada in 1949.
(2) The net change is calculated for the preceding five-year period.

(3) The 1976 figures represent all agricultural holdings with $50 or more of

Source: Statistics Canada,

Canada,

gross sales.
Censuses of Agriculture, 1941-76.
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census-farms was greater than the rate of decline of operators reporting some

days of off-farm work. Consequently, the per cent reporting off-farm work
increased to 31.07 in 1961 and to 35.37% in 1971. 1In 1966, the number of
operators decreased by 50,381 from 1961 but the number reporting off-farm
work actually increased by 12,048 operators. The result was the peak in

the proportion of census-farm operators reporting off-farm work -- 38.57.

The emphasis in the historical and multivariate analysis in
this study is on the participation rate of farmers in off-farm work.
An alternative measure of the quantity of labour allocated to off-farm
work by farmers is to calculate the average days of off-farm work for all
operators. From 1941 to 1976, the average days of off-farm work increased
from 26.8 days to 58.3 days (Table 4.2). 1If one assumes 299 working days
per year,4 these figures indicate that the proportion of farm operator
labour allocated to off-farm work has doubled from 9.07 in 1941 to 19.57
in 1976. The largest allocation of operator labour to off-farm work in
1976 was British Columbia with 95.9 days (32.1%), on average, of off-farm
work. ©Nova Scotia was the next largest with 82.8 days (27.7%) of off-
farm work, on average. The smallest allocation was in Saskatchewan, Manitoba
and Quebec with each reporting less than 50 days (less than 16.77) of

off-farm work, on average.

Ontario and each of the four western provinces reported a
continuous increase in the allocation of operator labour to off-farm work
in the 1941 to 1976 period (since 1935 for the Prairie provinces). The
peak in the allocation of operator labour to off-farm work in Quebec and
Prince Edward Island occurred in 1966. In Nova Scotia and New Brunswick,
the peak occurred in 1961. In Newfoundland, allocation of operator labour

to off-farm work has been continuously decreasing since 1950.

The shift from farm to off-farm work by the farm operator
workforce can be considered to be one component of the overall shift of
human resources from the farm to the non-farm sector of the economy. For
example, Szabo (1965) found that the decline in the farm population of a
census division in the 1951-61 period was positively correlated with the

proportion of operators reporting some days of off-farm work. The shift in

See footnote(s) on page 89.



TABLE 4.2. Average Number of Days of Off-farm Work Reported by All Census-farm Operators,

Canada and Provinces, 1936-76

January 1, 1935

Province to

(1)
December 31, 1935

January 1, 1940

to to

December 31, 1940 December 31, 194

January 1, 1945

January 1,
1) to
December 31,

1950 June 1, 1960 June 1, 1965

i5io]

1950  May 31, 1961

to

May 31, 1966 December 31, 1970

January 1, 1970
to

June 1, 1975
2o}
May 31, 1976

Newfoundland ....

Prince Edward
Islamd » «wwiswos

New Brunswick ...

QuebEe :::sssss5s

BAEAYFIS ssess:3:a -
Manitoba ........ 9.8
Saskatchewan .... 6ol
Alberta ......... 105 2

British Columbia

26.8

9.l

99.0

32.6

73.6

7404

43.7

38.1

19.4

1243

20.4

68.3

58.2

32.8

2545

36.5

90.2

53.4

69.1

54.5

61.0

33..9

1643

69.2

46.0

TESISH

44.0

33.1

50.5

94.3

58.3

43.1

7742

45.0

34.3

59.0

959

not available.

(1) The 1936 and 1946 Censuses of A

griculture were enumerated only in the Prairie provinces.

(£) The 1976 figures represent all agricultural holdings with $50 or more of gross sales.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1936-1976.
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population from the farm to the non-farm sectors has been large in recent
decades. In the period from 1941 to 1976, the proportion of the total
population residing on farms5 declined from 26.27 to 5.37 (Table 4.3).

TABLE 4.3. Rural(l) and Rural Farm(2) Population as a Proportion of
Total Population, Canada, 1871-1976

- Total' Per cent Per cent
population rural (1) rural farm(2)
(,000)

1871 srnsissveevameiisioiwnabsovieae 3,689 81.7

1BBL yiusaessrompnnneninss vusunamnse 4,325 76.7 .o
T89L wwnnmwsvnunnussnnnsasuanansnss 4,833 70.2

1901 susncovonvunnnpswicsauansvans P 5,371 65.1 o
LOIL sassssennontaidi. buntsa@oiled 7,207 58.2

1921 ...... ol e i g IR e e s e e e s 8,788 52.6 ..
193] snsseunamuses Ca s BB BB - 10,377 47.5 32,0
1941 wisvownnsnsanssn issues CemEE e 11,507 44,3 2642
1951 tiiiiinneeecnnnnnnnn P 14,009 37.6 1947
LOOL s vuimummummmuinie = woimsnemmnmnn 18,238 30.3 11.8
1971 sscvnwsmeannnns T T T T Tepepupepapys 21,568 23.9 6.6
1976 ww snevnnsmsnonsnssnpssnnnnnns 22,993 24,5 Dis

.. not available.

(1) The rural population is:

(a) for the 1871-1911 period, individuals not living in incorporated
cities, towns, and villages of 1,000 or over; and

(b) for the 1921-76 period, individuals not living in incorporated
or unincorporated cities, towns or villages of 1,000 or over plus
individuals not living in suburbs with a population density of
1,000 persons or more per square mile.

(2) The rural farm population is all individuals who live on census-farm in
rural areas. (The 1976 rural farm population is based on the 1971
definition of a census-farm; see Table A2.1 in Bollman, 1978b.)

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Perspective Canada, Catalogue No. 11-507,

1974, Table 1.1, p. 5 and unpublished data from the 1976 Census of
Agriculture.

See footnote(s) on page 89.
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Data on the ratio of the earnings from off-farm and farm work

also indicate that the labour of farmers is shifting from farm to off-farm

work. From 1940 to 1958 to 1971, the ratio of average off-farm earnings
to average net farm income has increased from 0.18 to 0.36 to 0.74,
respectively (Table 4.4). These ratios are only approximate because the
data are not strictly comparable, as documented in Table 4.4. However,
the trend towards an increased reliance by farmers on off-farm earnings
in this period suggests that policy-makers should consider both farm and
off-farm income when formulating policies to stabilise or increase the

income of farmers.

TABLE 4.4, Ratio of Off-farm to Net Farm Earnings of Census-farm
Operator Families, Canada, 1940, 1958 and 1971

Average family off-farm Average realised Ratio of off-farm

Year . i .
employment income net farm income to net farm earnings
$ $
19405 5 s s mmmma 97 (1) 529(2) 0.18
1958 o ince so simwin 839(3) 2,344(3) 0.36
1971 unss sunmnn 2,980(4) 4,013(2) 0.74

(1) Gross returns from outside work.

