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ST I G BRETRACT, T ey

The 51tuation of small farmers)ln déﬁada is- commonly

flunderstood to be a product og‘thelr commlttment to a ;ﬁxﬂ ”gﬁ
tradltlonal rLral culture whlch renders thelr practlces -

}f? ‘utmodedw' They are seen as belng reslstant to change and
the cause of thelr own backwardness -‘Embodxed 1n and
structurlng thlS p051tlon 1s a normatlve model of soc1ety

4 ‘17 .

w-and change whlch 1s 1n wrdespread use in anthropology and

-
L .

'soc1a& sc1ence generally \Thls model 1s con51dered here 3."}l'

. ,-a B
to prov1de an 1nadequate baSlS for understandrng the
development of the “small farm" Problem or soc1o—culturalf-\':'

change generally. R

.{ The emplrlcal focus of thls study 1s a rural area 1n
i the v1c1n1ty of Edmpnton, Alberta,‘ln whlch one half of '

‘@ .D_.

the farmers sell thelr labour power on a full tlme ba51s.

Agrlcultural practlces 1n the area lend supenf1c1al support

to the normatlve model 1n that a conservatlve approach to
'expans1on and the adoptlon of practlces dysfunctlonal to
productlon are readlly ev1dent | However, these practlces o
‘are not ev1dence of the per51stence of tradltlon._ Instead
"they are lndlcatlve of the contlnuously generated responses B
of producers to problems created by the soc1a1 ;cndltlons sﬁ1;~*
of productlon. | | ﬂ . o
ThlS ralses the central theoretlcal problem of thls

the51s, namely,.that of prov1d1ng the means of analy21ng

the soc1al condltlons of agrlcultural productlon and relatlng

.m_,r' .. R S . -



" Jcondltlons of existence of partlcular productlve ﬁnlts ’

:w1th1n the structure of soc1ety as a whble.» Moreover,\
'whlle 1t 1s,recogn1zed that 1nd1V1duals are the agents of
"change,'lt is suggested that dlrectlon lS 1mposed on the

‘?‘transformatlon of the rural world through the dynamlcsv
dof 1nter—-and 1ntra clags 1nteractlon. In thls respect‘

lt is necessary to recognlzé that the domlnant mode of

‘productlon 1n Canadlan soc1ety is: capltallst ThlS is.

’ -

P not the case in agrlculture éhere productlon is prlmarlly -~

.'ﬂ_organlzed on the .basis of the 1ndependent commodlty form .

of productlon.‘;3 '
As ‘a consequence of thelr class p051t10n, 1ndependent

commodlty producers are confronted w1th an 1mperat1ve ‘to

k]

‘contlnuously make changes in the organlzatlon of Droductlon L

L9

. whlch w1ll 1ncrease the product1v1ty and output,of labour

.

Unless such changes are made,_the reproductlon of . 1nd1v1dua1

s

.productlve unlts,,thelr transfer to ‘a new generatlon of

‘q

producers, and ultlmately the survxval of the class of o

.

‘%_1ndependent commodaty producers w1ll be jeopardlzed ItQ»;J

o

_1s thls 1mperat1ve that exerts hegemony over the develop—f'
ﬁment of the rural world and is Sseen. 1n the transformatlon
of’ productlve organlzatlon from the labour 1nten51ve home—a

stead 1nto the modern capltal 1nten51ve famlly farm.

L
RREEN
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-of-farm.pract{%es. “In addlthn,vthlS analysls 1s related

. . CUAPTER ONE
‘INTRODUCTION . -

o

A. General'Aim o ‘ o ) S
.‘v s

o v The general concern of . thlS the51s is an 1nvestlgatlon

¢ o

of the soc1al condltrons of productlon confrontlng 1nde-

pendent commodlty producers 'in Canadlan agrlculture., These:f
. . - .
condltlons are ‘related to changes in the organlzatlon of

,productlon whlch have transformed agrlcultural productlon,

"and to the development of seeﬁ;ngly tradltlonal~patterns

Iy

to the theoretlcal dlfflcultles faced by anthropologlstS‘

in adore551ng problems of soc1o cultural chang@lln compler;

~ society. - //(‘f‘

'The empirical focus of thS study 1sva small rural.
.area in western Canada, thlrty flve mlles east. of Edmontonf‘_
Alberta | Generally, the area 1s characterlzed by mired
farmlng, though parthular productlve units, once highly' ;‘f

diversifled have undergone c0n51derable spec1allzatlon /
.8 /,/‘

.Only flfty percent of the producers in_ the area are- full-/.

_tlme farmers, whlle the rest supplement farm income by

k]

,selllng thelr labour power on a full tlme baSlS (Detalls
concernlng the drea w1ll -be found in Chapter Five. ) _Off
partlcular 1nterest are the dlfflcultles faced by these

producers 1n malntalnlng thelr productlve actrv1ty .as

] / A

farmers.‘ More generally, these dlfflcultles are recog—

"nlzed as hav1ng a bearlng ‘on the so- called small farm-



R P ' . b.. : - . . - . . " . "
L0 . : . o
. : o o : : . : i

as

// problem and the related lssue of rural poverty . ':")“

There has been,a general tendency 1n anthropology to
dlrect attentlon to small‘communltles, and .in 301n§ thlSj\
to 1gnore the w1der socio—economig settlng (Redfleld l965{
'6' Worsley 1970 2 Hedley’197l;56)r ThlS tendency has
.beenocarrled lnto recent studles of complex soc1ety in a-
_contemporary settxng where the 51gn1f1cance-of‘the w1der

settlng 1s more readlly apparent (Kaplan and Manners l972

20 Valentlne 1972 l03) Moreover, thls 1solatlon tends
:to be complemented by a normatlve determlnlsm Wthh em—‘i'

pha51zes .the role. of 1nternallzed culture in attemptlng

to explaln stablllty or change (see Murphy 1971-‘ Wrong

1966 Blake and’ Dav1s 1964 ‘Hedley 1971)

As will be-shown in Chapter Two,-attempts-to explain o

tthe small farm problem frequently embody thls perspectlve

Many studles tend to 1solate small farmers from the ma1n~
p.

stream of soc1ety and frequently con51der them to be the
P | .

‘cause of thelr own backwardness.v They are portrayed as

»ybelng statlc, backward rellcs of the past lacklng 1nlﬁ,'

managerlal ablllty and 1n1t1at1ve Also, they are seen

' as belng re51stant to change, refusxng or/lncapable of

{
aSSLmllatlng ﬂodern farmlng technlques.‘ As ‘a result

changes in the condltlons of productlon are held to render

'them redunddnt,fand thelr backwardness is seen as a .con-

‘Qsequence of thelr own short51ghtedness and conservatlsm.

T
_

Producers 1n the area of - study were observed to follow

'Ipractlces whlch appear to lend sugport to such an inter-

.pretatlon. ln.partlcular,;they have adopted a conservative



- ]
?

. . : & : .
"pattern of low risk farmlng and 1n many lnsta“EES pursue

Ly
. l

practlces whlch undermlne the v1ab111tw of thelr productlve .

i )
units. However, by contrast 1t 1s ar?ued in thls the51s>

3

.that patterns of small. farmlng and tﬁh-supposedly tradltlon-

o

‘al behav1our 1nvolved are an expre551on of the llmltatlons

-

establlshed by social condltlons of productlon,_of the
ablllty of a partlcular hlstorlc form of productlve organ—

'1zarlon to prov1de the bas1s for contlnuous expansron

~necessary in a capltallst soc1ety.. Put dlfferently, re=

_gularltles whlch appear as cultural patterns of behav1our,
‘ .

modes of adaptatlon, occ&r not - as a consequence of cultural

tradltlon but because optlons,_alternatlves,_and problems o e

N e

confrontlng farmers and forcing a response are shaped by

"shared condltlons of productlon, condltlons whlch constrain ‘ -;7

_freedom of actloh and shape the outcome of actions already
taken.' It is the alm 1n thls the51s to elaborate on thls
pos1tlon, outllnlng the soc1al condltlons of farm productlon
and- relatlng them to the patterns of behav1our that have |

';emerged among small farmers -in the communltybln question;

-

: . ’ ¢ - / :
- ' o : PR _ /e

'Patterns of action whfchgare.classified as traditional - A

~E.‘«Outline gf.Approach/Model‘ - o : . f : ‘ ) ';/{

'{are abstracted.from a'wide range of individUal.behaviour, f/
'These patterns are cla551f1cat10ns of actlons and must notv
be confused w1th the. actlons themselves (Barth 1967 662)
Consequently, in analy21ng tradlt;on the problemrls to_

show how the -actions represented“by'these patterns:



f‘world and to the creatlon and reproductlon of tradltlon.'”'

Aare generated and moulded : In other words, it 1s necessary‘

'_In provldlng the theoretlcal means ‘of, pursulnq thls question,;"”

4} . ." . . ;‘ o . “ . e

¥

'to av01d the mlstake of 1dent1fy1ng tradltlon w1th lack

of change and, 1nstead to attempt to understand 1ts dy~'- V'fﬁ
\' S T

namics (Balandler 1972 172‘" Barth 3972 663) -',[.'Mfﬁi v T T

l

ThlS ralses the questlon ofildentlfylng the structures

.

"iaand processes that lead to the transformatlon of the rural |

tw

@

it 1s v1tal to recoghlze that farn;productlon 1n Canada rs\

I

.‘an 1ntegra1 part of the polltlcal economy of capltallst-‘”

!

'Lsoclety The very ex1stence of farmers is socral 1n that e

’ :premlsed on 1ts belng part of soC1ety.. Consequently, an

o

~in 1solatlon ' Instead 1t is necessary to develop-a struc—'

the form productlon takes, 1ts ba51c characterlstl,s; 1s

oo TR I N
understandlng of the condltlons of farm productlon cannot Lﬂ; Y

<

e

:be achleved by focu551ng attentlon on the productlve unlt p?

S

tural model whlch locates the producer 1n the produot}v\\,
system of soc1ety as a whole. ,.;,-V _ R ‘__Q N

The startlng p01nt 1n developlng a structural model : e
w1ll be " the concept of productlve or class relatlons.

._These are deflned prlmarlly by the p051tlon of men 1n,'”

1967-92- Poulantzas 1973 28) It de51onates the relatlon—t'

e

“and‘thelr control over, the productlve process (Godeller

i

'shlp of .man to the means of productlon and to. the product

EN

" of labourr At ‘the '‘same tlme it. de51gnates relatlonshlps

~.

Y

N
between men as owners. and non- owners of the means of pro~

ductlon,_and between-owners:of the productjof labour,flft

o



| , é e . !
1s through amalysms of the relatlosghlps between and‘mrth1n~h
classes that the structural condltlons and development of
hagrlcultural productlon w1ll be understood »
:fﬂ A The class pos1tlon of the majority of Canadlan farmers‘
.y is that of lndepenQent commodltylgroducers.f In thlS relatlon%m
J_shlp, the ownershlp, operatlon, and control of the qﬁans bf &J: )
%yproductlon are. in’ the hands of the actual producer. “That - Tg
gﬁ;is; in 1ts pure form, there 1s no separatlon of- 1abour from_p;"fh

Y .

fhe ownershlp of the means of productlon and the product of

"flabour._ In thls form of relatlonshl there is no dlrect
'economlc exp101tatlon because pald labour is seldom or’ g/
fnever employed the bdlk of ;abour belng provided/by the fu.'
‘real owner ‘or famlly members (Poulantzas 1973 37) " Moreover,
”whlle the means of productlon remaln the property of the"
.actual producer they cannot be con51dered to .be capatal 1n
Athe Marxianwsense. They become capltal only when ownershlp

"115 separateg from and lS used as a means of exp101tatlon

‘,and subjugatlon of labour (Marx 1972 792) ' The prlvate
ownershlp of the means of productlon by the producer 1s the /"ﬁ
foundatlon oﬁ\yhat Marx refers to as petty 1ndustry,‘orl.v
what can. more: %enerally be called the tradltlonal petlte

'bourge0151e (1972 792-' Poulaﬁ%zas 1973 3 Marx and Engelsf

1968:108). - T T S

The class p051tlon of agrlcultMral producers as 1n—'

dependent commodlty producers or petlte bourge0151e has

égbeen reCOgnlzed by a small number of soc1al sc1entasts in -

LR
a 2R

Canada mthough thfs Has rot led to. a. comprehen51ve analy51s

o . -, . . -



of ‘the’ social donditlons df agricultwral pr duction«w‘Thea .

most exten51ve appllcatlon of the concept h's occurred in

d

studles whlch have used the class ba31s of a rlkultural-‘“

productlon to understand the emergence and de‘el pment of

polltical movements on the Pralrles (McCrorie g971

‘ the mdst extensrve use .of class analy51s 1n tth érea has
.been made by C P Macpherson ln hls study of democracy ln
Alberta (1962) _ The 51m11ar1ty w1th the concept of 1nde*,
pendent commodlty productlon used\ln thlS th351s is clearly

e

,seen in the followxng passage.',w

‘The wage—earner glves up the dlrectlon of hlS
labour; the farmer retains the direction. of.
. . his, making his own decisions as to ‘how to use-
RRRE his land and capital, hls sk111 and energy

o (Macpherson 1962: 223)

o N ‘ G
‘bmploylng thlS notlon of 1ndependent commodlty productlon

"1n conjunctlon w1th the recognltlon of the colonlal Status
of Western producers, Macpherson explqrns the rise’ of a |
,"qua51 party system of government in\Alberta in whlch
’3' ofﬁhodox party system is rejected 1n favour of a system

A more current

‘{zn,xample is prov1ded An an aftlcle by Naylor, in whlch the

Co- operatlve Commonwealth rederatlon and the 50c1a1 Credlt
~part1 % of the Pralrles are. equated on the grounds that
4 ‘/a

they éghlblt exactly the same class attrlbutes. ~These

N4
'vclass attrlbutes are Seen as’ stemmlng from the common

petlte bourge0151e modes of productlon whlch characterlzed

q"

Macpherson 1962 Naylor 1972-.‘Slncla1r 1975) ‘ For example,ﬂ,




"[ of.. 1ndependent commpdlty producer

o ! : . .
vthe ‘Prairies (1972‘26) R '/
. [4 § . .

A recent study by Don- Mltchell, whlch 1s c ncerned 4

3;ma1nly w1th the OllgOpOllSth practlces of agrlb_51nes5"

flrms and the role of government in agr1cultura1 productlon,

"_:refers to the tradltlonal farmer as an slndependent bapltal—

1st producer"'(l975 ll) : Thls coEpept is 1dent1cal to that
. iy

',of ownershlp of . land and equ1pment by the actual producer.

Moreover, these producers are dlstlngulshed from the smallf'
{ .
:number of large corporate or capltallst farms Whlch employ

piWage labour (Mltchell 1975: 26) ' Flnally, another study

“which focusses attentlon on the ollgopollstlc practlcesoof

» agrlbu51ness characterlzes farm producers as merc intile

’

’ppeasants (Warnock 1971) ‘ The characterlstlcs 3ftmercant11e
:peasants are that ownershlp oﬁ the land rests with thej

. actual producer, labour 1s not con51dered a cost of‘pro— .
'uduction; producers}are llkely to seek supplementary non-
farm employment,t and‘surplus ig extracted through loans,
itaxes, mortgages, and prrce manlpulatlon (1971'121) "Owner—
.dshlp of land by the producer and the fact that labour is

'not con51dered a. cost of productlon, that 1s, that %here

[ - _.-u

is. no hlred labour, f1t the general!deflnltlon of 1ndependent_

I

"commodlty productlon.. ThlS 51m1lav1ty is further.supported o

V

'{by the dlstlnctlon made between prmmary rellance on the

. employment of wage labour (Warnock’lQ?l 121). hﬁndependent
commodlty productlon is. a structural category tﬁat locates
:producers in the class structure of soc1ety as a whole _It'

a -

as 1t is deflned in terms ‘



i
v

' B . 'k\
- . =
.

does not specrfy whether or not labaur power is»sold or

. .

.;he means by whlchusurplus ig exproprlatedy However, as<.
will\be shown'in sUbsequent chapters, it provxdes a fr?me—'
work for understandlng the movement of. surplus and lts

effects on farm producers as well as. the adoptlon of patterns

'of part time iﬁrmlng

In the case of agrlcultura productlon on the Pra iES,
1&

as w1ll be shown in Chapter Three, the establlshment of ‘a

'~soc1ety of lndependent commodlty producers ‘was the ba51s of

":colonlzatlon, 'It w1ll also be seen that the vast majorlty

e h -
of producers contlnue to operate within the framework of

thls relatlonshlp.desplte the changes that have occurred.
Eurtherﬁore,:it'rs suggested that»the independent commodity
forn of productioh is the primarv form.of prQQUCtiVeIre—
latlonshlp in Canadlan agrlculture as a whole (thnson
119%2 142 Ryerson 1950 62~ 3) It may be added that ac-—

-

ceptance of thls p051tlon does not entall a denlal of the

'obvmous stratlflcatlon or the presence/of dlvergent 1nter—

I

ests w1th1n the class-of‘lndegendent commodlty producers.
. : - . . ‘ Y B e

' Though the relationship has been continuous over time,

this‘should'not.beitaken to-indicate lack of change, hOn

. the contrarY):analysis in terms of productive relations

prov1des a framework ' for understandlng the developments

that have occurred._'To understand thlS 1t 1s necessary to'Ap

distinguishebetWeenv (1) changesyln the-relatlonsvof.pro—

duction and  (2)- changes in the'organization of production.

~ Changes in: the reiations'of production -entail a decline in



» -

the- class of  independent commodity producers, and their L
L "
5

. replacement by capitallst, cooperatlve or other forms of”
productlvelrelatlonshlp. Changes in the‘of@énlzatlon’of l

‘production occur within the framework of the indeoendent

20

‘pommodity_form of productive relationship. It is changesﬁ“

T

of'this type that are reflected in the transformation of

agrlcultural productlon whlch have led to the development

‘.

'inhibit change, and to depend on' changes occurrlng whlch

are necessary for the surv1va1 of the: relatlonshlp.

Ind1v1duals are obv1ously ‘the. agents of change, forv
'b'lt is thelr actlons that have brought about the massive -
changes that have occurred in agrlcu tural productlon.U
However,.the~pattern of change that has emerged,_the move-
ment towardvcaoital—intenslVe'productive units; cannot be
'explained on an indiuidual?basis}' The position taken here.
jls that dlrectlon is 1mposed on the processes of change |

‘through the dynamlcs of 1nter— and 1ntra class 1nteractlon{~"

Of partlcular relevance, 1n.thls reSpect, is. that

while%independent commodity production is the.primary form i
of productlve relatlonshlp 1n agrlculture, thlS is not the
Case for soc1ety aSua.whole° The - domlnant form of pro— E ]

ductive. relatxonshlp in Canadlan soc1ety is capltallst It

‘is through relatlons of exchange ‘with thls capltdllst class,_

sy
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whether commercxal or industrial (Clemedt 1975 34), that
individual farm producers di!;ose of their output and obtaln
producer goode\t at-enter into the productlve process.
‘Consequently, the outcome of" exchange is vital because’ 1t

provides the basxs for the continuous reproductlon of the

- -

independent commodlty form of productlve relationshlp

As a consequence of their. structural pOSltlon 1n

_society, agrlcultural producers are, faced Jith an 1mperat1ve

to contlnuousiy make changes in the cmganxzatlon of~pr0f

”»

duction if they are to malntain thelrollvellhéod MoreoVer,

the only changes whlch w111 fac111tate the contlnuous re-
.productlon of the 1ndependent commodlty relatlonshlp are
those‘wnich increase‘productivity'and output;»'it:is,this-'
‘ihperative'that;exertsuhegeﬁony over the traneformation of.

. . . ' -
the rural world. o v - ‘ : \

- . \

The presence of this structural imperative doee not

mechanically determine the course of individual action.

In the fina}-anaiysie thie'depeﬁﬁs’on the aspitations,,

resources,,and alternatlves avallable to partlcular pro~'

A

ducers. ~Howeve;, producers do have to reSpond to this
imperative even'if‘the reségnse 1s 51mply a pa551ve accept—-
ance of a continuous deciine 1n'1ncome. It is suggested
_.that thlS response and others which do not lnvolve 1ncreases

1n the product1v1ty and: output of labour w111 lead to thev

K

‘-.eventual loss of ownershlp of the means of productlon and/or

to san 1nah111ty ‘to transfer a viable productlve unit to a
new generation of producers.
. : ! -~

i t :‘ ‘ o 2 -"d B g= t
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seen ln‘Chapter Six, reflect a continuous pgﬁSmatic re-. -

-and underdevelopment

W
N .

It is sﬂggented, then, tﬁqt the structural conditions )

of production provide a basia for exglaininq th@ emergence

of capital -intensive farming. In addition o this it is

argued thac-the apparently traditional practices of small‘

.farmers are in fact continuously generated by the evolv1ng'

conditions of productlon. These praomlces, as will be

\

A
sponse to the oondltions of their existence as independent

commodlty producers..zIn other words, both ‘the development'

f\produotlve unlts can, be seen ‘as

5

the product of thd str ctural conditions of production in

capitallst soc1ety.

C. Plan

3 P

model In Chapter Two the Justlflcatlon for the develop—

‘ ment of a structural mod'l 1s establlshed through a Crltlcal

L
analy51s of conceptuallzatlons of the small farm problem

"Partlcularly, cr1t1ca1 attentlon is | focussed on. the tendency
B o ¥ 1solate the group in questlon from soc1ety as a whole

.and on the normatlve determlnlsm that enters 1nto explana—-‘

.tlons of change.’ ThlS dlscu551on is placed w1th1n the

context of anthropologlcal theory.

e : In the follow1ng two chapters, Chapters Three and our,

the ba51c structural 51tuat10n of agrlcultural produc 1

on:

v

1s developed. Spec1f1cally, in . Chapter Three, the

;

1l.

' N



Prairie agriculture.p

‘,producers w;{;ﬂ:he monopoly capxtalists of agripusiness

,through an analysis oﬁ the implement 1ndustny

5pr1ce pressures. fo “;r‘“
:is followed by a dlscu591on of the 1nter generat}onal

'whlch ralse the output and product1v1ty of labour, are. a:

B e Tt C : s . 12
i . . .
L R e . \ i B Yl

‘ y a ' b : : ! ' ' . o
. N

'significance of ‘the independent ccmmodity form of produc-

tive relationship in Prairle agriculture is establishe&.”-

It 15 nhown that this form of production was established

as the basis of Western colonization and thht it has re~

mained the dominant_form of productive relationship ln'

; \
r ,\

L]

\
“The relationship of the class of 1ndependent commodlty

is discussed Ghapter Fpur. Primarily, this

, monopolistic practlces are consldered to epltomtse the et ,f{n

actrv;tles of aqubusineSS geneyélly.. From this it 1s

P

established that the’ survival d% the class of 1ndependent

commodlty producers tnder contemporary condltlons of pro—'

ductlon is dependent upon there belng contlnuous changes

in the organlzatlon dT productlon to compensate for cost—

. .
e S e T . . . PR

-

i,
A

fmaptEr Flve beglns w1th a general descrlptlon'of

the area of study W1th partlcular reference to the changes
LI ¥

in the character of productlon that have occurred ThlS A

&
transfer of resources and the changes that have/occunred

1n the organlzatlon of productlon.* Here 1t w1ll be -

establlshed that\changes in the technology of productlon, R
I

_necessary*condrtlon for the survnval of ‘the ¢ ass.i It is

the nece551ty of such changes that is. seen to underlle the

- N . - -~

e



AT eI
amergonce ef the capital inganuive fnmiiy £nrm tram the %{ };5__“
iabour “intensive homa-toad. j g»l ‘ TJK“‘“ . . (3/”

\uudndependent commodity producﬁr bﬂ the aroa p! study "1

vae developed what can ‘be- characterizad as a consarvaniva,v -
' risk-minimizing pattern of farming. Gomplement}ng this f
“are pattern- o: practices thatxiémit the output and pr¢~;

ductivity of enterprises. ‘These pattern% are diecussed

in Chapter Six. Initially, attention wdll be directed toiff

completing the ahalysis of the eociq} conditxons of farm J.:Lel‘fﬁ o

production.‘ Particulaxly,,the structural vulnqrabil'tyf - st

and risk assoc1ated thh lndependent comMQdity P oducr“‘"

(.

wxll be establlshed. Fo&low1ng bhls; the patterns of f

farmzpractxoe are interpreted’in llght oﬁ'these condltlons

N From this dlscussxon it wmll be seen that regularltles 1n~fﬁ

°

béhav1our Whlch are seen as per51stent cultural patterns

occur because of the underlylng contlnuity of the soc1a1
N . M . o . N ; P A
condltlons of productlon Lo s “;. o e F j‘

ey o N : I f



, CHAPTER TWO ’, T L

CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF. CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF THF e

T » . SMALL, FARM PRODUCER. e e
JA.  Introductr

er

o
tw

Interpretatlons of the condltlons of low anome ﬁarm T

--producers are frequently premlsed on the assumptlon that h :‘?'

.[they are 1solated from soc1ety as a whole, A consequence S
. f\ ‘,/’ , U
of thls is that “in attempts to explaln thelr condltlon o
N
'attentlon is. focﬁssed on the group 1tself w1thout ‘any

-”reference to the soc1al condltlons sof agrlcultral productlon

- -

b RN

'fThls focus tends to be assoc1ated wrth the v1ew that the . -
f act1v1t1es of low 1ncomezproducers are condltlonedfby an
Kadherence tof@ cultural herltage whlch is no. longer ap—
‘propriate hese producers are” characterlzed ‘as re51dual
as hav1ng outllved thelr usefulness because they have |
‘falled to respond to condltlons whlch have changed around
'them. -Such a’V1ew 1s 1ncorrect, mlstakrng for tradltlon'nh
patterns of behaVLOur whlch reflect a contlnuous adjustment
>fto evolving condltlons of productlon.
| ‘lhls ‘raises the questlon of the adequacy of the per~v
.'spective (Mannhelm l936 272) whlch guldes research into
_problems of the*rur lsettlng. However, it is not Smely
y thé presemce or absence of tradltlonal bellefs and valuesA:
in the small farm populatlon that is ‘in questlon, but the> .
s’

,normatlve determlnlstlc model whlch underlles SO much

dlscu5510n of the small farm problem and of soc1al science

- L Lot e



e

'b‘

generally‘(see Murphy l97lu ‘Mills 1968:- Wrong 1966)
In 1ts ba31c form, a v1ew of man is 1nvolved which portrays
him as the pa551ve rec1p1ent of culQume, mechanlcally

dlrectlng hlS actlons in accordance wlth lnternallzed

culturalrlmperatlvesr' In thls Vlew, culturewls not'51m§fy"

a statlstlcal Summatlon of behav1our ln a socnﬁty or a set’

of 1deallzed behaVLOural patterns, but Implles the necesslty'

. . N /
of actlons taken. That ls,_adherence to af%ultural pattern

1s felt a%‘a moral 1mperat1ve, as what people ought ‘to do;

hence, 1nd1v1duals are obllged to act in accordance-w1th

"culture and flnd gratlflcatlon in actlng that way (Halloyell

1953; Spfrd 1951; Kroeber 1963 - Herskovits 1955; - Lin-~ n
g L e : . . :
1936)r This normative model leads to an analysis of chang

which stresses the rejectlon or acceptance of 1nﬁovatlon,

-

a‘ylew whlch underlles dlffusron studles in. rural soc1ology
g

(Galjart 1971) and acculturatlon studles 1n anthropology 1

(Hedley l97l) | In addltlon, by empha5121ng the role of

values and norms in deflnlng group boundarles the normatlve

o

nperspectlve relnforces the conceptual duallsm whlch 1solates

thlS group from soc1ety ‘as a whole.

The aim ‘in thlS chapter is to .assess crltlcally the

4 ©

‘COnceptuallzatlon of the rural world, partlcularly,as 1t,

applles to the "small farm" problem In d01ng thls,vat¥
’

tentlon w111 1n1t1ally be dlrected to the. llmltatlons im-

5
posed by the assumptlon of 1solatlon Follow1ng thls, '

concern w1ll be WLth the adequacy of normatlve 1nterpre—

.tatlonS“of‘the behav1our'of.small farmers, partlcularly”

i
t

15.
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- withrthe normative explanations'of'their backwardness.

B. Assumptlon of Isolatlon

A common practlce of anthropologlsts gn the study of
ycomplex sOc1ety is’ to 1solate thelr sub]ect matter from
its: ‘societal settlng This tends to be accompanled by
-neglect of the w1der social order or at- best the tac1t.
'wrecognltlon of élVens. For examole, accordlng to Valentlne’

968 101, 103) the study of complex SOCletleS and urban

llfe is characterlzed by a narrow ethnographlc focus whlle

analy31s of the w1der 5001al settlng is Jeft to other

1dlsClpllnes or. lgnored Slmllarly, 1n acculturatlon stud1e3‘

analy51s of the domlnant soc1ety 1s 1qnored desplte 1ts

dexp11c1t 81gn1f1cance to the model (Hedley 1971 56) In

'<_either case, analySLS of the w1der soc1al settlng is lgnored

and a focu551ng attentlon ‘on a spec1flc soc1al context

|

the assumptlon is made that it can be treated in: 1solatlonf

In turnlng attentlonito the 51tuatlon ‘of agrlcultural

‘ Z

,producers in capltallst soc1ety 1t 1s readlly ev1dent that"‘~

-~

productlon 1s.not an 1solated act1v1ty Farm’producers

are 1ntegrated 1nto and dependent upon reglonal national

and 1nternatlonal markets for the dlsposal of thelr product,i

as well as for the purchase of products necessary for. con—‘

tlnuous productlon. Desplte recognltlon of thlS 1ntegratlon

there is a tendency to conceptually fragment reallty by

‘treatlng problems in a rural settlng as though they ex1sted"

le.