(2) Calculated by dividing number of census farm operators into the
aggregate realized net farm income (see question 8a in Table A.1.).

(3) Average incomes for single-family farms.

(4) Wages and salaries plus non-farm self-employment income of all
members of census-farm operator families.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, 1941 Census of Agriculture, Table 47;
Farm Net Income, Annual, Catalogue No. 21-202; Fitzpatrick and
Parker, 1965; Bollman, 1973.
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4.4, Theoretical Considerations

The theoretical variables that explain the existence of part-
time farming have been summarised in Chapter 2. The changes in these
variables over time and the impact of these changes on part-time farming

are discussed in this section.

The first census to obtain data on off-farm work by farmers
across Canada was the 1941 Census of Agriculture. The 1941 Census also
represents the time period when Canada had its largest number of farm
units. By 1976, the number of farms6 was less than one-half the number
in 1941 (Table 4.5). The average acreage per farm in 1976 was double
the 1941 level, while gross farm sales per farm were 18 times the 1941 level
and investment per farm was 29 times the 1941 level (Table 4.5). The in-
crease in output per farm (measured by gross sales) represents an increased

demand for operator's labour on the farm, if technology remains unchanged.

However, technological change has allowed farmers to produce an increased
output with the same labour input. Thus, because of the inelastic demand
for food, technological change has restrained the demand for on-farm labour

and has therefore freed operator's time for leisure or off-farm work.

One important indicator of technological change is the mechanisation
of Canadian farms. Some tractors and trucks were in use in 1921 while grain
combines gained prominence in the following decades. However, the average
number of tractors per farm did not reach one until the 1950's, the number
of trucks per farm did not reach one until the 1960's and the number of grain
combines per farm was less than one in 1976 (Table 4.5). These indicators
of mechanisation are important for at least two additional reasons. One minor
reason is that power machinery eliminated the necessity of keeping horses
through the winter and thus it was not mandatory for the grain farmer to
remain on the farm throughout the winter to care for the horses. The second
reason is that during the period when farmers were converting from horse-
drawn to power machinery, the owners of power machinery experienced con-

siderable demand for custom work services (such as ploughing, planting and

See footnote(s) on page 89.



TABLE 4.5. Trends in the Agriculture Sector, Canada, 1921-76

Item 1921 1931 1941 1951 1961 1971 1976(2)
Index of number of farms(l) (1941=100) ........ A e 97 99 100 85 66 50 46
Index of number of owner-occupied farms (1941=100) ..... 111 106 100 87 64 46
Index of average acreage of farms (1941=100) ...... D 83 94 100 118 151 195 211
Index of average improved acreage per farm (1941=100) .. 79 94 100 123 169 236 258
Index of average capital investment per farm (1941=100) @ 5 124 100 264 473 1,135 2,912
Index of average gross sales per farm (1941=100) ....... .o 52 100 361 501 1,027 1,850(3)
Average number of tractors Per fATM «oeveeoennnernsnnnon.. 0.07 0.14 0x22 0.64 1.14 1.63 1.87
Average number of trucks per farm ............... T 0.03(4) 0.07 0.11 0.31 0.63 1.01 T B
Average number of combines per fATM wuveenvnnneennnn. i # % 0.01 0.03 0.15 0.32 0.45 0.48

.. not available.

(1) The definition of a farm in each Census 1is presented in Appendix

(2) The 1976 figures represent all agricultural holdings with $50 or

(3) Total gross sales for 1976 were estimated by summing the product
number of units in each class. The average gross sales of farms

2 in Bollman (1978b).

more of gross sales.

of the mid-point of each gross sales class and the
with over $100,000 gross sales was assumed to be

$250,000. The average gross sales of institutional farms was assumed to be $4,000.
(4) Estimated by multiplying the ratio of trucks to total automobiles and trucks in 1931 by the total number of auto-

mobiles and trucks in 1921.
Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1921-76.
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combining). In the time of horse-drawn machinery, most work for other farmers
was on an exchange basis (i.e., no money was exchanged) or was simply paid
labour. The appearance of power machinery that was owned by only some farmers
meant that a suitable exchange of work was not always possible. Thus, money
would be paid for the custom work service (and the custom work service
appeared in the statistics of days of off-farm work). Consequently, days

of agricultural off-farm work can be expected to be more prominent during

the period of adoption of power machinery.

How has the historical change in the variables determining the

demand for off-farm work influenced participation in off-farm work?

The employment rate, which is 1.0 minus the unemployment rate, suggests
the probability that a farmer will obtain off-farm work when the off-farm
labour force is entered. One would expect the off-farm work among farmers
to be higher when the unemployment rate in the economy is lower. The data
do not always support this hypothesis. In 1950, the unemployment rate

was 3.87 and the per cent of farmers reporting some days of off-farm work
was 27.67 (Table 4.6). In the 12 months preceding the 1961 Census, the
unemployment rate was higher at 7.07% but, contrary to the hypothesis, the
per cent of farmers reporting some days of off-farm work was also higher
at 31.07Z. The data for the 1966, 1971 and 1976 Census periods support the
the hypothesis. By 1966, the unemployment rate had fallen to 3.67 and the

percentage of farmers reporting some days of off-farm work increased to
38.5%. In 1971, the unemployment rate was higher, 5.77, and the percentage
of farmers reporting some days of off-farm work was lower, 35.37%7. 1In 1976,
the unemployment rate was again higher, 8.17 , and the percentage of farmers
reporting some days of off-farm work was again lower, 33.97. An analysis of
the provincial data indicates more discrepancies with the hypothesis.
Nevertheless, the low unemployment rate in 1966 in all provinces should be
recognised as an important factor causing the highest participation rates

in off-farm work in nearly all provinces in 1966. Also, the trend to higher
unemployment rates in all provinces except the Prairies from 1966 to 1976
should be recognised as an important factor causing a decline in the part-

icipation rates in off-farm work.



TABLE 4.6 Comparison of Unemployment Rates and Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting
"Some Days of Off-farm Work," Canada and Provinces, 1941-76

- b9 -

January 1, 1940 January 1, 1945 January 1, 1950 June 1, 1960
to to to to
December 31, 1940 December 31, 1945 December 31, 1950 May 31, 1961
Province Operators Operators Operators Operators
Unemploy- reporting Unemploy- reporting Unemploy- reporting Unemploy- reporting
ment "some days ment ""some days ment "some days ment "some days
rate(1l) of off- rate of off- rate of uff- rate of off-
farm work" farm work" farm work" farm work'
per cent per cent per cent per cent
CANAAT 5575573701555 aihmsorsnans s seorinsmxoiio pmsimm i smessats Sea eparie - 355 3.8 2746 7.0 31.0
Atlantic Region 8.4 49.5 10.7 47.6
Newfoundland st 62.8 373
Prince Edward Island 34.4 29.5 33.7
Nova SCOtia viivvininnineennenennnnnennans e 56.0 54.0 52.7
New Brunswick . 561 51.3 v 49.4
Quebec 40.2 4.6 33.9 9.1 58.8
Ontario . 285 s ¥ 2:5 26.5 5.4 85.1
Prairie Provinces 32.1 2.4(2) 21.4 20 17.9 4.2 23.0
Manitoba 29,2 238 vih 18.0 24.3
Saskatchewan w & 319 20.0 .. 16.6 19.9
Alberta vis 4 & 34.2 21.9 .. 19.4 261
British Columktia 44.1 4.4 40.8 8.5 48.5
June 1, 19¢5 January 1, 1970 June 1, 1975
to to to
May 31, 1966 December 31, 1970 May 31, 1976
Province Operators Operators Operators
Unemploy- reporting Unemploy- reporting Unemploy- reporting
ment "some days ment "some days ment "some days
rate of off- rate of off- rate of off-
farm work" farm work" farm work"
per cent per cent per cent
CANAAE: o 5 5+ 5 5 « v pugw s I SR S 3.6 38.5 5.7 35.3 8.1 33.9
Atlantic Region 6.6 48.2 41.5 - 40.8
Newfoundland 46.8 7.2 36.3 13..9 379
Prince Edward Island 42.9 .. 36.0 9.0 365
Nowvia: SCOEIa svsss553505s o35 snmeumesmes 2o s 56 27 51.4 5.5 45.6 9.0 44.8
New Brunswick ..... 5 48.8 6.3 42.4 Ll 6 40.1
Quebet :isiisesssians 5.0 50.0 7.0 33.4 8.9 30.5
ORLEATIO sscvppovivess 2.4 41.2 4.4 42.8 6.8 40.7
Prairie Provinces 2.2 29.8 ’ 29.7 - 287
VANTEOBA, sssesssvsesssneitassniisssssssisass . 29.2 5.4 30.9 4.7 28.8
Saskatchewan ......... .. 27.4 4.3 25.9 4.0 235
AYBETEA, sinesvssescnss s i 38.3 S, 38.7 4.1 34.6
British Columbia 4.2 50.0 7.7 50.7 8:9 49.5

not available.
(1) Unemployment rate data are not available from the Labour Force Survey until 1946.
(2) Data refer to 1946.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1941-76; listorical Labour Force Statistics - Annual Data, Seasonal Factors,
Seasonally Adjusted Data, Catalogue No. 71-201; and Ostry, Sylvia, Unemployment in Canada, 1968, Table 13.
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The educational levels of farmers have increased over time. However,

it is not clear whether educational levels of farmers have increased at a
slower or faster pace than the educational requirements for off-farm jobs.
Thus, it is uncertain whether the differential between the educational level
among farmers and the educational requirements for off-farm jobs has nar-
rowed or widened. A narrowing of the differential would suggest an increase
in demand for off-farm work facing farm operators. However, at a given point
in time, the lack of education would place a farmer at a relative disadvantage
to the urban worker in the non-farm labour market. When part-time farmers
were asked to identify the major barrier when seeking off-farm employment,
477 stated the lack of education and formal training and 427 stated the

lack of job skills (Herndier, 1973, p. 90).

The most dramatic change influencing the demand for off-farm
work confronting farmers has been the reduction in the time and money cost

of commuting. Today, almost every farm family owns an automobile (or

truck) and almost every farm family has easy access to roads that are
passable the year round. Thus, the time and money cost of commuting, which
was probably the major barrier preventing farmers from participating in off-
farm jobs, has been lowered tremendously. Locas (1968) concluded that an
urban centre within commuting distance positively influenced the allocation

of operator labour of off-farm work in 1961 in Ontario and the Prairies.

By 1966 in Ontario, the highest incidence of part-time farmers with 200 or
more days of off-farm work

existed in the townships in proximity to all major urban
centres in Southern Ontario. At this stage the process of
intensification of off-farm work appears to be related
directly with the job opportunities generated by the larger
urban centres. The farmers in these townships undoubtedly
perceive the opportunity to increase total earnings and
respond to the '"pull" of the city (Centre for Resources
Development, 1972, p. 164).

In Manitoba in 1972, Ward (1975) found the incidence of off-farm work to be
higher around the urban centres of Winnipeg, Portage la Prairie and Selkirk.
Access to urban job markets does appear to influence the amount of off-farm

work reported by farmers.
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Bunce (1974, 1976) suggested that part-time farmers fall into two
distinct spatial activity spheres: those who commute only a short distance
and those who commute longer distances to employment in nearby urban centres.
Operators participating in the local spatial activity sphere tend to report
part-time non-farm self-employment (such as custom farm work, snow ploughing,
well drilling, school bus driving, and road maintenance). Such operators
have always existed. Operators in the non-local spatial activity sphere
are wage and salary employees who tend to report full-time work. A lack
of large urban job markets (i.e., a small non-local spatial activity sphere)

would explain why part-time farming is lower in some regions.

The reduction in the time and money costs of transportation is
important to off-farm work in another respect. The historical decline in
transportation costs and food processing costs have reduced the demand for
operator's labour on the farm to supply family food needs. Thus, the
trade-off between farm and off-farm work has become important and off-farm

work would be expected to increase.’

Entry to farming has never been easy. However, once farmers
obtained their farms, high transportation costs usually prevented part-time
participation in off-farm work. The result was that many farmers would
allocate their available time to secondary and tertiary enterprises that

would produce some income to facilitate the accumulation of additional

capital. Examples of such enterprises would be small flocks of chickens to
produce eggs for sale, or a small number of cows kept for milking (usually
by hand). The cream would be sold (for the manufacture of butter) and the
skim milk would be consumed by the family and young farm animals--either
pigs or calves, another secondary or tertiary enterprise. The reduction in
the time and money costs of commuting over time would be expected to raise
the net returns to off-farm work and participation in off-farm work would

increase at the expense of such secondary and tertiary enterprises.
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4.5. Tabular Analvsis of Historical Participation in Off-farm Work

4.5.1. Participation in off-farm work by size of gross farm sales

A larger size of farm in terms of gross farm sales represents a
larger demand for on-farm work by the operator and thus the participation
rate in off-farm work is expected to be less for larger farms. The per
cent reporting off-farm work declines from nearly 607 in the $50-$249 gross
sales group to near 157 in the largest sales group in each of the 1961,
1966, 1971 and 1976 Census years (Table 4.7). The pattern is similar among
all provinces (Table B.6)7 and the pattern is consistent among census years;
the per cent reporting off-farm work falls smoothly as gross sales increase
(Chart 4.2). As will be shown later, the majority of off-farm work by

operators of large farms is custom work for other farmers.