P

. can \be clearlyf

: search for causes and solutldﬁs to thEII dlfflcultles.

ln 1solat10n. John Bennett, fOr'eXample, is.particularly

concerned w1th the way producer@ manlpulate thelr enV1ron— -

-

ment for purposes of surv1val and also. of- change but -

accepts “the natlonal economy, the demands of the enter—h”

.7 . °

: prrse“ as ngens (1969-19) The presence of thls assumption

‘”n in attempts to understand the conditions

of "small farmers. Though tac1t recognltlon of thelr

0

p051tlon in soc1ety 1s glven, they ‘are 1nev1tahly deflned

wln such a way‘that they become the focus of analy51s in - a.

n

They are, in effect deflned as a deV1ant group, and the

source of thelr problem ;s located 1n the devlance. There'l

fls no need to deny that "small‘farmers"'are faced w1th

' partlcular problems., Rather,‘the p01nt is that thelr s1t— ' ‘

' uatlon, as wlll become clear 1n subsequent chapters, cannotfl‘

‘be understood 1n 1solatlon from the soc1al condrtlons of

vagrlcultural productlon~1n soc1ety*as a. whole.

»

The 1n1t1al step usually taken in studles of theQ_
small farm" problem is that of cla551f1catlon, that ;s,«

in dec1d1ng what constltutes a small farm Normally, this

e — hed

step is con51dered to 1nvolve no a prlorl assumptlons about

“the -approach to be adopted This reflectéﬁ% p051t1v15t1c‘1

'v1ew of sc1ence whlch assumes that facts can speak for

themselves w1thout any 1nterpretat1ve framewo\k In
a

4add1tlon,fthls approach fails to recognlze that facts are

;selected on the ba31s of premlses,‘often unstated and

-

that the way the problem is posed unav01dably 1nvolves';

e BN

M
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assumptlons about the nature of soc1ety.‘
It is clear that theubaSLS of class1f1catlon depends*, -

;infthe flrst~place, on the problem under con51deratlon-o

' 'that is, selectivity‘is based on the-ends 1n v1ew. ‘In the

case of Canadlan'"small farmers a soc1al problem is w1dely7

@ -

percelved in that a: large number of famlly unlts are seen
TN

n‘as hav1ng dlfflculties 1n malntalnlng their llvellhood

vfrom their productlve act1v1t1es as farmers. 'Put d;ffer—

ently, they suffer an 1n%ome def1c1ency._»Consequently, o

e

hclaSSLflcatlons 1nvar1ably seek to dlstlngulsh "small

-

farmers from large successful farmers on the ba51s of
) §

Nfarm,lncomeh or on what.amounts to the same_th;ng, ‘the

cash value of ‘the product sold 'd'/.; 'h' B ft,‘. St

. o . A
Such claSSLflcatlons are clalmed to be ob]ectlve in.

that they are based on more or: less clearly deflned and R

o A
measurable cr1ter1a,.bu¢ they are 1nherently arbltrary 1na‘

that the tran51tlonal p01nt between categorles is. sub—

-

,Jectlvely determlned. éér example, the 1969 Task Force_

don Agrlculture deflned poverty in terms of a net 1ncomehof

:419). Accordlng to thlS deflnltlon, lOO 000 rural pro—

$3000 or less for a famlly w1th one Chlld (Canada 1970'7

‘ducers were- consldered to be poor. ‘This same flgure,vlt

may be added *as used by the Spec1al Senate Comm:Lttee on

3

Poverty-(Canada 1973-33) ' In arr1v1ng at the flgure of

lOO 000 the grou§ in. poverty was taken to be those w1th a

&
'gross farm 1ncome of $5000 or- less’ w1th allowances made

<

'for off—farm earnings.. -Consequently, those farms w1th af

n.¥
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gross 1ncome in excess of $5000 but whlch had a net lncome *pag_

of less than $3000 were not 1n

/

Force on Agrlculture 1970 420)

vuded (Canada, Federal Task

_A further deC151on was
T taken, through lack of data, to a.sume that the avenage‘
famlly 512e in thls group 1ncluded only one chlld :In{a7
other words, the crlterla 1nvokedfﬁ§r deflnlng categorles
. were 51mpllf1ed‘"for lhe sake of statlstlcal and 1nfor~:-'zi
o matlonal convenlence (Canada,'SpeCLal Senate Commlttee
on Poverty 1973 5) In addltlon, the level of 1ncome was
based on the 1961 dollar value and reflects no. changes in
uthe cost of llv1ng or’ growth in the standard of 11V1ng "-f_f‘
(Adams, et al 1971 lO). | L
It 1s apparent that the categorles,'once establlshed,A:.
are regarded a's objectlvely based 51nce the only as—.
‘sumptlon recognlzed is that lncome level 1s an approprlate‘
means of deflnlng the problem area., However, lmpllClt in-
the procedure lS the addltlonal assumptlon that the con—
dltlons of" the'"small farmer"‘can be effectlvely lsolated

=

in thls way from those of other farm producers and from

oL . Co A

the w1der soc1o economlc context generally. The group of
f“small farmers, however deflned 1s lsolated and becomes ~

the focus of * analy51s in a search for causes of and

- solutlons to thelr dlfflcultles., ThlS assumptlon 1s adopted
lby the Task Force on. Agrlculture and the Economlc Counc1l

.;of Canada (1965) who. concern themselves prlmarlly w1th

f:fthe,"successful" third of the farm populatlpn, and 1s elearly

-kexpressed in the 1974 Soc1al Scrence Councll of Canada\fﬁ



- Report: .

PO

. It is lmperatlve that thls group of non-

“jjv1able farmers “Should be.considered as belng"
separate from the people quaged in commer- -
‘cial agriculture, and- thelr problems lsolated
dlagnosed and.. treated accordlngly (1974 16)

s
1

The unlty of the group, lnltlally at leaSt . is seen

1”20‘

.to 11e 1n the level of lncome of the members of the group."

1 fThey are, ln“fact, a stratum,ﬁ'and,thelr relatlonshlp

. Y
w1t1 other.sblata is 51mply in terms of 1ncome.. Unllke

the . notlon of class (Dos-Santos‘1970- Godeller 1967-»"ﬂ

'tPoulantzas 1973) the concept of stratum expresses no in-

J-ternal relatlonshlp oxr LlVlng relatlonshlp between cat—

uegorles, no- 1nteractlon, no connotatlon other than a;‘

hlerarchlcal relatlonshap on ‘an 1ncome scale,f It 1s merely

W,the descrlptlnd of one dlme )on of thelr ex1stence.; Such

grouplngs are not cultural nor do they correspond to a

.level of soc1o cultural lntegratlon unlfled on the ba51s

o f functlon.' Obv1ously small farmers are’ functlonally

°

"1ntegrated 1nto soc1ety, but the ?act remalns that such.}f i

'lntegratlon 1s not the basms of cla351f1catlon as a strata.,

: Lhey are,‘of course, farmers, an occupatlonal group, but

hthey are dlstlngulshed from other farmers purely on. the

ba51s of. 1ncome.

'Conceptuallzatlon of the prdblem in- thlS way results

Lo

‘1n an- assumptlon of structural duallsm common to the study

Coe

fof cﬁange 1n the socxal sc1ences. It ;s{apparent in ace‘

-culturatlon.andvd;ffu51on studles, whereTChange\f

3

° Ve N e

- geeh as -
e\ ; N
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1 - -
'the product of contact between autonomous soc1al systems,' : (
d'and is promlnent in studles of modernlzatlon ‘and develop-' ‘ N
A ’ '
ment\JFrank 1967 Worsley‘1970) ' The%populatlon of small
.

junsuccessful farmers is. treated as a unlty dlstlnct froma

7

"]fl rd ‘and’ fragmmented as the conceptuallzatlon dlverts

.llts more progr:;j}ye counterpart.. Analy81s 1Srd1reeted

o

attentron from the;r pOSltlon 1n the w1der soc10 economic

'ustructure of soc1ety. It precludes whollstlc anal s "'_ -

20

’whlch could pdlnt to condltlons of productlon and forces ,_"f |

'fof change emanatlng from,'and through ‘their structural‘

p051tlon‘1n soc1ety.‘ In 1solat1ng the "small farm problem A
'1n thlS way the assumptlon 1s made that its emergence and o
- v

development can.be understood 1nternally desplte the fact'

Jivthat the only unlfylng factor 1s 1eve% of lncome.
e A u . . ’
", Conceptual 1solatlon of the stratum under study con—'

L ESTeEy to an 1nab111ty to understand the extent to whlch

o

condltlons of productlon are shaped by the 1nvolvement of(
the producer 1n the economlc structure of soc1ety.' Never—

theless, 1t 1s recognlzed that small fanmers"-produce a
commodlty whlch 1s dest%yed to b& consumed by other sectors ‘ ))
“—f”of“fhe economy.h However, thlS 1ntegrat10n teng\ to Be ,

AN -

‘seen ln functlonal terms, resultlng in a mechanlst1c~con4,.

ceptlon of soclety. Integratlon 1s 51mply -seen as thé
\

exchange of commoggtles by 1ndependent, though functlonally

dependent groups whlch are unlfled 1nto a harmonlous soc1al

T

whole by a centraf system pdrpose.;

~

S In the Task Force Report the conceptlon of soc1ety is

froe e

Ry



"explicitly.functional,'in which various.sectorsv(sub—

Pl

3

systems) are con51dered to be 1ntegrated through exchange

ylnto a.harmonlous whole. Some recognltlon lS glven to the

'.fact that there- is a confllct of 1nterest between buyers

and sellers, but thlS 1n51ght is reduced to 1n51gn1flcance

o &

by.stre551ng 1nterdependence ana by assumlng that a partic-—

ular act1v1ty of the systam, namely ‘that of provxdlng the.

,consgmerVWLth food,‘lsplts central purpose. The system

exists simply to fulflll‘itsﬁbasic function.
, . . R
- The - functlon of thlS system which weaves in .
-and. out of the entire economy is to process,
manage, regulate .and: study.the flow of re---
sources® from farm inputs to the final con-
. sumer. Its central purposes are ‘to satisfy
- ~the food wants of ‘consumers and to provide .°
" adequate income and security for all who own
and/or work in these organizations (Canada,
- 'Federal Task Force on Agriculture 1970:4).

< : . . . P

That farming.is part of-an extensive division of labour

which. does provide food for consumers is obviously .true,

but this’does not .mean that components of the system are T

'orlented 51mgly toward thlS central purpose. Such”a‘conf

dltlon mlqht be more nearly approximated in a socialized

economy, wk;ke central plannlng by the state allows the

\

-function of varlous sectors to be related to the ach1evement~

o

of"overall aims. In:a‘caplta11St economy, however, the

language of functlon and purpose serves to mystlfy the

-51tuat10n in- whlch capltallst enterprlses are, of nece551ty,<

forganized~in terms of the rational pursult,of profit. ' The

o -

‘situation“is in fact characterized by aaconflict:of

o



"interests as the various producers contributing to the pro-

duction of food seek to maximise their own profits at the

- o

.expense of other producers both w1th1n and between sectors
in the productlve process (see Chapter Four) %oreover,

\there 1s no- c01nc1dence of lnterests between producers_
]

and consumers,-as the farmer seeks‘to obtaln the hlghest
prlce and lowest costs W1th llttle regard for the nutrltlon—

al value of the product belng sold (Turner 1970 lOO lOl)

n '

Functionalism recognlzes the 1nterconnectedness and 1nter—

© °

- dependence of productlve act1v1ty, but is in error ln é— -

quatlng flnal product W1th system purpose (Barth. 1967 663)

Its explanatlons of system behav1our, which start from the

acceptance of overall socxetal goals, Smely mask a 51tuat10n
. marked by sectlonal 1nterests, confllcts, and obscure thelr

51gnifacance. In prov1d1ng an 1llu51on of order it hldes

faNE

the fact that the outcome of the productlve act1v1t1es

o

»for soc1ety as ‘a whole is unplanned the irrational result

of the ratlonal pursult of proflt by sectlonal 1nterests.

A

’ Analy51s of the productlve system.ln functlonal terms

.leads,itself°to the“assessment,of the actrwltles of com-—

f » aop

_ ponents of the system in terms of purpose. Prime stress

is placed on product1v1ty and output-< hencé,»it is’but a

short step to condemn producers who are lower  in produc-

‘t1v1ty and output, as they are seen as restrlctlng the

o

»supply of food to the consumer as well as oroduc1ng atv

whlgher costs. It is on thlS basis that the Task Forcex

Lt

encourages the: development of larger farms and, the removal



"forces the cdnceptual dualism

o .
L) . Y

RN

of small farms from production. Consequéntly, the'Taek'

Forcé tbncefns itself with one-third of the present farm
' Y . »

population‘coneidered viable, while, it-conside%s the rest i?

:

detrimental to system purpose.‘,In d01ng thls they reject

the soc1al option for agrlculture and "51ncerely hope"

u

that it will not be 1nvokdﬁ (Canada 1970;9). lIn other
words, recommendatlons»concerning the‘fate'of tJo-thirds;

‘of the farm populatlon, wrltlng off their future w1thout

13

their consent 1sqmade ®n the basis of. a model wthh ‘does
. “ ) . . . 4 ) - . .
not fit rea11ty. -

o

Thls functlonal view of p\&duction in soc1ety re1n~

of the small farm problem. Small farmers afe not only :

»
-

marked by thelr ievel of 1ncome but also by. thelr llmlted

contrlbutlon_;p@System purpose, whlch is seen as a result

;of;low-productivity'and'output The p0551b111tyathat Tow

‘aeatput and product1v1ty mlght be a consequence of the

soc1etal onganlzatlon of productlon is lost 'and attentlon

-6

g.dkredtéd to the qualltles of the group 1tse1f }The

,,__-,*-

soc1al condltlons of agrlcultaral productlon, and the way =

-
-

they shape , act1V1t1es remaln unexamlned They are obscured

";because the "dev%ant“ gre p is’ dlvorced from the w1der

o

context and pop51dered in- 1solatlon.'-

- A

C. Normative Determinism . - o o -

S
o

As was previously mentioned, the location of spall -

P

posed by 1n1t1a1 deflnrtlons

:,VF.,‘

24,



'1965:1215.1‘There is a? attempt to dlfferentlate the cate—f“

L

ﬁﬂs%s of their condltion.» They are related

gimply by their level of income. However,
. o F .
as the purpose of analy51s 1s to explain their: condltlon,

addltlonal, sgﬁpndary dimen51ons of substructural and sub* —

- cultural dlfferent;atlon are then_examlned in terms of

their relevance to the lower strata as. such . (Arensberg

'gorles further in terms of internal SLmllarltles in a

search for an explanatlon of their condltlon. In other

words, yt is. assumed that because the same external forces . ‘3

<

impinge on all categorles of farmers,»the dlfferences 1np.

performance can be explained by internal varlatlons.