One disturbing point is that only 53.67 of the operators with
grocs sales under $5,000 reported off-farm work in 1976. Operators in this
group would receive considerably less than $4,000 net farm income. Thus
46.47 of the operators in this group (or 50,000 operators) reported no off-
farm work and net farm income of less than $4,000 in 1976. (The majority
of these operators are under 65 years of age and thus also receive no

pension income - Table B.35.)

Stock (1976) notes that since the demand for the operator's
labour on farms with low gross sales is expected to be small,

the adjustment of human resources to non-farm employment
seems obvious. However, certain characteristics of the
small scale farmer limit such possibilities. Small scale
farmers tend to be relatively more numerous in the youngest
and oldest age categories and in the level of schooling
category representing those with less than fifth grade
education; factors which limit their demand in the non-farm
labour market. Strong ties to the home community, traditional
values and low aspiration levels are other limiting
characteristics attributed to some small scale farmers
(Stock, 1976, p. 69).

See footnote(s) on page 39.
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TABLE 4.7. Number and Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting ''Some Days
of Off-farm Work," by Size of Gross Farm Sales, Canada, 1961-76

June 1, 1960 June 1, 1965
to to
May 31, 1961 May 31, 1966
. Operators reporting Operators reporting
Size of gross fotal "some days of off- Total "'some days of off-
e e operators o gl operators farm work"
Number Per cent Number Per cent
Total(1)e e eeeueunn... 480,903 153,675 31.9 430,522 165,732 38.4
Under $2,500.......... 221,052 102,849 46.5 152,911 83,381 54.5
$50-249. ... 43,850 26,299 59.9 36,693 20,142 54.8
$250-1,199.......... 82,946 42,978 51.8 55,271 32,523 58.8
$1,250-2,499........ 94,256 33,572 35.6 60,947 30,716 50.4
$2,500-4,999. ......... 118,777 28,645 24.1 84,947 33,696 39.6
$2,500-3,749........ 69,023 18,101 26.2 47,024 20,000 42.5
$3,750-4,999........ 49,754 10,544 211 37,923 13,696 36.1
$5,000-9,999 ......... 90,419 15,245 16.8 96,856 28,226 29.1
$5,000-7,499........ i .. cen 58,103 18,128 1.2
57550095999 cmumun s s . .. e 384753 10,098 26.0
$10,000 and over...... 49,841 6,861 13.7 95,042 205 351 21.4
$10,000-14,999...... 25,923 3,779 14.5 44,217 G,911 22.4
$15,000-24,999...... 14,411 1,963 13.6 31,149 6,526 20.9
7 9

$25,000 and over.... 9,507 1,119 11.
$25,000-34,999. .. . .. .
$35,000-49,999....
$50,000-74,999. ...
$75,000-99,999....
$100,000 and over.

19,666 3,914 19.

See footnote(s) at end of table.



TABLE 4.7.
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Number and Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting ''Some Days

of Off-farm Work," by Size of Gross Farm Sales, Canada,

1961-76 - Concluded

January 1, 1970

December 31, 1970

to

June 1, 1975
to
May 31, 1976

Operators reporting

Operators reporting

Size of gross Lotal "some days of off- el "some days of off-
farm sales operators farm work" operators farm work"
Number Per cent Number Per cent
Total(l)eweuewenenenn. 366,128 129,287 35.3 338,578 114,625 33.9
Under $2,500.......... 107,093 56,068 52+ 3 69,683 38,428 55.1
$50-249. i ieinannn. 26,461 13,702 51.7
$250-1,199. .0 uunn.. 39,799 22,330 56.1 38,460 21,426 55.7
$1,250-2,499. . ...... 40,833 20,036 49.0 31,223 17,002 5445
$2,500-4,999.......... 62,954 25,248 40.1 37,874 19,328 51.0
$2,500-3,749. ... 34,008 14,522 42.7 » -
$3,750-4,999........ 28,946 10,726 37.0
$5,000-9,999......... 82,112 24,497 29.8 45,791 19,282 42.1
$5,000-7,499........ 47,660 15,133 317
$7,500-9,999........ 34,452 9,364 27:1
$10,000 and over...... 113,193 23,437 20.7 184,459 37,522 20.3
$10,000-14,999...... 42,785 10,088 23.5 35,363 11,459 32.4
$15,000-24,999...... 36,868 7,532 20.4 46,129 11,056 24.0
$25,000 and over.... 33,540 5,817 173 102,967 15,007 14.6
$25,000-34,999.... 14,040 2,639 18.8 32,021 5,765 18.0
$35,000-49,999.... 9,012 1,571 17.4 27,288 4,028 14.8
$50,000-74,999.... 10,488 1,607 15.3 22,120 2,748 12.4
$75,000-99,999.. 9,189 1,070 11.6
$100,000 and over. 12,349 1,396 11.3

not available .
not applicable .

(l) Includes aperators of institutional farms,

Source:

Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1961-76.



Chart — 4.2

Per Cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting “Some Days of Off-farm Work”
by Size of Gross Farm Sales, Canada, 1976
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4.5.2. Participation in off-farm work by type of farm

As discussed above (Chapter 2 and Section 4.4), operators of
different types of farms are expected to face a different seasonality
of demand for farm work. In general, operators will face a different
demand for on-farm work curve and because of differences in availability
of free time, operators of different types of farms will face a different
demand for off-farm work curve. Thus, participation in off-farm work can
be expected to differ among operators of different types of farms. Consi-
dering only farms with gross sales of $2,500 or more, one observes that the
participation rate in 1976 in off-farm work ranged from a high of 37.97
for operators of fruit and vegetable farms to a low of 16.67 for operators
of dairy farms (Table 4.8). The overall trend was that operators of most
types of farms reported an increase in their off-farm work participation
rate between 19618 and 1966 and a decrease in 1971. Although the participa-
tion rate stayed constant between 1971 and 1976 for operators with gross
sales of $2,500 or more, operators of miscellaneous specialty farms and
mixed farms reported an increased participation rate and operators of the
other types of farms reported a decreased participation rate. Operators
of wheat, small grain, fruit and vegetable, and miscellaneous specialty

farms reported an increasing participation from 1961 to 1966 to 1971.

The structure of the participation rate in off-farm work among
operators of different types of farms becomes evident when operators of
different types of farms are ranked in decreasing order of the proportion
reporting some days of off-farm work. In 1961, 1966 and 1971, operators
of forestry farms consistently reported the highest incidence of off-farm
work (Table 4.9). Operators of fruit and vegetable farms consistently

ranked second and they ranked first in 1976 because forestry farms were not

classified separately. Poultry farmers maintained a high ranking by placing

third in 1961 and fifth in 1966 and 1971. This was not expected. Forestry

See footnote(s) on page 89.