[ -

‘In d01ng thls, small farmers. are 1nev1tably¢portrayed-as~ ' N

“Instead of attemptlng to develop means of understandlng
changlng condltlons under whlch productlon occurs and B

locating the struggles of_small farmers in that structurei
attention is channelled/into a search for-characteristics
" LT .

that mark off the viable farm from the non:- v1able farm. - N

‘a “backward" sectorithat is separated from andibehind

more "progressive" seCtors.'ﬁgggg\ggg}ﬁﬁon is clearly

- expressed' by Black: B '_: : S vd SRR

eee I do not call these areas "depressed"
"areas because this carries the implicatio
that something has come along. and . .depress d
them. Instead and for the most'part all”
that has happened to them is that they have . B
fallen much behind the rest of farming in ‘ ' R

e

‘?E ~ the Country in its march towards better _ L S



~

' are ‘taken as indices of backwardness. A majormeeis of

!

L incomas and livinv. ST S descrﬁbtion of

-such‘as‘lack of capital, land, and anome can, Onfy"be in=-

S ; . T A *
“interpreting thls,"backwardness".ls in terms of ad

26,
4

i

the area today, other than just low income,‘
is: backward (1958 29) +

Processes leadlng to the constltuﬂipn of the present slt—

uatlon of small farmers are lost, and consequently, 1nd1ces

'\ -

tergret§d755“a function of a.lack bf.developmenty They
AR T T : o \ -

erence -

,of producers to traditional beliefs and values, to farming. ;/’

.o R ' : . . °
as a.way of life, which are inappropriate in the modern
. . ‘ . Q

vcontext. K ‘ , 1’ R :‘ e ' .

The dlstlnctlon made Qetween commerc1al or v1ab1e

farms and small or’ non—v1able farms 1s not, 1n1t1ally at

Te

_least, based on what anthropologlsts refer to as a culture, X

‘but, as was shown, on dlfferences ‘in lncome. However, LT

-, ' ’ Sl
the category of “small farmers" does come to take on. the

appearances of such a unlt.. Commerc1a1 farms are repre-

sented as a progres51ve, modern sector, proflt orlented

A Ty .
nd commltted to ratlonal farmlng methods,_whlhe the resé

. l;—

are 'seen as a- backward tradltlonal sector, statlc and.

1

re51st1ng change.‘ Small farmers are seen ‘as a’ group'marked“—w-e-~

'by their adherence to tradltlonal ru/al culture wﬁlle the

progre551ve sector has emanc1pated 1tse1f from thls past

A Thls p051t10n is clearly lllustrated/;§hsail Tyler:

\ : N . ) » ‘. : . . \:’:ﬁ
Once’ establlshed the values and 1deolog1es_“
+characteristic of the farmer as a social
class increasingly shaped the farmers' be-
hav10ur, even when the condltlons whlch had.

oy
%



~

¢ i
i

%

trayed as being adaptive to conditions of farm production
tln the 1920 ] and l935v§mand as having been rendered re-.. .

¥
%un@ant by subsequent external- changes.

- +

A

e .7 BT T T T e e

o

served tq‘devéiop these beliefs, attitudes,
values and ideolpgy, and gave them their

;slgniflcances, eadlly disappeared.

Currently, a. major section of the farm
population in ‘the Prairie, ‘Region appears

, to be clinging, almost desperately, to the
values, ideology and philosophy dominant.
and appropriate 30 years ago (1970 316)

»"" o

The culturefoframall farmers in theiPrairies

&

is’ por-

Consequéntly,j

% 2 e
all farmers;today are seen as adherlng to traditional

cultdral patterns which“conditioh their'productive act-

lVltleS at the present tlme and cause thelr backwardness.

MOI‘BOVGI’ ’

.the

structure...
'ig.farmers are to respond to new conditions of:
Theffarﬁer has teﬁained statio,-a relic'of’the past %Tyler
,1970 316) . In effect, the position amounts to

of poverty of the small farmer., The{fo//ation'of’culture5

° ~

o

N

o

this backwardness \s seen as a mark of thelrlﬁ
personality, as individual farmgs¥s are he%d to have lost

Mversatility and adaptive ifigenuity, once so evident

11v1ng.

o

in the  developmert of .novel .farming teehniQues and'eoéial.ﬁr

is 1n1t1ally seen as an adaptlve response to the condltaéns

" of farm productlon in the same way. that Lewis'

s

po¢erty" 1s a response to the condxtlons of lower class’

vllfe-(Lew1s 1966*x11v). In both cases, waever,

nlflcance of the concept derlves from the fact that culture,'

v

v

"culture'of\

(TYler 1970:316) but which are again’hebessaryn

.

the Slg—“h

~

once formed "is self perpetuatlng. Culture 1s handed down

L]

72

v :



;frém'generation‘to.generatiOn,fand consequently; indiVidMal_

carrlers are no - longer able to take advantage of changlng

rcondltlons or the 1ncreased opportunltles that may Secur

‘1n thelr llfetlme (Lew15 1966 xlv) (For‘a dlSCUSSlonvOf-
/ -

__thlS V1ew see Valentlne 1908 17; - LLebow 1967 208 ) ' S

L

The tradltlonal culture of the small farmer 1s con-—. "'

-

6

s1dered to be respon51ble for hls 1nab111ty to! adapt pro-
. K]

ductlve act1V1t1es to changlng condltlons of productlon.,
'Thls assumptlon is 1llustrated by the p051tlon taken 1n

v‘the Task Foxce Report'

P

‘Changlng.technology made them marglnal and
"."then suﬁimarglnal but the people concerned :
. could not change as fast in their attitudes .-
. and capacities as did the economic ‘and tech-
“ nologital env1ronment“surround1ng “tand |
'partlally submerglng) them (Canada 1970

120) (Empha51s added) R .,l'f’f‘ C d?h

: Inltlally tth refers to approx1mately lOO 000 150 OOO ’

farmers, the 1owest thlrd on the rncome scalefJ However,

‘as. the ablllty to meet thelr needs at ‘a ba51c level is:

all that dlstlngulshed the lower one thlrd from the mlddle

.- . -

. A

a4

: thlrd on the 1ncome scale, these generallzatlons aré applledi

Py

d N e >
2. . L

-

. to them also. "There>Ls no guarantee that ablllty, in- SRR e

9

itiative or the Splrlt of cooperatlon 1s any more prevalent S

. <
. ° @ -

~-in the economlcally medlocrelgroup than among the stlll

less;ﬁortunate in the poverty group '(Canadav1970;410).
@& . ' B

~In all, “some" 300, ooo farmers lack the "at‘tit‘uaes‘ and

o
capaclty”ﬂapproprlatp to agrlcultural productlon 1n the
: 4

'Acontemporary pef%od and therefore are not con51dered as

€

| R : ’ : N

+

-
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part o:;ﬁhe future of the 1ndustry.

~

Small farmers,lespe01ally those llVlng 1n poverty,.are

cOnsrderEd»to have llmlted capaclty for 1nnovatlons because

of thelr adherence to a. tradltlonal culture, ‘a culture'
whlch, accordlng to the llterature on the rural poor, is

characterlzed by
: D
...traditionalism, fundamental religion,. low
%regard for educatlon, short time perspective,
suspicion: of out81ders, ‘inability to defer -
- gratification, and thelr apathy (Abramson
' 1967:5). L C

o

‘Stress on the presence or. absence of. tradltlonallsm is re—
;flected in the preponderance of dlffu31on studles in rural

.soc1ology whlch seek to explaln the reluctance of small'

»farmers in a partlcular communlty to accept 1nnovatlon.
'!%r example, Galjart states that much rural soc1ology has
¢

o been almed at explalnlng the variance. in 1nnovat1veness

el

'among 1nd1v1dual farmers llVlng in a s1ngle communltyq 3.
'(1971 31). o Temh RS

The 51gn1f1cance of thlS argument 1s that it 1solates
: o g
' the problem at the 1nd1v1dual level It is 31mply assumed

'that the individual is falllng because he'lsvcllnglng to~
9 . . Tl

cutmoded attltudes concerning hls far practice. He l1acks

ablllty and capa01ty because hlS learnlng has fltted hlm

-

for a.tlme thatyhas passed. Another p051tlon does not glve

Ll

ThlS is remlnlscent of Lewis' conclusion that "It is much -
more difficult to eliminate’ the culture of poverty than<
" to ellmlnate poverty per se"” (1966 11)

- 29,



"credlt to any learnlng but suggests that backward areas

are- the product of the type of populatlon attracted to -
jlow resource‘areas. “For'example, Mannlng and Buckmlre

€.

_hypothesize'thab

S people lacklng ambltlon,'energy, aﬁd ablllty
would choose to settle in areas  lacking ‘in-
natural resources and thereforeé characterized

: by a minimum  of 1nterpersonal competition for
the ownership and development of natural re- - i
sourceS'(l967 ll) o

-

If the 1nd1v1dual falls behlnd lt is because he is unpro—

ductive, and 1f he 1s unproductlve 1t 1s because ‘he’ is not

E)

competltlvg enough. .He lacks the- capac;ty to take advantage

'of the opportunltles that are avallable to hlm whlch would

,have enabled hlm to transform hls productlve unlt. In short

-4

N 7
i - N

‘1nnova§30n and changep

In\lts extreme form thls wiew embodles a determlnlstlc'

: v .
,model of man whlch is w1de1y held by soc1al sc1entlsts.

K f

.It 1nvolves an oversoc1allzed conceptlon of man, a view ln
; \ A -

jwhlch man- swallows hls culture and pa551vely follows 1nter—

nallzed dlctates (Hedley 1971) Murphy p01nts to the w1de

acceﬁtance of thlS v1ew by soc1al anthropologlsts ‘whene he

L
A

‘says that the contrlbutlon of neo—Freudlanlsm

..has been the pecullar view of @n ‘as. the M L
soc1al alleable, and ‘plastic . animal who . ’ ’
,swallows society in oxder -to buy® the accep-

* 7 tance of his fellows. Social science has
bbught this view. of ‘human mature  (1971:79),

™~

30.



It is obv1ously dlfficult to. f1t change 1nto thls

>mode1 as 1nd1v1dual members of a soc1ety not only act.‘

B i e TETT

‘as a moraL 1mperat1ve. Ind1V1duals flnd gratlflcatlon 1n

~ 0 °

actlng 1n accordance w1th thewrequrrements of thelr culture

- -

(hallowell 1953 661-7 cplro 1951 32; Kroeber 1963 94-
Herskov1ts 1955 330 47 ; ',Llnton 1936 91- 112) Change
becomes the acceptance or rejectlon of 1nnovatlons whlch

'1n 1ts turn,:ls determlned by the normatlve characterlstlcs
i _

“ e

‘iof that cultu;e Thus: tradltlonal cultures mllltate_
agalnst change whlle modern cultures w1th such values as
‘competltlon, progress,;etc.;tembrace change (see Galjart‘
,lé?f;v Tyler 1970) | ' o A |

The form of determlnlsm ev1dent in thlS model is un—~tbf
acceptable as it effectlvely ellmlnates the purposeful

. content of man S\actlons,‘ and takes no account of t!y
o 0

ome
me

the condltlons of productlon shape actg@ns and the
"of actlons alreaay taken. People are . notﬁﬁécessarlly fully
*'aware of the condltlons %gder whlch thelr actlons occur.d“
ANevertheless, theyvact~and-act~for:a reason._-Therefore,
it lS 1mperat1ve to take their. reasons 1nto account whenfj
1nterpret1ng thelr actlons »

For 1nstance, small farmers are seen as engaglng in
fpractlces whlch from a ratlonal economlc standp01nt, are-
"irrational; Such Dractlces nay 1nclude, for 1nstance, a’

”fallure to apply fertlllzer when it.is known that ylelds

would lncrease substantlally;- fa;lure to apply-herb1c1des

. a0cord1ng to normatrve‘dlctatts, but experlence culture ST

31..
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"when‘lt lS known that a 30% reductlon in yleld is llkely

‘nto result fallure to use fallow1ng pens when 1t is Pnownr }

i "““‘_T"
that loss of young may well occur, fallure to practlce

[AN

_1nsem1natlon, or‘use the best qua};ty semen avallable,

when 1t as known that such practlce WQuld 1mprove quallty'

7;of stock For adherents to the normatlve model such 1n—‘_'“fﬂ‘”"

.....

'Astancesvgg seemlngly 1rratlonal actlon are ea51ly con-f}f“'”

’strued'd

»6“

the product of a tradltlonal orlentEtlon to

320

farmlng, a res;stence to 1nnovatlon,~the contlnuatlon ofuwlmvwhW'“’::

o

‘Apractlces whlch are outmoded-ln the contemgorary context a}u:.wa+,ﬁ

N ' . [ .

of farmlng.' , o ;T'#l';

Ex“Instances of such behaviour are class1ffed?and“re—fu

glstered as descernable regularltles characterlsilc o} that*'w
"category of farmer It ls then but a short step ‘te- assume
fthat these reqularltles are ‘the product of ‘a shared value

*
and bellef system, a- shared tradltlonal culture. It 1s

’vjfrom the presence of such actlons that the underlylng values

.7
and attltudes are 1nferred That 1s, the practlces are

_take% as ev1dence of attltudes and values Wthh have no

£

1naependent source of«valldatlon. Thls approach is. justlfled

°

b'by assumlng that values are largely 1mp11c1t and have to be

_1nferred from actlon (Kluckhohn 1951 346) Such an approach y.

is plalnly tautologlcal ammountlng to llttle more than a

.~

1reclasslf1cat10n ‘of the Varlables for whlch an explanatlon
s is sought ‘ l

- This approach tends to 1gnore explanatlons glven by
the.lnltlator of actlons._'It may he-true.that the pract;ces_l

-



-

ftTake, for lnstance, the case of faliure to apply herb1c1de.

-

of small farmers are gulded by srmple adherence .to tradlt—‘

Lo
S

1on, but ev1dence 1ndependent of the actlon 1tself is

,a°

'necessary 1f the’explanatlon 1s to be accepted The con~

clu51on may be legltlmate, if, for 1nstance, the practlcesﬂ

followed ‘are justlfmed in terms of the past with no re--

ference to present condltlons of productlon.* Of course,

15 -

1t may well be the case; that old practlces are perpétuated

. g e 2T

but lt_may turn‘out fhat thlS can be’ explalned by thelr 34;~;

7 L]

relevance to farm operatlons under contemporary condltlons
of productlon. In any case, the pers1stence and 51gn1f——

1cance of tradltlonal culture cannot be legltlmately 1n—3

s1m11ar problems arlse 1n dlscu5510ns of the modern sector.

C

For example,‘ln rural 5001ology the most s1gn1f1cant : t;fJ

e

characterlstlc of the modern farmer 1s a dlsp051tron to

'S

accept change, yet the ex1stence of thls tralt is. assumed
to ex15t a Erlorl (Galjart L971 31)

Instances of respgnses whlch would 1nd1cate commltment

to tradltlon were totally absent in the area of study."

o

-

Flrst, 1t may be p01nted out that tlmlng of appllcatlon 1s_i

.

crltlcal, though thls is. no longer the case “with pre=. -

‘emergent herblcldes, as w1ld oats, the.major weed have

>

to be sprayed whlle growth 1s at the two- or three leaf
"-;stage of development, Fa11ur= in one case ‘to apply herb—
lc1de was - a result of mechanlcal fallure of spraylng equlp—-f

ment durlng the crltlcal growth perlod atva;tlme when the

ferred from the actlons they are meant ‘to explaln. Moreover, )

33.



o
13

oy

,tproducer lacked sufflcient capltal to replace lt. 'Another”‘

1nstance was- related to the work farm pattern, as the 1n~fil

[

»d1v1dua1 1n questlon was unable to. takeetkme—off work to

G e @

Happly herb1c1des durlng the crltlcal growth perlod VIn

~;\\\Q9th cases the beneflts to be derlved from spraylng were

- years, coupled w1th the expectatlon thath he low prlces
: [
”would contlnue.v The dec1510n was maBe w1th reluctanCe :

aand 1n fact came. to be regretted as prlces did rlse and
g‘the yleld fell more than -was ant1c1pated ! B
.eLack of tradltlonal orlentatlon, 1t may be argued
;f‘could be attrlbuted to the pecullarltles of the area 1n
whlch research was doneA. For 1nstance, prox1m1ty to!_n

‘Ldmonton and the fact that most farmers in the area sell

thelr labour power on a full t1me-bas1s may have contrlbu—

ted to the . emergence of attltudes whlch are not typlcal»r

’of the small farmers in other areas.'lThls seems unllkely”
‘as studles that empha51ze the role of tradltlon in deter—
mlnlng tne acceptance of 1nnovatlon do not dlscount other

4var1ables entlrely.' For 1nstance, Leuthold hypothe51zes

: that an 1mportant varlable in understandlng the processes

o

<«

@

R
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’1sts.

e AT E:36) | | , AR

of dlffu510n lS the slze of farm 1ncome (1966 166) That'

thls 31mple fact seems to be dlfflcult to grasp is re-

)

fledted in. Galjart s comment addressed to rural soc1olog—'
. : o fl" o ". ) .
It is self -evident but it needs saylng that"
,many farmers simply ‘lack the funds with which .

to purbhaqe 1nnovat10ns. And even if they -.
have some funds, thex cannot take rlsks

The p01nt is: that lt cannot be assumed that poor farmlng
practlces reflect the presence of tradltlénal cultural;
1mperat1ves. 'Rather, they have to be 1nterpreted ‘in llght
of the resources avallable to the producer and  the con—

dltlons under whlch productlon occurs.*"In other words,‘

it is suggested that small farmers, llke thelrﬁlarger'4-_y'

counterparts, are constaktly respondlng to changes 1n the

condltlons of productlon.- (Thls theme is elaborated 1n.’
. :

Chapter Slx ) That is, eV1dence 1nd1ca¢1ng backwardness

Jseem%,more llkely to reflect the ong01ng struggle of small

A

:Lfarmefs to adjust‘to_the‘soc1al'bond1t;ons of their

°

existence. = - AR

-
—

— i

&

the culture concept (Valentine'1968:5)t “The adaptive

‘dimension is present in Lewis' work, where the fulture‘of

poverty, at.least 1n1t1ally,_1s seen as a nse to the
conditions of lower class life and. as functioning to help
“the poor adjust to those condltlons {Lewis -1966:x1iv}).

This is, in fact;brecoghition of the adaptiqe dimension of ..

-
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D. _Sur_r-%r-y e o " SR R
‘ The appllcatlon of trad;tlonal-modern, backward pro— - :

‘e

-gre551ve dlchotomles to  strata dlstlnqulshed on the basls "a o
- L
“of 1ncomepls 1nappropr;ate in understand;ng the fsmall

Hfarm“ problem. It”embodies an'explanation of the'diffie‘

cultles of small farmers Wthh amounts to no more than a

recla551f1catlon of patterns of behav1our.‘ These patterns,

-

which may or may not\be described as tradltlonal ‘are the
‘outcome of many 1nd1v1dua1 actlons.-uThey are categoriesf J.k‘,f;
-that of nece551ty submerge 1nd1v1dua1 dlfferences.< This

is legltlmate ‘and necessary, but 1t leads to confusion

3N

.when the nature of the procedure is lost and the qate-

gorles become relfled (Barth 1967: 662) It is forgotten<
that they are abstractlons from the ongeoing process of .
—SOCial life and dO'not constitute reality"itself. ;n ‘the

: process of relflcatlon,'theSe'patterns are mistaken for

thlngs cauSLng social actlon, and hence.come to be seen .

as. contlnuous over tlme.- Inus, %he culture of poverty,

'an abstractlon from the actlons,of the poor, ls~1n1t1ally
. E / i
seen as a response to tne conditions of lower class llfe

o

fbutrthen it is treated as_though it were a thlng,’contln_
Jaous erf,q;me, contrOlliné life. eAbstracted,from the
findlvidual,_then,_cultuxal patterns are cons1dered to be:
1nculcated lnto the knleldual, and 1n1effect therefore,'

. become thelr-own.cause. Alternatlvely, a tradltlonal value

°
° .

is- inferred from the pattern and held to be present in the

e



. individuals from whose behaviour the pattern was abstracted.

‘It"isfwi h the aid of this'tautologiéal reasoning'that.

g .

o
oy

“1nd1v1duals ‘can be ‘seen ‘as the passmve reclplents of thelr

‘culture,,and more to the p01nt,

that the behav1our of small

\4..
.

farmers ls seen to be determlned by tradltlon.

o

It is therefore not only the presence or ahsence of

-

tradltlonal bellé!s and values that is in questlon, but

1also the‘determlnlstlc model w1th1n.wh1ch’the concern for

-

”traditional culture islframéd

structural 1solatlon,
the w1der soc1al context,

‘ relevance of the soc{al condltlons of product;on and the - .

1nd1v;duales reactlonvto them.v

the farm. producer by the structure of .production in .

capltallst soc1ety are 1gnored

In conjdnction with the

whlch dlvorces the’ producer from

this determlnlsm denies the

/-
/
Constralnts‘lmposed on. / o

”

while a predetermined

'empha51s is placed on normatlve characterlstlcs. ‘The‘f - ;

. effects of the 1nst1tut1onal structure‘of society, of .class

position, of beliefs and values

‘dividual’during his upbringiné

k1

- e

~vare felt by theﬂdnf”

But this'experience~is

mediated through the famlly ‘and other educatlonal in-

stitutions,

‘uniq

Furt

and commonness of condltlons is experlenced

ﬁ’: the individual is not a repllca of hlS culture ,
m

ore, 1nd1v1duals-do have pa551ons and,de51re5g

N
N,

which may be rooted in chlldhood experlence, but thlS doese_.

‘\

not mean they are a bllnd determlnant of hlS actlons, rullngf

-

The patls of action vary,

"3
every,act.

Theyxmay~be realized in a’ varletyoof,ways.

>,

and the individual, as a result

ol

37.
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cultire in which the .individual inculcated with the values

' tray "men~as-helpless,ih_the'drips of history" ‘that is

of his experiences, may be obl

o -

" pursue ‘other ends. That is, a 51mple 1somorph1c v1ew ofw

-

of.hiSvcurture'purSues them in a situation structured for

‘thelr reallzatlon is an emply 1dea1 (the"ideology of . ..

~"Everyone can make it if they try") Thus, the migrant

-. |

farmer hasn t necessarlly lost his’ desxre to- farm but more

llkely has realized that ~this end or the ~ends he seeks

through farmlng are 1mp0551b1e to achleve.’ In/thls way -

the structure of soc1ety determlnes values achleved and

‘COndltlons thelr reallzatlon

- ‘e,

. In seeking_to'develop the'means.of under standing .the

“small farm" problem it is, then,necessdary to abandon' the

- B . : » . .ot
‘normative approach with its dualistic assumptions and-

overdeterminist in turn, thlS does not entall the accept—'

ance of a materlallstlc determlnlsm in whlch 1nd1v1duals

- . -

respond ‘to structural pressures 1n a mechanlstlc way. .

N — -

This posxtlon, in fact,'was cr1t1c1zed b¥ Marx. when he'm

v .

;p01nted out that the_mmaterlallstlc doctrlneaconcernlng

\1

_the changlng of c1rcumstance= and educatLOﬁ-forgets that

-

.c1rcumstances are changed by wmen and’ that the\fducator

hlnself'must be educated“ (1967 197~ 98) _ More recently,

Murphy cr1t1c1zed the p051tlon taken by "materlallstlcally
6

jorlented soc1al anthropologlsts who‘are seen ‘as 1gnor1ng

‘ H

'V\ the.fact,that lndIVLduals?consclously respond'to the con-

"ditions of their existence. Rather, they are seen td por-

N

¢ to forego t?em to B "

38.



made through the interactgon‘of cultureéf"according to

vﬁaturalflaws" (1971:109).*

Instead an approach is requlréd which 1ocates the

-

étruggles of producers to make a llvellhood 1n

’the structure L

of a'partlcular hxstorlc soc1etyJ‘.It-has to.reCogn;ze that»

man both creates the social conditions of his own existence

o

and in turn is created by them.. '

...man in a perlod of exp101tatlon is,at
“once both the product of his own product
and a historical agent who can under no
circumstances be taken as a product’

(sartre 1968: 87)

'“ oo - ' S

Farm prqﬂucers are both part of and dependent upon the SOClal’

o

organlzatlon of productlon 1n SO01ety. Thelr actions as'

/

-

®

producers are moulded by the condltlons under whlch pro-

ductron occurs, and contrlbute to the contlnulty ‘and change-

—_ .

of these conditlons,

«?

» . . on

* - . . ) ‘ - ’ N a. .' ' ’
See also Sartre*s criticism of French Marxists, 1968.

+
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HISTORICAL AND CONTEMPORARY SIGWIFICANCE ‘OF
| INDEPENDENT COMMODITY PRODUCTION IN PRAIRIE AGRICULTURE

fexe S : ! . LSS

. . o . - - . .
. . v P L - LI . . -

. A, Introductien = - -

. . . . R
- . Lt ;o
o . ;

: itvwas'hypothesized in.Chapter One'that the "smdll'

farm“ problem is a devglopmental rather than a statlc

T phenomenon, a dlrect response to changlng condltlons of
productron 1n capltallst soc1ety. .In,other words, the
;underdevelopment of the productlve organ/catlon of small=

farmers is creaﬂéd by the same processes that’ have led to

-the development of progre551ve modern farms '

To - understand this it is’ neceesary to recognlze that
-4

agrlcultural productlon in the West’ 1s not merely related\”

to the economlc structure of‘QQnadrgn soc1ety, ~rather,

1t-ex1sts, and'came into exlstence as an 1ntegral part of

9

__the polltlcal economy of an expandlng capltalxst soc1ety.

- The very exxstence of farm producers is soc1al 1n'that the

RN YR
h"“ .

v . -

forms production takes, its ba51c characterLstlcs,_are”

'premrsed on thelr belng part of socrety. :ConSequently,

. !

the problems facihg %n§1v1dual producers-are‘not'explicable

in’terms of theuproduCtive unit i isolation?“khat:rs,‘in
terms~of internak,characteristics;'but'necessitate ;ocoting'"
\\\ ‘the producer 1n the productlve system as a. whole."
To achleve thlS endflt w1ll be necessary.to rovrde

a structural model whlch fac111tates ana1y51s of the

0

Structural constraints bearingion‘individual producers.

-

N

40,
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et

Thls will make 1t possrble to understand the exteht éo

"‘-

”-wwhudh changes in the organization of prodﬁctionw ‘Suc a8

o

- L
w,nmre general concept;oqlof tge mode

v

-~

‘;struqtural conditions of produc on xn capitallst Jso

.- K 1
the d elobment of the,modern c p;tal xntensivé famriy farm
S

_ from the labour~1ntensive hom@s ead, are shaped by t&e

1ety. u

v e

.k o

based on.productlve relatlonehlps, that°is, class re

|
The categorles of thxs structurai anaLysxs w1111be
N
)&atlons .

u

These proddctlve relatlons de51gnate the relatlonshag of - L
‘man to the product of labour, hls reiatlon to the‘melhs of
productlon, and the part played 1n the productrve prqcess
by lnd1v1duals and groups (Godeller 1967'93,. Lefebvre"w_' T
1969 5; 'Pbulantzas 1973 28».; Productlve relatlons, ciassé

relatlons,vrefer to the relatlonshl etwéen‘med in theirh

produqFlve actLGity. In Marx1an 's'itlis‘part;of a

-

foductlon, wblch .
-~ v b - - .

also 1nc1udes the,groductlve forces, that lS, the Way labourﬂ.

D e

‘8
-

power ‘is organlzed ah productlon and the 1eve1 of teqhmology
e B

S

vof the too}s\ot productlo% (Dos Santoi71970 174,; Zeltlln

1968 99) S A dlstlnctlon wxll be- made between relatlbns

between class members and relatlobs between classes.;-The
relatlonshlps 1nvolved, for thegpur;ose of this anaiy51s,
: . 0 :
can be’” 1dent1f1ed broadly as those between 1ndependent 'f v
Itcommodlty producers in agg;culturab productlonf and thpse‘a

il

. between” 1ndependent commodlty producers and agrlbu51ness.”

A knowledge of both is prerequlslte to undErstandlng the

7

- 51tuation ‘of farm producers, “Ft is through an- aha1y51s of’

o

the structural position that the contrad}ctlons 1nherent

o . . S



-

- .
- s

in&theEindependent cohmodity modé"of prodhctiOn can be’

v

understood,,for they are Eontradlctlons w1th1n a partlcular-

economlc structure, a structure domlnated by the pr1vate§

’

ownershlp offcapltal and capltéflsd produgtlve r@latlon-i

shlps.' Thls prov1des the framework foﬁDunderstandlng the‘

- ?‘t'

:struggle of farmers, partlcularly of the famlly farm, to

ma;ntaln a: llvellhood from agrlcultural préductlonﬂ

Attentlon in thls chapter 1s dlrected at establlshlhg

.