TABLE 4.8 . Number and Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting 'Some Days of Off-farm Work",
by Type of Farm, 1961-76

June 1, 1960 to May 31, 1961(1) June 1, 1965 to May 31, 1966(2) January 1 to December 31, 1970(2) June 1, 1975 to May 31, 1976(2)

Operators reporting Operators reporting Operators reporting Operators reporting

Tgpe: OF Famil)2) Toral ""some days of Tokdl "some days of Total "some days of Toral "some days of
SpErEEarS of f-farm work" operators off-farm work" OPEratots off-farm work" gperstors off-farm work"
Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent Number Per cent

Total(1)(2) v.vuvvvnnnn 353,293 84,323 239 276,835 82,273 29.7 258,259 73,182 728: 3 268,124 76,132 28.4
[RS8 o 79,219 20,555 26.0 56,460 17,803 31.5 55,341 12,692 22.9 47,924 7,932 16.6
Cattle, hogs, sheep(3) 86,532 214328 24.6 70,936 22,495 31..7 89,610 26,614 29.7 %@ o s &
Catdlel@) «covsunnanan e s - - - . .. .. .. 57, 582 21,074 3645
Hogsfd) wovccennsmnnan . - o .. .. .. 10,282 3,012 29.3
POUlEEY wovesvasvasunun 9,961 3,143 316 6,299 155,991 31.6 5,615 1,638 29, 2 %, 882 1,136 002l
WHEEE vosvessssvsawnns 77,395 Ly ALS5 1:95:0 75413 17,476 24.5 33,646 95052 26.9 61,076 14,685 24.0
Small Grains ......... 32,490 7,859 24.2 29,742 9,214 31.0 36,199 12,304 34.0 50,277 1745158 34.1
Field CLrops svevssessn 10, 388 2,160 20.8 9,798 2,820 28.8 8,798 2,884 26.5 5 168 145155 22.4
Fruits and Vegetables 9,806 345282 3345 7,492 25719 36.3 74827 2,848 36.4 8,276 3,134 349
BorEstEy(3) sssssvsssp 2,310 15220 52.8 629 345 54.8 949 485 511 - s -
Miscellaneous Specialty 3,458 817 26.5 3,309 922 2749 3,405 996 29.2 5% 501 1; 923 35+0
Total Mixed sscsivisnss 41,734 9,144 2129 205757 6,488 IL 3 16,869 4,219 25.0 175701 4,923 27.8
Livestock Mixed .... 28,614 6,218 27 19,219 4,044 30.6 8,019 1,728 21.6 11,307 2,736 24.2
Field Crops Mixed .. 5,998 1,293 216 3,035 1,065 35.1 4,705 14349 28.0 1,005 311 30.9
Other Mixed ........ 7,122 1,633 22.9 4,503 1,879 30.6 4,145 1,172 28.3 5,389 1,876 34.8

not available.
... not applicable
(1) Includes farms with gross sales > $1,200 in 1961 Census.
(2) Includes farms with gross sales > $2,500 in 1966 and 1976 Census.
(3) Cattle, hog, and sheep farms and forestry farms did not exist as separate categories in 1976.
(4) Catrle farms and hog farms existed ac separate categories in 1976 only.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1961-76.
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TABLE 4.9. Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting '"Some Days of Off-farm Work", Ranked in Decreasing Order of Importance of Type of Farm, Canada, 1961-76

June 1, 1960 to June 1, 1965 to January 1, 1970 to June 1, 1975 to
May 31, 1961(1) May 31, 1966(2) December 31, 1970(2) May 31, 1976(2)
Type of farm Operators reporting Operators reporting Operators reporting Operators reporting
"some days of Rank "some days of Rank "some days of Rank "some days of Rank
off-farm work" off-farm work" off-farm work" of f-farm work"
per cent per cent per cent per cent
Average (1) (2) secevecessssososes 23:9 8 29.7 11 28.3 8 28.4 8
DAiry seeesveocossasssosnens 26.0 5 3.5 6 +9 13 16.6 14
Cattle, hogs, sheep(3) - 24.6 6 3.7 4 25T 4
Cattle(4) ceeeveeccasos ae T 36.5 2
Hogs (4) - i % .u .. is g 29.3 7
Poultry ..... SR 31.6 3] 31..6 5 2GR 5 26:2 10
WHEat, ssisssssssvavres 19.0 14 24.5 14 26.9 10 24.0 12
Small grains ....e... 24,2 7 3. ¢ 8 34.0 3 34.1 5.
Fiold CEODE wsmum s ereevmcomanmsen 20.8 13 28.8 12 26.5 11 224 ik}
Fruits and vegetables .......... 33:5 2 86..3 2 36.4 2 379 1
Forestry(3) seecevescacoocus 5248 1 54.8 1 51s1 1 W T
Miscellaneous specialty ... 26.5 4 279 13 29.2 6 35.0 3
Total mixed .oecesn S 21519 10 3l.3 7 25.0 12 278 9
Livestock mixed . ST 2147 14, 30.6 10 21.6 14 2442 11
Field crops mixed .cc.oveonnnn 21.6 12 3Dl 3 28.0 9 30.9 6
Other mixed «ssvoseconas T— X229 9 30.6 9 28.3 7 34.8 4

not available.
... not applicable.
(1) Includes farms with gross sales 2 $1,200 in 1961 Census.
(2) Includes farms with gross sales>$2,500 in 1966 and 1976 Census.
(3) Cattle, hog, and sheep farms and forestry farms did not exist as separate categories in 1976.
(4) Cattle farms and hog farms existed as separate categories in 1976 only.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1961-76.
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and fruit and vegetable farmers could be expected to participate in off-farm
work because the on-farm demand for labour is seasonal and because many
operations are small in scaie. However, poultry farms are typically year-
round operations and they are typically large operations. However, they

did rank below average in 1976. The only other operators to report con-
sistently an above-average incidence of off-farm work were operators of
cattle, hog and sheep farms and operators of small grain (excluding wheat)
farms. Cattle enterprises, especially cow-calf enterprises, can be operated
with a minimum of operator labour input; thus, considerable time can be

made available for off-farm work. Small grain enterprises require a peak
labour input during the planting and harvesting seasons; excess operator
labour often exists at other times. 1In addition, modern machinery has
considerably reduced the time required for planting, harvesting and other
maintenance functions such as cultivation, spraying and fertilising. The
fact that operators of certain types of farms (specifically, forestry, fruit
and vegetable, poultry (before 1976), cattle, hog and sheep, and small grain
enterprises) consistently reported an above average participation in off-
farm work suggests that there is a stable relationship between the production

of certain food commodities and off-farm work by farmers.

Operators of dairy farms fell from a ranking of fifth in 1961
to last in 1976. Consistently ranked below average were operators of field
crop and wheat farms. The reason for such a low ranking is not apparent--
especially in comparison to operators of small grain (excluding wheat)
farms because they face similar demands for on-farm labour. Operators of
mixed farms ranked below average in 1961, 1971 and 1976 and they ranked low
(although above average) in 1966. This supports the hypothesis that operators
who do not participate in off-farm work tend to expand their farm operations
into secondary and tertiary enterprises. The fact that operators of mixed
farms ranked above average in 1966 suggests that these operators participated
relatively more in off-farm work when the demand for off-farm work (indicat-

ed by a low unemployment rate) was high in 1966.