‘the historieal - 51gnlflcance and the contlnulty of the ln—.af

"dependent commodlty form of productlve relatlonshlp 1ng.':

western Canadlan agrlcultural productlon.o It 1s,argued\,n%

that thls relatlonshlp 1s per51stent over tlme,'hav1ng

_.Deen establlshed from the outcet of Western colonlzatlon'u'

. .

C

~and remalnlng lmportawt to the present“ﬂ The perSLStence

e

@
" of thlS relatlonshrpvls not taken to 1nd1cate lack of

change.4 Rather, 1t 1s w1th1n the framework of thls re—

latlonshlp that the changes 1n ‘the organrzatlon of pro-

f ductlou“bave occurred whlck Hhve ledoto ‘the emergence of

-

the capltal 1nten51ve famlly farm from the labour 1nten51vea\

homestead lhe dynamlcs of these changes .are dlscussed in

Chapter Flve.

-

In Sectlon B dlSCUSSlon is concerned w1th establlshlng

the hlstorlcal 51gn1f1cance of" 1ndependent commodlty pro—

©

auctlon. Section C. establlshes the per51stence of the

relatlonshlg through 4 dlSCUSSlon of chanaes in- land owner-—

- N
= 8

3

42,

shlp, xnput oflexternal~cap1tal and labour.l . . g%;c'$%Y
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- B. Hlstoflcal Slgnlflcance of Independent Commodlty Pro—
‘ duction

1

L S - T | ' | @
‘ '.F' Agrlcultural productlon in Canada has alwavs been

subordlnate to p011t1¢/1 and commerc1al lnterests, con—'

trlbutlng to defense, prov181on1ng the staple trades,’and

L)

serv1ng as an 1nvestment frontler (Fowke 1946 4). . The *
subordlnate nature of agrlcultural development has been

_"learly apparent 1n the Pralrle prov1nces, where 1ts \
hprlmary functlon was the creatlon of 1nvestment Opportunltles '.1' :

for metropolltan 1nterests in central Canada (Morton(1970

47:‘ Macpnerson 1962 6 ; Fowke 1970 343),. From the outset
'flof Western colonlzatlon, tne development of productlon was

o

.tled to 1nvestment lnterests in central Canada and 1ntegrated

. 1nto an expandlng natlonal and world capltalrst economlc

)

system. L ‘0 : . . ‘_ | o ‘ - N o .

'rgThe 1867 unlon of ‘the Brltlsh Vorth Amerlcan colonles et

} e

'Confedefa,lon was the constltutlonal means bv whlch an

_ltural:f;pntler in the West could be establlshed s

~(?owke 1946 140), and 1ts wealth channeled lnto central
Canada (Horton l9f0 43% ;In fact,.the»openlng of the

West seems to. be‘a clear example of the state functlonlng
- . o ! ’ : o (
;to meetuthe lnvestment 1nterests of a capltallst class.f
wory e edEETy /
v HgFor example, accordlng to Lev1tt, rallway and flnanc1al

/

enterpreneurs were dlrectly represented in the government,,
: o :

‘tnere belng few pOllthlanS w1thout such 1nterests (1971.

;3 50) (see Wyers 19725 Regehr 1975) . . The purchase of ___'.ﬁ' ERRRRE

/

Rupert s uano from the Hudson Bay Company in’ 1870 prov1ded// ’j'




~,front1er To ensure. control of agrlcultural development

-

qtates.- In fact John AF Macdonald Canada s flrst prlme‘

fl946:162),\ The means of securlng

o . B I

o

the land base for the development of an agrlcultqral

o

&

the federal government retalned jurlsdlctlon over - the con-—.

s ,‘oﬂ
trol of the resources of westerh Canada until 1930 Con-

o

sequently, unllke the-other prov1nces 1n Confederatlon,

° L0

‘the Manltoba Act of 1870 vested the control .of, crown lands'

1‘,"’

ln the hands of the federal government. -This practlce

‘was repeated in the Acts that formed the prov1nces of

o

vAlberta and Saskatchewan 1n 1905 (Fowke 1970 246), antrol

o

was seeh.as. . ‘means. of meetlng the needs of flnanc1al and

°

';commerc1al 1nterests in eastern Canada (Horton 1970 4%8)

'The commerdral beneflts of Western expan51on were to

be secured by central Canada and not’ dlverted t0°the Unlted

*

.

mlnlster, was- conv1ncéa that the government of the Unlted
Statés would do everythlng, wzth the exceptlon of armed'
confllct to take posse551on of t?e Canadlan West (FOxke

&
control of the Wpst was.

o

: \the development of a Canadlan-controlled rallwtransnort‘

- East West trade ax1s mas a tarlff poilcv establlshed Ln

° " : -
o SREIN -

system whlch would ensure that trade would flow to and
Er .
from central Canada (Innls 1971 291-‘ LeV1tt 1971 51)

The dompletlon of the Canadlan Pac1ﬁ1c gallWay in 1885

i%'p r
LT ©a

flfteen years befone grat16n occurred an_a- ma551ve

»,

scale, was %ndlcatlvg 5f the power of metropolltan 1nterests

~

3 - .
in central Canadﬁ ﬁtareless l970*837 Suoportlnq the'

of land and ltS dlsoosal to’ rallway companles and settlers

44,



lTﬁé whlch was meant to restrlct the flow of goods from

.

the Unlted States.‘»It created a capt1ve°market for manu—

facturers in central Canada a* a time" when agrlcultural

producers were 1nterested 1n the lower cdsts of farm 1nput

which’ could have resulted froﬂ free trade (McCrorle 1971

,,

40; Fowke 1946:259).*

a PR

'AgriCUltural prodhction in“WeStern Canada'emérged .
vw1th1n the: framework and “as « par@ ?. |
,lst economy. vNational pol;mf#j?#
ﬂf @ultural frontler in the Westnwhlch would serve as a -

jgn expandlnq capltal—

,.v

to create an agrl—ﬂ

hlnterland to metropolltan 1hterests in central Lanada. S

'Et was annexed to, Confederatlon as a subordlnate reglon,

a~colony; and its subsequent development was shaped by

-
s . A "

xthelgommerc1al &nd flnancral tles w1th central Canada.

: ”a,populatlon ‘of producers and consumers 1n the West . (WOod,"
™ "’“i._, o s . »

1951 737 Martln 1973: 148) . The means adopted to attractlgfi

< ° -

1mm1grants to the West was the 1872 homestead"Act whlch

X o

, prov1ded free land to’ the actualnsettler 'The.Homestead [,,f

hPollcy varled over tlme, but’ ba31cally 1t prov1ded forA»

S

l_the ownership, by the settler, oﬁ lQO acres of land for_f,

5

i ar nomlnal fee oi $10 -The condltlons for obtalnlng ownenshrp—“-i~w'

L . -
. ] -~ . e SRR s TF

R

~ . 8 e . A . v
The success of the national policy in developing an East-
“West polltlcal/economlc structure-fias since been under-
‘mined by the development of trade and 1nvestment linkages. .
with the Unlted States (Lev1tt 1971: 53—~ 6) o . ‘-\\
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of the land, whlch were clarlfled in. 188%) entalled re-

:“dS1dence w1th1n three mlles of the land for three yaars“

“V‘brqhen ten acres’ of lan

'””further afleld (see”%urchle 1936-' Wartln 1973) ], ) x§%&4h

c oA

Also,,lt was necessarx,to bulld a dwelllng and reside in
it for three months prlor to appllcatlon for ownershlp.

in the flrst year the homesteader ‘was- expected to have“ !

.h,Thls was to be'. seeded.ln the'

.

second ye%k while a fur her flfteen acres were broken,
‘thile‘in‘the third,yearAtwenty-five acres were to be seeded
_and a further flfteen acre were to be broken In all

- a total of forty acres were to be.cultivatedvin-the-threeﬁ'

°

years prlor to appﬁlcatlon for patent Pre emptlon of #

further 160 acres adjacent to: the homestead was p0351b1e f.;
between 1879 and 1889, and agarn after'1904J To”@btalm

ownershlp of: pre empted lard lt was necessary to cult1vate>

fnlnety acres on_the orlglnal homestead ;make a payment of
: \,,,\ " i,

$3 per acre, ‘and” res¢de for at Teast 51x months per_ year ' Vo
for 51xﬂ¥ears on the pre- emptedgland or on the orlglnal \

'homesteaa.{ In cases where hlgh populatlon densf%y made . h.

o ot el

-”lt me0551b1e to obtaln lanc adjacent to the orlglnal .'}

'homestead 1t eventuallv became p0551ble to obtaln'iand

_ The purpose of the homestead pollcy was to establish4}“7,n \"

T,a class of 1ndependent commodlty producers, a petlte

) ‘
'_bourgeou51e. As stated in the Introductlon, the ba51c-

~_Lcharacterrstlcs of thlS class are ownershlp,_operatlon, .v?i”

fand control of the méans of productlon by the actual pro—[fyhp
4. '- o F
ot

ducer. In 1ts pure form, the relatlonshlp of 1ndependent e

- . . . . A .
N Lo . . . . L R i ~ e

A - ' PO 3 R E
e T $ e et

A B
T e LT T




'commodlty.producer ls dlstlngulshed from capltallst pro-
ductlve relatlonshlps in. that there lS no separatlon of
.the means of‘productlon from labour., Consequently, pro-
ducersvown:the product’of their labour._ Complementlng the
ialm of rapldly creatlng a consumlng and produc1ng publlc, ;
_the establl hment of a clasq of small property owners was.
meant to prov1de a- permanent'populatlon w1th a vested
'A_lnterest in malntalning the . 1nst1tut10ns of the land
(Murchle 1936 93). Harsany uses, thls as one argument to._}
"support contlnuous a551stance to the small farm. "The |
\ smalldholder is polltlcally one of the most valuable in-
lelduals of the soc1ety, -hlS class 1s 1nternat10nally .
consxdered as the maln opponent of extreme polltlcal ten—
denc1es (1966: 16). R

The goals of the homestead pollcy were not fully

realeed untll after 1900 when the number of occupled

Ll

A,farms rose from 55 176 in 1901 to a max1mum of 300 523

‘;1n 1936 4see Table 1). Slnce 1936 there has been a’ con-

tlnuous decllne in the number of - occupled farms 1n~the.

T

Pralrles Though successful 1n populatlng the Pralrles\;f
"w1th a: produc1ng and consumlng populatlon,,the pollcy was
harsh in human terms, as between 1905 and 1930,_40% of _f:; _;;;w::

homestead entrles falled to obtaln ownershlp of thelr land ' ;:hg

(Wood l9Sl 739) Thls reflects the fallure of the federal
““u R

government tq‘take 1nto account the varlety of cl;matlc‘fﬁf;fi

’and 5011 condlt;ons 1n plannlng settlement (Mur_'"t?:';

127) Fallure ln thls respectwgan be seen An the

ke

47,



TABLE 1;A.

- Number of Occupied Farms gglthe,Prairies" T

v
'

No. -of Occdpiedv

‘No. of Occupied. ', o
: Year @+ . TFarms e

Year - .. ~Farms ' = .

%o oo o : 7 L : °

1971 176,653 1931 . 288,079

=S

: L0 o BN S R ‘ . o
-+1966° 194,844 IR 1926 248,162

1961 210,442 1921 255,657
1956 . 232,038 . 1916 ’ 218,563
1951 . 248,720 . 1911 .- 199,203

L ]
1946 269,601 - . 1901 . . 55,176
1941 2964469 - . - 1891 = 31,252 °
N _ e : Y
1936 . . 300,523 1881 . 10,091

s

. S : : .- N

uﬁSQﬁ;éészﬁLUféuhaft#&%uckley‘1965}_fableleréé Statistics

‘Canada, 1971 ‘Census of Canada Advanced Bulletin . .

~ Catalogue 96-723 (AA6), October,1972, Table 31-2.

Yot
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development of the prov1§ila1~ipec1a Areas Act.Mhlch -

"functloned to facilltate develo

ent of a lands use pOllcy

'for marginal fapmlng areas in Alberta. By obtain;ng owner-

'shlp of lands 1n SOutheastern Alberta the qovernment was

able to ensure that they would not be cultlvated durlng

i favourable m01sture and prlce condltlons or allowed tB
deterlorate when condltlons were unfavourable (Wood 1951.

 746). A further problem was the assumptlon Egat 160 acres,‘

or. w1th pre emptlon 320 acres, was adequate for the de-

'velopment of a v1able productlve unlt.. It proved to be -

H [
'an lnadequate unlt for. mechanlzed wheat productlon

(Dawson and Younge 1940 89). Moreover, glven cllmatlc
;a‘d 5011 varlatlons coupled W1th a- land tax system based

©_on expected product1v1ty, there were many settlers who

cy

lost thelr land through tax dellnquency ‘and mortgage fore—“.
Vclosures (Wood 1951-739) Flnally,,the goal of settllng

. Jevery quarter ox, half sectlon lnhlbated ‘the ready develop—

ment of more v1able unlts throu&h land expanSLOn (Murchle

o

C '71936-127) Lack of attentlon to’ varlatlons 1n cllmatlc
. \/.—\
- and 5011 condltlons or to actlve concern for the fate of

‘settlers reflects the reasons underlylng Western colonlza—wy

OE"ﬂltlom.' These were, above all else, the creatlon of a large‘@,'

mfconsumlng and produc1ng agrarlan populatlon 1n western . -;lf.”

"*Lanada Wthh would serve the needs of flnanC1al and commer—‘jf_3*’:

-~ : . cr e

. ~4-c1al lnterests An central Canada. i;';aj§;.<5*'~
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.C. . Persistence ggslndependent‘COMmoditx»ProduCtidn

N S : . .
The basic characteristics of independent commodity

a

,production'are ownership, operation and control of the

\

means of productlon by the producer. -Pt'can be argued
e that the ba51c characterlstlcs of thls class are per—

a

31stent.over time. To lllustrate thls, attentlon wlll be
tu?ned to the‘questlons of land ownershlp, input of ex-
\\_  ternal capital, ahd labour. f

I. Changes in Land_Tenure : ‘-f

The Homestead Act of 1872 prov1ded theliﬁgal basis
.for the development of an ;grarlan soc1ety of small ‘land-
ownlng producers 1n western Canada. Ownershlp of the land
was to be held by the produgers, who were free to utlllze
it in accordance w1th thelr own 1nterest§ . In practlce,'
'farmlng .on the Pralrles has always been characterlzed by'
,ithe ex15tence of tenure arrangements, though the type of
alrangements and thelr overall 51gn1f1cance have varled
| The closest apprOX1matlon to the ldeal of full owner~
shlp was achleved 1n the early settlement perlod when'5}
;"hdl.oVer 90% of all farms were owned by the actual producers

ililable 2 lndicates a- contlnuous decllne untll 1941, w1th
the exceptlon of 1931 when 58 6% of farmers owned the 1andA:
that they operated._ Follow1ng 1941 there was an 1ncrease B
'.>u.1n the number ‘of full owners, though by 1956 the downward

'trend had reappeared reachlng 1ts lowest polnf of 56 8°
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The number‘of farms operated by‘managers has always

remalned low, consequently, changes in: the number of

fully owned farms is complemented by var ious. tenure ar-
rangements. In Table 2 a dlstlnctlon is made between " .
'tenants and owner tenants The former refers to those"
,producers who rent all of the 1and they operate whlle'

the latter refers to those who own' part of the land they
Tfarm and rent the rest. Full tenancy arrangements, which
dwere_a common_means by which a‘farmer laCking capital
could”enterkproduction,vreaéhed_its‘peak‘between 1936

and '1946. \gince 1941, when*zztiof Prajrie farmers were

'tenants, thelr number, has contlnuously decllned, faflling

to: 6 7% of the farm populatlon in 1971. Conversel'

by 1971. The flgures for Alberta, Table-3, are f rther-

Q

¥4 .
In. addltlon, Table 4 shows that the same trends are ap—

. . . '/' . -
.parent in Canada as a whole.“ Lo

N

~In terms of land area, Table S-Chbw that'the amount‘

[

194l.f Thls flgure was not exceided untll 1971 when it
'rose to 18 ‘8 - mllllon acres. A. further‘pﬂdlcatlon cof the
rﬂ;51gn1f1cance of tenure arfangements 1s the average rented

f‘land per farm.‘ For 1n'tance, 1n Alberta thlS has ‘risen
: Y : —
’contlnuously from 33»8 acres 1n 1911 Eo 283 8 acres 1n

1)
. o . .
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B 19 2 (see Table 5) ﬂore SLgnlflcantly, the averaqe amount
of land rented b) producerS\has rlsen from 422 acres in
A1911 to 836 1n 1971 ‘thS neant that the average farm

© . P

;51ze of tenant owners in - l°7l was l 317 acres. whlle the

& R D a

<

averaqe farm srze of owners was only 476 acres.

L ama.

;r R It 1s apparent that the growth of tenure arrangewents,
,partlcularly/owner tenant, 1s a marxed departure from th

i, ‘tattern'envrsaged in the Homestead Act and fron the pattern
:{,?that was establlshed ln the earlv settlewent perloo ‘How-

4T .

rgver, tenancy nas always been a feature of Pra1r1e agrl—

r'cultural proouetion.“woreover, the amount o‘ land owned) ' s
’;ijy oroducers, whlch 1ncludes land owned by owner tenants,
s

w1tn the exceptlon of a sllght fall in’ reglstratlon 1n 1041”‘,

<.

trose cdn51stently untll the 1960 s. The 1066 census for //

-'Alberta snows that over 34 mllllon acres uere owned bv

o the actual oroducers, anch amounted to 70, 3% of the total
. .—) . . °
farm land' The amount had fallen b} 218 nllllon acres in

’

1971 to 64. l% of ,the total hut nevertheless, the bulV

of. farm lanu contlnues to. be owned by tne producer, a reﬁl
‘flection oﬁ.the pattern.establ;shed.ln the homestead .
A R AR TN LR S

. perlod AR ‘; SR . S

9:

The development of tenure arrangements can . also Fe .

',seen as an exten51on of the ba51c pattern of’. owntrshlp.

'Tenanoy, lt‘seems, vas ar means - towarc- ownerstrp of the

- »

‘productrv Tunit by the-orodtcer.; ore 51gr1 1cant lS the

= -
] "

<

'"1ncrease lF ouner terant arrangements. gSuch agreements,

hetber done on a share- cropblnq or cash ra51s, permlt a- ';
K 1, a . * - . 4 : ! ";'» ) ‘,-,. /./

R Se L P e



teméorary e&pansion‘of thefproductive uhit‘(depending on .
Q o . R
theﬂduration of contract) whlle allow1ng the producer to

. : o 'c S
"maintain control, of the’prodyct1Ve'Un1t.” It 1nvolves thez

separatlon from the producers of partlof they

"thelr labour but 1s suggestlve‘qf;attempts tOF .lhtaiﬁ o Sl

-ownershl“ and control of the means’ of productlon in- the face

of structural press@res In other words,vownef tenant

relatlonshlps seem to. reflect attempts by producers to T 2
overcome capltal shortage 1n the face of 1ncreas1ng land

”ivalues nd capltal reqULrements in other areas, as,well.ast, -
an atteh@t to reduce rlsh (Andarawewa 1969 119; lﬁurchie B

l9/36 129). - S o

/

l/‘LmbOuled ln the Pomestea Act is the assumptlon that_ -

BES N
iy

160 to 320 acres constltutedfaleable productlve unlt

I
.

‘tonseouentlv the Dattern of/settlement was exoected to'

"Ollow this form and result in the creation. of ‘an agrarlanvi] T

“n

socrety of smallfproducer57 Calculatlons of average farm'
s12g\suggest, however; thaf this pattern'broke down cuite_\

.rag%dly ‘as bv 1921 tne amerage farm size in. Alberta was: R e
353vacresl 'Since thendlt/haS'rlsen contlnuously;“reach;ngx..
_an'average-ih'Aloerta:of/EQOfacres'byfl97l (see‘?able.é)c
I¥ may be noted that siﬁée l94l'this expansion has been -

2
Ed

hace ooss;ble not by lncrements in the amount of farm

land available, but’ by the w1thdrawl of 36 730 farmC’from

’

’production, a decline of 38%.
The 1ncrease in. average farm 512e does~not entell an’

even clstrlbutlonkof land aﬂong afl prodacers.f Ratherg_ -

¢ .‘6 %
LA R
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redlstributlon_ls marke& by a growln@’concentratlon of

',1and undér the cont&ol of a relatﬁvely small number Qﬁ; t

producers. There has, 1n fact, always bear a con51derab1e_;
range 1n farm SLZe;ln the Pralrles,'as can b seen_‘rom o
- = ‘A - R
the ear}y census of Nanltoba and the nbrth"hest ygpnltdrlés,, .
(see Table 7) 4 "i, e I e - SO o
_TABLE 7 . Tt
Farm Size: ¢Manit65a and Ndrth—WéSﬁ?Territbfies :
Prov1nce of Manitoba  North-West .
SR S 1885 o " Territories
& - T T 3ges ..
N ' f AR : Nd.'Qf’@»,%'Of” - N01 of h%»of; :
Farm Size '+ ° - Farms . Farms . Farms @ Farms.
80 acres & under - 1,429 & 151 . .2
 81-%60 acres  ~ . 7,856 - 45 - 1,791 26
‘161-320".acres 7,151 41 4,666 67
| 321-640 acres - 917 - 5 - 256 @&
G4l . acres Plus o218 L2 S s 123 2
TGTAL & - 17,571 00 €,987.
g
Sogxcesk: Canada Bureau of Statistics, .Cénsus. of - “arltoba L ‘fﬁ:'
‘ '1885-6. . Canada Bureau .of Statistics, .Census of S
e the Three Provisional Districts of the North- '
R . West Territories, 1884-5. v
' - s 5 > . )
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Iifnowever, the b lk of farms, 94% 1n,“anitobafand”95§;ingthea'7’

*xNortH Uest Ter‘ltorles, was of 320{ac£e§‘or‘ié§s ‘;from
:gTables 8’ and';flt can'bevseen that by 1931 llttle overﬁfé%
xof'?ralrlevfarms were 479 acres orlless whlle 28%VWeref-‘
640 bcres or more.‘ By 1971 ‘the dlstrlbutlon of farme ac- -

cord ng xo smze had changed conSLderably. -.Tbe proportiort

of’ fa&ms of 299 acres and less fell . from 43 o% in L931 to '5;

% &
.20 50 in 1971 . At the other extreme, 5% of Pralrle pro—

dpcers farmeo 960 acres or more, whlle by 1971 thls had‘
..1ncreased to 22 8%'*~In fact by 1971, 43 2% of:all pro—a
-ducers operated farms of 6%0 acres or more, farns ‘at least

w\,T

tw1ce as lﬁrgeuasx; ,.e env15aged in the QSmestead Act .

The ceqree gﬁ concentratlon tbat has occurred is:

v, \'

"readll) apparent from Table lO whlch shows the dletrlbutlon
of total lmproved acreage accordlng to . farm 51ze. From

the table Lt can be seen that 19% of farm producers utlll e

x

kpractlcall« %Q% of ‘the 1moroved land area on  the Pralrlcs

hhllé°23a operate w1th a mtro 4%. In fact thc two

Ve

,smallest'categorles ofxfarm size control only 21%'of the .
1mpr0\ed'ﬂand,desp1te'lncludlna 5”% of - farm producers.t_
&) .
Therc has been, then, a’ breakdown of the patterns of

tland omnershap establlshed ln the homestead perlod Farm.

. .
;51ze has 1ncreased and tne-redl—trlbutlon'of,land Indicates‘

Ao .
N -l

conparlson, ‘put the trend toward larcer productlon anlts_
.1s cltarlx ev1dert.‘ L e e “r

%
wooL

>
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FE )iaarms Classified'gz

"Acreage (Percentage): Fra

¢

iries
-

-Eafﬁfsizqrf G
~Acreage 1901 .

1911 T 1921 . .1931

Y

1941 1951

1961

1971

1-200 - 58

. 201-299 . 42.
St o300-479° -

7 480-630.

640-959 -
) $60-1,279 4 -

- {..1;280-over =

©

55

:56

a1
. 3 N
- 29

40.2
3.4°

38.
3.
28.

12,3 14.7

11. '

.2 4.9

7 4.6

)

<

7 26.9

8. 4.5
3 29.8

1 14.4

o e S

|
‘0

Ut W

. R 3 » B . .
L oIV ) BN S 3|
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T

N
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B TO O e
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o
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Source: Derived
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TABLE'lO‘

t

.

e Degree of Concentratlon of Imgroved
o Farm Land: Pra1r1g§ .
SN - ‘ f‘,
L -z 2
\ru T —
\J . . > I
B ‘

Dlst
'_Of

. No.

Acres’ - of Farms’

rlbutlﬁn'«.improﬁéd

Farm=4

Land'Area'

Dlstrlbutlon
of rand-

40,806 .
49;069 *
51,262
33,607

179 & less .
180-399
1400-759

760 & over

. 23.4
28.1
2903
19.20 1

14,130,349
28,127,939

3,810,425

41,622,090.

T4
16.1
32.1

"47;5

- fem T

Statistics Canada

Source: :
: ‘-_96%708;’96—709,_9

, 1971 Census af
6-710, May 1973,

“ s

Canada,
Tabl~

DE.

“Catalogue -



-

'of productlon. ThlS 1s 1nd1cat1ve of 'a process Of pro--

! 64, "
. ' ‘

|

a marked écﬁééﬁéraéioﬁyaf ladd under the control” of a- -

small proportlon of producers The5land base has been- vll i.qe

uvexpandlng only slowly. consequently, 1ncreasé& farm Slze

has occurred at the ‘expense of producers who have gone out -

s

letarlanlzatlon,,a process in whlch the producer loses owner—

_ship and control of the means of productlon., ',ilﬂ R e

-

Slze of land holdlng is not” a crlterla of productlve e

,relatlons, though it seems llkely that the largest farms.

in terms of acreage may well be operated on a capitalist.

basls. lowever, as w1ll be seen Ln the subsequent dls-

cuséion on labour, the proportlon'of capltallst farms is

small. ThlS expan51on of farm size has occurred through_ik'

-,

lncrea51ng ownershlp and land rental #he former is a'

stralghtforwafdrexten51on of OWnershlp of the means’ of
productlon ywhlle—the latter 1s -Qre. compllcatec as it

entalls a loss’ of ownersnlp of part ofijm#product of labour

. through’ rental, payments.. however, although the producer Teo T

'lacks formal or legal. owrershlp of part of ﬁhe land heA

'does retaln effectlve Ekfnomlc control over Lt.' Rental

wagreements, in fact7 facllltate expanSLOn of productlon

.and contrlbute to the per51stenCe of 1ndependent commodltv

Q..°£xterndi Capital (Credit%"d I

for well- establlshed corporate lenders located 1n centr%ﬂ

productlong

e
2 e

R
56 5
v z’}‘% ii
2%,

tolonlzataon of thL hest prov1ded the opbortunlty T

<

&

N
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h“hxs been estlmated by Wacknntosh that 650 000 000 of

.264 5) ’ ”he other 95% was i

" compounded by:the effects

" farmers to repray debts or

P

‘Cahada to expand their onerations into the new areas.
ceay

Canadlan banklng and flnanc1al lnterests, in~addition to.

rallway 1nterestu, were major forces keh1n0 Confoderatlon.
B

. 3

»Cons, uently, it is not surprlslng ‘that the source of

finance for farmers were controlled hv a small numler of

.\, I

credit instituiions” a,rectrlcted number of processors

A
1and dlstrlbutors. The Flnanc1ng oigagrlculture in the -

West 'is in fact another cxample of the qubservaence of

agrlculture to other 1nterest<~(Easterbfook 1938)74)

Farmers 1n the hest have always been dependent on the

acqu1sltlon of non- falm caoltal .Elnance was require] -

. to brlng new “lands into’ cultlvatlon,‘to purchase lanﬂ,

llvestock geed -machlnery and bulldlng materlal STt

.

.wborrowed.capltal was held by .Prairie farmers rn AQ30‘(19§F-/

3

‘QGG). AVexaglng at 92,&59 ver farn, thisfgiVes sore idea
K'3

of the extent to whlch external capltal entered,into farm

productlon. Approwlmately 75% of thls c301tal veupplied

by 1'n’surance, trust loan comp nies and prlvate‘individﬁals,
was utlllzeo for the purchase of lano (Mackintosh 1935.

th& forn of short-term loans‘

.Vfrom 1mplement conpanles, b nks and mercnants. The high

level of indebtedness reac.ed in the mic¢-1936's, which was

f low incerne on.the ability of
interest, declined after 1936,
falding by 54% turlng th ,follow nq decade. A reversal of

thls downward trend was apnarent by 1951_(see’Table 1),



[
..

though it was not untll the early 1960 s that the levels
'of‘lndebtedness of the mi —1930 s were exceeded - By 1964,
1ndebtedness "stood at'vi,299,ooo;ooo though by this time

the number, of farmslhad‘been reddced by.over 30%.