Chart — 4.3

Per Cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting “Some Days of Off-farm Work”
by Age of Operator, 1951-71
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4.5.3. Participation in off-farm work by age of operator

The age of the operator is an important variable influencing
the participation of operators in off-farm work (see Section 5.3.2).
Although age captures the influence of many phenomena, it was hypothesised
that participation in off-farm work would be larger for younger operators
because beginning operators would obtain off-farm jobs to finance their
entry into farming. Also, younger operators would have a better education
and more job skills which would qualify them for off-farm jobs. 1In each
census from 1951 to 1971, the younger the operator, the greater the propor-
tion reporting some off-farm work (see the solid lines in Chart 4.3).
However, when each age cohort is considered, the answer is different. An
age cohort is the group of individuals born in a particular time period.
When one follows a given cohort through time (see the dashed lines in
Chart 4.3), cohorts that were less than 45 years of age in 1951 show the
proportion reporting off-farm work to increase from 1951 to 1961 and
from 1961 to 1966 and to decrease somewhat in 1971. Cohorts that were
45 years or older in 1951 reported a decline in the proportion reporting
off-farm work over time. Thus, contrary to the cross-section result which
suggests that participation in off-farm work declines as age increases, a
cohort analysis suggests that at least for younger operators, participation

in off-farm work increases as age increases.

In a regression analysis using cross-section census division
average data from the 1961 Census, Locas (1968) found that the proportion
of operators in a census division under 45 years of age were negatively
and significantly related to the proportion of total operator days per
census division that were allocated to off-farm work in Quebec and Ontario
only. 1In a regression analysis of 100 farmers in Grey County, Ontario in
1970, Perkins (1972) found the probability of off-farm work to be less for

older operators.

4.6. Structure of Days of Off-farm Work Reported

4.6.1. Full-time versus part—-time off-farm work

From 1941 to 1976, the proportion of census-farm operators

reporting full-time off-farm work (i.e., more than 228 days of off-farm
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work) steadily increased from 3.27 to 12.97 (Table 4.10). All provinces
showed increases except Newfoundland. In 1976, the provinces with the
highest proportion of operators reporting full-time off-farm work were

British Columbia (22.57) and Ontario (19.77).

The proportion of operators reporting part-time off-farm work
(1-228 davs of off-farm work) has varied little from 1951 to 1976. The
proportion was 21.77 in 1951; it reached 27.87% in 1966; and fell to 21.0%
in 1976 (Table 4.11). All provinces were higher in 1941 than in any
subsequent period because of the predominance of custom work as a part-

time farm occupation.

The following analysis of the structure of part-time farming
in terms of the number of days reported considers only those operators
who reported some days of off-farm work (i.e., it considers only part-

time operators).

4.6.2. Structure of days of off-farm work by size of gross farm sales

In 1976, 38.17 of all operators reporting some days of off-farm
work (i.e., 38.17 of part-time operators) reported full-time off-farm
work (i.e., more than 228 days) (Table 4.12). The smaller are gross farm
sales, the larger is the proportion of part-time operators reporting full-
time off-farm work. About 567 of the operators with gross sales of $50-1,199
reported full-time off-farm work. The larger are gross farm sales. the
greater is the proportion of part-time operators reporting only a small
number of days of off-farm work. The pattern is consistent throughout the
1961 to 1976 period and in general, the pattern is similar among all

provinces (Tables B.17, B.18, B.19 and B.20).

Also, one can discern a definite trade-off between on-farm work
(using gross farm sales as a proxy) and the number of days of off-farm
work. The greater is on-farm work (i.e., the larger are gross farm sales),
the smaller is the amount of off-farm work. This is indicated by the entries
in boxes in Table 4.12. For each group of days of off-farm work reported,

the boxed entry is relatively more important for the given gross farm sales



TABLE 4.10. Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting Full-time Off-farm Work(l),
Canada and Provinces, 1941-76

January 1 January 1 January 1 June 1, 1960 June 1, 1965 January 1 June: 1,
Province to to to to to to to

1975

December 31, 1940(2) December 31, 1945(3) December 31, 1950 May 31, 1961 May 31, 1966 December 31, 1970 May 31, 1976

Ganada(2) ::sswmesss 32 5.9 8.6 10.7 11«5 12.9
Newfoundland ....... .. 171 16.4 110 11.0 10. 4
Prince Edward Island o [ ’ 4.8 19 11.2 1843 1i.2
Nova Scotia ....... 3 8.6 o 12.8 15.-3 156 16.5 18.7
New Brunswick ...... 7.6 11.8 12,4 14.9 14.4 14.9
DUEBET v s wwpoma s s 3.4 - 5.5 7.0 9:1 8.2 8.9
OREEDI0 sssumeasssns 4.0 w5 8.2 13..10; 16.7 18.2 1947
Manitoba ......o.uen. 1.5 1.9 3el 5.0 6wl 78 8.5
Saskatchewan ....... 0.6 0.6 1.5 4.1 4.8 Swid 6.6
AIDEXTE sxswwwssvnes 1.6 1.7 2.9 6.2 7.9 9.9 12:3
British Columbia ... 7:2 14.3 2148 23.3 22.8 2%.5
.. mnot available.
(1) Full-time off-farm work is defined to be more than 228 days of off-farm work.
(2) Newfoundland joined Canada in 1949.
(3) The 1946 Census of Agriculture was enumerated only in the Prairie provinces.
Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1941-76.
TABLE 4.11. Per cent of Census-farm Operators Reporting Part-time Off-farm Work(l),
Canada and Provinces, 1941-76
Januarv 1 January 1 January 1 June 1, 1960 June 1, 1965 January 1 June 1, 1975
Province to to to to to to to
pecember 31, 1940(2) December 31, 1945(3) vecember 31, 1950 May 31, 1961 May 31, 1966  December 31, 1970  Hay 31, 1976

CENEAA(R) sssamswass 32.3 5 2.7 234 278 23:8 21.0
Newfoundland ....... - . 45.7 40.9 34.9 5. 3 7.5
Prince Edward Island 3153 o3 24.7 25+8 317 2507 25.4
Nova Beotid s vosevs i 47 .4 g 50 374 35.8 29:1 26.0
New Brunswick ...... 48.4 " 39.6 37.0 33.9 38.0 25.3
Quebec ....... — 36.8 28.4 31.8 40.9 25.2 21.6
OHEEETD swiae s sammas s 24.5 - 18.3 22:1 24.5 2646 20.9
Manitoba ........... 277 21.9 14.8 19.3 22.5 23.1 20.4
Saskatchewan ....... aL.8 19.4 15L 15.8 22.6 20,2 16.9
ATBEFCA w306 5 55 wiwas 8 32:6 202 16.5 199 25.4 23.8 22.4
British Columbia ... 36.9 .. 26.5 27..-5 26.7 27.9 271

.. mnot available.

(1) Part-time off-farm work is defined to be 1 to 228 days of off-farm work.

(2) Newfoundland joined Canada in 1949.

(3) The 1946 Census of Agriculture was enumerated only in the Prairie provinces.
Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Censuses of Agriculture, 1941-76.
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TABLE 4.12. Per cent Distribution of Census-farm Operator Reporting 'Some Days of Off-farm Work'", by Size of Gross Farm
Sales, by Number of Days of Off-farm Work, Canada, 1976

Number of days of off-farm work (1)

Size of gross farm sales Total 1-6 7-12 13-24 25-48 49-72 73-96 97-126 127-156 157-228 229-365

Total........... 100.0 2.4 2.6 3.9 6.6 6.4 5.3 8.5 5.8 20.5 38.1

$50 - 1,199:.... 100.0 0.9 0.6 1.1 2.7 Sl 2.9 5.6 5.0 21.4 56.7
$1,200 - 2,499..... 100.0 0.8 1.0 1.9 3.7 4.6 4.3 7.2 6.0 24.7 45.9
$2,500 - 4,999..... 100.0 1.1 1.4 2.2 4.5 4.7 4.6 8.1 6.4 23.3 43.7
$5,000 - 9,999..... 100.0 1.7 2.0 3.1 6.4 6.7 5.8 9.4 6.4 22.1 36.5
$10,000 - 14,999..... 100.0 2.8 3.1 4.7 8.2 8.7 7.0 10.6 6.1 20.0 28.9
$15,000 - 24,999..... 100.0 4.1 4.4 6.5 11.0 9.8 7.9 11.2 6.0 17.3 21.9
$25,000 - 34,999..... 100.0 6.2 6.0 9.4  12.5 10.7 7.9 10.0 5.5 14.2 17.8
$35,000 - 49,999..... 100.0 8.1 8.0 10.1  13.9 9.8 7.6 10.7 4.5 11.7 15,5
$50,000 - 74,999..... 100.0 9.6 10.0 12.5  14.2 10.5 6.2 5.2 5.2 9.2 14.3
$75,000 - 99,999..... 100.0 9.7 9.6 13.6  16.2 9.4 5.5 8.1 2.9 9.0 15.5
$100,000 and over..... 100.0 9.2 9.2  10.5  14.3 8.6 5.5 7.7 5.4 10.2 19.3

_6[_

(1) The cells enclosed in boxes indicate the gross sales class that is most prominent in each column.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Census of Agriculture, 1976.
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class. The rough diagonal configuration of the boxes gives an indication

of a trade-off between farm and off-farm work.

In a study of 34 small farms in the Rosetown-Elrose area of west
central Saskatchewan in 1959, Zeman (1961) observed that small farms where
more than $2,000 were earned from sources other than sales of grain and
livestock did not differ from other small farms in terms of number of acres
of crops and distribution of acres among crops. In addition, their capital
structure was similar to other small farms. This finding suggests that sub-
stantial off-farm work can exist without requiring a reduction in farm
acreage or a substitution of capital for labour. Thus, in cases where no

off-farm work is reported, under-employment of the operator's labour may exist.

4.6.3. Structure of days of off-farm work by type of farm

An analysis of the structure of days of off-farm work for each
tvpe of farm shows a remarkable consistency in the 1961 to 1966 to 1971
to 1976 period. Part-time operators of miscellaneous specialty farms
reported the highest incidence of full-time off-farm work, between 407 and
43%, in each census period (Tables B.13, B.l4, B.15 and 4.13). Second
ranking in each census period were part-time operators of poultry farms;
third were operators of fruit and vegetable farms (except in 1976 when
they were reversed with poultry operators); fourth were cattle, hog and
sheep part-time operators (only hog operators in 1976); and in the 1961 to
1966 to 1971 period, field crop part-time operators were fifth. In each of
the 1961, 1966, 1971, and 1976 Census years, the last five places were
occupied by part-time operators of dairy farms and mixed farms (and wheat farms

in 1976).

The fact that part-time operators of mixed farms tend to work the
fewest number of days in off-farm work supports the earlier conclusion that
some operators substitute another farming enterprise for additional off-farm

work.



rting "Some Days of Off-farm Work", by Type of Farm (1),

E 4.13. Per cent Distribution of Census-farm Operators Repo
e full-time off-farm work (2), by Number of Days of Off-

ranked in decreasing order of proportion reporting
farm Work, Canada, 1976

Number of days of off-farm work

Type of farm(1l) Total 1-6 7-12 13-24 25-48 49-72 73-96 97-126 127-156 157-228 229-365
Miscellaneous Specialty 100.0 L5 2.0 2.9 2.9 6.3 5.0 7.1 5.8 21.6 42.6
Fruit and Vegetable.... 100.0 Lo L.5 2.7 5.6 6.1 5.8 8.7 6.5 19:1 42.3
POULETYe e vrononosacnsns 100.0 33 2.8 45 7.0 7.0 4.0 6.5 5.8 18.9 40.3
HOgS:+veveeenenecossnnn 100.0 4.0 3o 4.4 7.8 T ea 4.4 8.4 5.8 179 366
Other Mixed::eesecenens 100.0 2.7 Bpd 4.0 7..0 6.1 5.8 7.7 5.2 22.8 35:7
Cattleseeesenoneeocenns 100.0 2.6 2+9 4:5 7.2 6.4 5.8 8.9 8.9 21.4 34.3
Small Grains.«««.«cce. 100.0 2.6 3.1 48 7.9 A 6.8 10.1 5.8 19.5 32..2
AVerage s e sere e e s 100.0 33 3.5 5.y 8.3 7.6 6.2 9.5 6.0 19.4 31.1
Total Mixed (Subtotal) 100.0 3.8 4.2 6.0 8.9 7.6 6.2 8.8 5.7 19.4 29.5
Wheat, . vveeeeerneeannns 100.0 3.8 3.8 5.6 9.0 8.3 7.0 10.6 6.0 19.1 27.0
Livestock Mixed........ 100.0 4,6 5y 2 #.0 10.0 8.6 6.3 9.2 6.1 17 .3 25..18
Other Field Crops...... 100.0 2.9 2.6 9.0 11,3 T 7 7.4 125 5/ 17,0 23.8
Field Crop Mixed....... 100.0 2,49 2.6 9.0 11.3 Tw? 7.4 12,5 5.8 17 .0 23.8
Dadlryummensmsmes g womew 100.0 549 62 8.6 12,3 10.::5 7:2 10,1 55 14.4 19,1

= 18 =

(1) Includes farm with gross sales 2 $2,500.
(2) Full-time off-farm work is defined to be more than 228 days of off-farm work.

Source: Canada, Statistics Canada, Census of Agriculture, 1976.
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4.7. Structure of Off-farm Occupations

4.7.1. Introduction

One of the major off-farm occupations reported by part-time
farmers is agricultural work off the operator's farm. In 1941, 54,540
operators reported agricultural off-farm work (Table B.36). This re-
presented 18.87 of part-time operators (Table B.37) and 7.47 of all census-—
farm operators (Table B.38). These operators were distributed into 23,043
operators who reported agricultural custom work and 31,497 operators who
reported paid labour on another farm (exchange labour was excluded). In
1961, 20,492 operators reported agricultural off-farm work; this was 13.37
of all part-time operators. By 1971, the importance of agricultural off-
farm work had rebounded; 19.47 of part-time operators (totalling 25,108

operators) reported agricultural off-farm work.

The relative importance of forestry as an off-farm occupation
stayed constant from 12.87 in 1941 to 12.67 of part-time operators in
1961. However, by 1971, forestry work represented only 7.07 of the off-

farm occupations reported by part-time operators.

Fishing, hunting and trapping have not been major off-farm oc-
cupations in the 1941-71 period. The proportion of part-time farmers in

these groups declined from 2.37 in 1941 to 1.67 in 1961 to 0.67 in 1971.

In 1961, 15,003 operators (9.77 of the part-time farmers) reported
their off-farm occupation to be a truck or bus driver. At least in part
because of rural school consolidation, the number increased to 17,862

(13.87% of the part-time farmers) in 1971.

The major type of off-farm occupation reported by part-time
farmers is manufacturing and construction. In 1941, 100,148 operators
(34.67 of the part-time operators) reported their off-farm occupation to
be '"manufacturing, construction, and repairs'. In 1961, 39,158 operators
(25.57) reported their off-farm occupation to be '"construction work' or
"factor production work'. These figures are not directly comparable because

of the large proportion of '"not given'" and 'other'" occupations in 1941

(25.0%) and in 1961 (40.9%). 1In 1971, the proportion of part-time



= 8% =

operators classified as "other'" was an acceptable 5.97. 1In 1971, 52,429
part-time operators (40.67%) reported an off-farm occupation in manufacturing
or construction. These operators were evenly split between construction

and manufacturing occupations. Although the provincial off-farm occupational
structure varied in relation to the overall occupational structure of each
province, the conclusions obtained from the Canada level data apply generally

to all provinces.

Again, the off-farm occupation varies depending upon the area
within a province. In Ontario in 1971,

The spatial distribution of small scale off-farm job types
tends to reflect the patterns of job opportunity. Urban
professions, processing occupations, and service jobs tend
to be near cities where these respective types of employment
are plentiful. Rural-oriented patterns also reflect the
availability or lack of availability of the various categories
of work. Where farming can be relatively prosperous, especially
in Eastern and Western Ontario, full-time farming and off-
farm work in agriculture are relatively important. In the
North, small scale farmers tend to work at a variety of
resource extraction and rural-oriented tertiary occupations.
Here, opportunities are relatively limited; there is a
tendency for jobs to be insecure and seasonal (Stock, 1976,
p. 80).

Steeves (1977a) notes that part-time farmers stating a
professional, sales or service occupation are under-represented and
individuals stating an industrial or "blue collar" occupation are over-
represented compared to the total workforce.

This substantial employment in the technical secondary

occupational areas reinforces the view that the primary

off-farm mobility channel for farm operators is via the

"blue collar'" occupations (Steeves, 1977a, p. 19).

Locas (1968) uses the ratio of non-agricultural to agricultural
jobs in a census division as one variable in his regression analysis to
explain the proportion of total operator days per census division in 1961
that were allocated to off-farm work. An increase in this ratio increased
the allocation of operator's labour to off-farm work in the Maritimes,
Ontario and the Prairies. When non-agricultural jobs were segmented into

unskilled jobs, primary industry jobs, and all others, unskilled jobs were

significant in Quebec, primary jobs were significant in the Maritimes and
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Ontario and "other'" jobs were a significant, but negative factor in Quebec.

Thus, the job mix in the non-farm sector of a particular region influences

the amount of off-farm work by farmers.

One item of importance in the 1971 census data is the proportion
of census-farm operators who stated a non-farm job as their 'major" oc-
cupation. Overall, 26.07% of the male census-farm operators stated a non-
farm occupation to be their major occupation (Bollman, 1978b, Table 5.17).
The proportion ranged from a low of 13.97 in Saskatchewan to a high of
47.17 in British Columbia. Conversely, only 65.57 of the census-farm
operators considered themselves to be mainly farmers. Policy analysts
should recognise that the number of individuals who call themselves 'farmers'
is considerably less than the number of census-farm operators (less than

407 in British Columbia and Newfoundland).

4.7.2. Structure of off-farm occupation by number of days of off-farm work

One major conclusion is that in both 1961 and 1971, the proportion
of part-time operators reporting agricultural off-farm work is higher if
only a few days of off-farm work are reported. In 1961, 54.27 of the
operators reporting one to six days of off-farm work reported the work
to be agricultural off-farm work (Table B.45). 1In 1971, 68.67 of the
operators reporting one to six days of off-farm work reported their off-
farm work to be agricultural (Table B.46). 1In 1961, operators reporting
73-96 days of off-farm work tended to report "working in the woods' as
their off-farm occupation. Truck or bus drivers become significant in the
group reporting 157-228 days of off-farm work and factory production work becomes
relatively important in the group reporting full-time (i.e., more than
228 days) off-farm work. In 1971, 28.27 of operators reporting full-time
of f-farm work reported their off-farm occupation to be processing, machining
or fabricating occupations. The major off-farm occupation reported with

157-228 days of off-farm work is truck or bus drivers (27.37% in 1971).

4.7.3. Structure of off-farm occupation by size of gross farm sales

The larger the farm in terms of gross farm sales, the greater

the proportion of operators who report their off-farm occupation to be
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agricultural work (Table B.47 for 1961 and Table B.48 for 1971). These are,
in all likelihood, operators with an excess machinery capacity who provide
agricultural custom work services for their neighbours for a few days during
peak periods in the year. 1In 1961, truck or bus drivers were relatively
prominent among part-time farmers with gross farm sales between $3,750 and
$4,999. 1In 1971, truck or bus drivers were most prominent among part-time
farmers with $7,500-$9,999 gross farm sales. In general, all provinces ex-
hibited the pattern where truck or bus driving was higher for part-time
farmers with medium gross sales and smaller for part-time farmers with small
or large gross farm sales. This suggests that driving a truck or bus is

a relatively popular activity of medium-sized farm operators either to attain
the total family income of larger-sized farms or to generate sufficient

resources to finance a larger-sized farm.

For most other occupations, as gross farm sales declined, the off-
farm occupation <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>