,  TABLE 11
«  Lstimates of Farm Indebtednees: Prairies -
No. of ) ' Debts ' Debts per | -
' Year Farms  (in millions) Farm / /
: . o : : L
’ 1964 - vl 399 - . - /
.1961 . 210,442 . 758 = - s3,600. [
1956 < 232,038 489 . . 2,107 /
1951 248,720 ; 410 - 1,648
1946 269,601 S 366 - 1,358
1941 296,469 - -~ ¢ 609 - 2,054 :
1936 . 300,325 799 ° 2,659 “
. 1930%-. 288,079 650 - * 2,150,

66 '

doc e . L C . : Y ", . . AN
The estimate for 1930 is ‘provided.-by. NaCLLDtO%!.,“;WﬂmTSMF_f

while those for 1936 to 1971 were providéd by,
Lerohl S _ e . ~ i

.Sources: Wacklntoqh 1935 766 Leronl 1967,
: Tables 7 8, 9: 27-29.

<

o
/-A‘further'Series of estimates by Rust.for Canada as a
whole for. the period 1960 tc 1967 indicate a-143% ex-

pansion- of indebtédneSS'betweeh£1960 and 1967-(1968:

“1l6). - Thls SquLStS a contlnuatlon'of the upward: tren(
' »

in4tht Pralr;es, as accordlng to. Lerohl S - calCulatlons,-

the post—war,increase_ln 1ndebteaness in theAPralrLes '



'ld;dfnbtrdrcat}y‘dif{cr Frhm»oth6r~reqioﬁs ofﬁvnnaﬂau(}ﬂﬂ7:
_"Noh;farﬁvcapital hgs always been a feathre—ogwagrarlan
production in!western'Canada. In a soc1ety domlnamed by .
capitalist irincfples of productlon, a degree of separatlcn
l‘of the farm producers from‘the product of.thelr.%abour is
'entalled. 'Thls.ls because';apart from, repayment of the
prlnc1pal the producer has to pay 1nterest rates;.a fee
derlved from ownershlp of capltal rather than from 'he.
part played Ln the productlve process._ Indebtednes may'

undermlne the v1ab111ty of productlve unlts in condltlons"

.

where_decllnlng'prlces and/or'poor-cropS'are confronted

- -

by. flxed 1nterest rates.‘ For 1nstance, durlng the De-

vpressron of .the 1930° Sy decllnlnq prlces and poor crop

‘conditions led to a contraction ofrfarm income. This

decline forced producers to 1ncrease exlstlng debts threugh‘

e g _
I T

a

the non- payment of 1nterest and the need to obtaln ettraum»

N;capltal ‘to malntaln procuctlon and ccnsuhptlon Desplte_

the separatlon of the ploqucer §rom part of the procuct

‘ of I”Bour and the problems CIeated b} hlgh levels of in-

e

debtedness, the form the transfer of capltal to . the prc
ducer takes contrlbutes to the contlnult) of 1nde9encent
. e _

Lcoﬂmod1t§ productlon.

-’:..

rhe essentlal features of a tlass of 1n6epencent T~

commoolt\ protucers are owncrshlp, operatlon, and control '

of the means or‘nroductlon ”he sxstem o‘ rlnanc1ngothat

hasbemerged_is geared to these cnaracterlst}csﬁ4£anada,



o

e wm o o h G nwxwv:r:

) Federal Task Foree on Agrlculturc 1970 341 _’Andersohu

»

1967 28) Parmers do not ralse thelr requlred pnultv
‘capltal through the sale of sharea 1n the market N athEQ,
8)% of equlty cap1ta1 is owned by the producer and 15 ralsod

through credlt The sxgnlflcance of thls 1s that if. sharos

‘a
[y

were sold to ralse capltal then full ownershlp and control

v of the«means of productlon would no longer be the proverty.

L4

b

of the 1ndependent producer ‘ Alternatlvely, credit fin-
.ancrng offers a means of transferrlng control of caplta].'
to the producer, whlch prov1d1ng theﬂcondltlons of :the

transfer are met, lead to eventual OWnershlp by the pro-
) . 1

iducerl of course, by “the- tlme thls occurs, deprec1atlon
"may be’ such as to %ntall ﬁEplacement and further 1ndeb
v”hls is, 1n/fact,.the optlon pursuedAbg producers 1n_
the area of study. In’ nurchasmnc farm 1mplements, for
e\ample, they prefer to. flnance their. expansron throuch
cashfsav1ngs' Falllng this, an attempt is hade to obtaln

the necessary capltal through short term bank 1oans or,

ilt thlS proves to be 1mp0351ble, througih the credlt‘sections

%

!

¢

A

gt

of lmplement companles which charge hlgher 1nterest ratesw -

From the producers point of vxev, the objectlonal

w

-~aspects 1nvolved 1n obtalnlng credit dre. that renaynent
of hlgh interest rates undernlnes thelr arllltv to retaln /

savrngs and that unflex1ble 1nterest rates ohllqe them to.

make reeayments regardless of any SLtQaL\ in productlon~

2-
. wh 1~h they mlght exoerlence. In addltlon,ttne presence

2.

~—

\
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L. .
Cow 3 vl o

' ..of'debt xposes them to the poqslblllty of.hLV1ng t ;;

' scll thexr operatlon 51mply to repay debts.~ On the 4@11f";

W !

> W {
.once the credlt ba515 1s estabilshed do ;not .interfere-in’

o »
. . B L
\J ‘o o

the productlve process.. Pxoducers rémafn-lnvcontrol of \ﬂ'

»

handh they fxnd it advantage%gq that lendlq?lnqtytutlor

thelr operatlon and aré?able to manage thelr actlvxtles

' | N

“in accordance Wlth the;r own 1nterests. Wore lmportantf
%by obtalnlng capltal on a credit ba51s they ‘are able to f i

, pursue their aims of eventually obtalnlng full ownershlp
&

A ‘ 'of a‘debt~ffee farm.. It may be added that alternatives

to ths form of flaanc1ng,‘when they are dlgcussed .igf
varlabl} 1nyo1ve .coqéeeatlve or "part-= ownershlo arranae~
ments in which re{burces are conblned'and ownershlp ‘and
operatlon of tge‘heans of productlon renaln Wlth the pro-~
qucegﬁraéher than‘w1th“absentee shareholdere. ’ -
IR B tac ML »9
]f sfﬁf'FlnanCLngaon;a credlt basls is con51stent wlth the
Lo T T e - LRy Moo .
”btruGQurek;f ;he<1ndepewdent commodity form of produetlon
# I T |

in that 1t leads to the eventual ownershlp of equ1ty by

IR

the farm fam;ly. .Thgsx credlt for the ourchaqe of land

"Q‘i L e . aﬁ N

- e

(oVer*SQ“ of ¥ arn credlt in. the Pralrles 1n 1967), -

v %, p" L,v

o
r

machlnery,,etc., fac111tates thelr management and«;ventual
,le \ -

ounersn%p b} the:prbcucer (Anderson 1967 6—7) Ir otaer
' ioau"x !‘\ L. <

worﬁs;ifimanC1ndfls,basea on- *he objectlve df full o%ner--
sblp and’%ontrol eﬁ the Weans of proéuctlon by the farm

) Lo . .
tam;Ly. Thxq 1s an objectlve whlch is rerlecteL in the
) . o v

o

federalwandzprQVLnCLaLvgove:nments 1nvolvement:1n fin-

~ s g ’ o e T
anclng agriculture, a rvonsequence of presfure. from farmers
- - . - . : . A @ . .
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(Easterbrodk 1933:+75). which contributes to the,persistence
.producticn though' not .necessarily £6 its
. . 3 = ~4{." e - . - -.
;o ) . .
o o

3.+ Changeé ;nlLabbui @mpioyeu ‘in Pro uctlon .
SRR e e : i L S ,] o o
Aufurthér.featurefbf*independent‘commdéfty oroductien

— I

—im ST @ TN oo Ve
is tbat the, o“ner of tue reans;of prOCuctlon prOVLces the
/ .

N

iazour neCessary for operatlon. In contrast to-capltalist .

b . B . .
. . ” S, o
- ° ¢ P

._productivefrelations,.tnere lS no: e\p101tatlon QL laktcir.

. @sfsurpluéfis created by -ne ldbour o‘ the owner o-';he
means of ﬂrocuctlou,' -“15 characterls_lc was exﬂecteu to
-

“e basic. to produculon in the Pralrles Hecause the ecorc*;c'~

een.

R oo % 4
urnist envisaged in the Ecﬁesteaé Act was a zarm,o-‘ 328,
acres Qperated’by.the>labour of the farr fémiLy.

gractice this was-néven completely‘true,ﬂfor thers

always o Sorms. ® laaour haring befween farms. aéé the

f
‘labcur. . For instance,. a xewanh‘tpr_wage

is on the?P:airies'was,recognizeé

¢
7]
4]
(0]
e
)]
. 0
AR <
]
3
.4
]
5 ?i
’—l
R

. labour ©on a . seascnal ba
. - < N ©

Ty tle'rai& com;énieS'in?lS ¢ when \théy s tartec soonsorl g
- . R ' . B . LR N ) ° ) ’:~

I e D!
ARG 5 &

the mone“ent o-,ﬁar\e t vorkers,from,easterh_Canada.

J

i

seasb“al lnter“rovi:CLal\ motvement o ‘werkers readhed
N —_—— . ) 7 . . Ty g s

n,“e "1\—+hertles, By which time it was

Eh

3

molvement: was . complerented duringithe 13940's byu the move-

tert of combine-harvest crews fyom the midwest and soufhern



, . .
o . L .- L. . . Coo
te t“lS Seasonal nemanc, which nas'de llneu witl

the 1\.@nt O*‘ln\.rpaq:u mex,nanlz’atlon, ;he amou”t o- ‘aqe“ )

“ - §

“n sma bl MU T

.L,ﬂwn;r cmploved by g»'rfxiucorsz has 'ahv'a\_rs Hheer

s ) - oL K N P U R
latidn’ to ‘the total input orf labour by Hhe tarmﬁghmlLy;
® oo o . AV S ’ R ) _
. For &xample, Table 12 tndicates that until the lQBOﬂS thern
: POV e C E .
was-a.rapid increase in the amount of 1l red la“mur emp;o“
. ‘ - . . . . . . . o “ B .' \ - - " o
or. Rrairie -farms. 'is increase_Was f-l_owed by'a co&—_-..»
tintous declifte. in subseguent years. ?tjlts maximum the
. .- R . . o f * . : . Lo
»3mcun£ﬂQf'hined'labou:'dié'notjexceed Tz.of the tptak-fa§;*~

o . : ) : ., N
labour .force. 1lMorecover, bcsolte a ae Lll1e Ln ‘the nuﬁber‘lirn
. . o P . . K .

o< faxms and.the amount of qngaidifa: l; labourvavailable,

the number’ol wag® workers. nas decliped. . _

- - o
» v = s
TABLET 12 ' \ . .
§ szriculrtyral LabeourForce: [Drairies .~
S - .'; R c * v -
. B 1 ) '. i E
: k2 . : ' e b
[ . LS S s et P sa v
o Unpisaelxt o B e h Cnpaia
- S - - — i - ., N — .
Total Famp. TagEEYT T raid aBAmily
Year tmglovment workers~ . W 5 Lerg - - ~ Workers
‘y : R . ] i . '~ = kY »
W " ¥ v g
6L 232,011 L52,581 39,553 14,0 18.0
D1 324,009 <0, 300 164000 14.2 : 12.3
41, 414,008 . 84,000 7 €6,;000 1.9 20.3
31, - _£34,0¢00 92,000 84,200 - 18.4 ~21.2
21 3e3,000 - 56,000 . 65,000 17.7 S 15.2
ii 280,009 2270007 42,&0@ 17 0s VAR
< A ] L. P ‘ .
Scurces: Urgunhart and Buskley 1963:333, Table L43-s80.
' Domlnlonvaureau:of Statistics, ‘1961 Cansus oL,
.vanaua,‘CataIOCUe 99— ’ﬁﬁ..\ﬁl- 7, Part 1. . o
- . - .
. ;\.(
. M . = ; v -
~ A} e
o ) s - g}
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. Clearly » the ahopnt'éf.hiredjfarm labourkhas élways
‘beensmall. (onseguently, the bulk of . farm labour,ié;de—'

farm fahily;-thatwis,ffn térmé,df'Table.IZ;

. v ]

rivedwfrom th

from self- empl_‘ed farm OQeratlons and unpald famllv lqbouqt'»

0 < .
3

Phls perbentage would undoubtedly be nlqher if - ‘the con—
L?lbutldn‘or women to the “roductlve unit was. fully accounteu

for. xhe method oz,¢1a551f1catlon of unpazd famlly laba

.. <

_lncluues only those wonen who work dlrectlv 1n productlon

‘—aggggAmo;e-than twenty hours per week. In this‘respedt,

l‘hdusework es © in 1ts capltal sav1ng functlon,

. B —— '

otten v1tal to the survlval of partrcular productlve unitss,

is not inbluceu ln‘census calculatlons.v Further evidenc

o °F

bt

<

the rellance on famllk labour s that the average amount

1

lred labour per farm in Alberta 1s seven H@ elght

re

0
.meeks “eﬁ §ear (see Table 13). Moreover, the distribution

is not.spread evenly among farms,- a’further indication of

- stratification. Thus, for Alberta in 1971 35% of all

farms, kith value Qf'product'sold'éxceeding $10~OOO or .
more, - agEdunt for 33% &2 tbe total weeks uorked bv hired
labour. - lJenversely, €3% of farms w1th Value of prOguyt v
S T ) : j
s21d ©of 89,983 or less éopnteh for 15%, anuaverage of i
~The same'distribution is true
he 35% of all farms with a™
$10,200 or more emploved 90% of
fven within this group’ the.
farm is only. 0.3. Moreover, .
,0386 farm§3'4.8% ofutheﬂtggal‘

R . . . / ; . P . L . e

N

]
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~employed hired‘labOUr andathatlthe-bu}k of_these hired °
only one wade-worker R E R -

.

.

It is apparent that the bulk of labouf is supplled
by the farm famlly and that for the majorlty of farmerq

the amqﬁnt of hlred labour lS and always has been emall

LIn other worus, the class p031t10n in terms of labour re- .
mains that of 1ndepenoent commodlty pro@ucer in, whlch the.
_labour of the farm famlly is the prlmary sourcé of labour, ar

anu 15 supolemented only to a small dearée Q& hired. labour.

o

[
xhe pOLDt ‘made by Hacpherson in 195;\Eﬂat %he majorltV of »

' X Lo s » ‘1 1 . s
ararmers are ";..no.mare Gapltallst in the socia -eense of

o

. IR . . R ' T - . . .
~ 197 .remalnsw_lu %o the present. | - L : e
. B i 3 - L 3 : . Lo
. N ) : _< . " _"‘ ’\ . w‘. P 5 } - . .
- SRRRRRRRT (R '
. < - ; i .
D. Summar . .
- r!& T S ’
. - ‘. »““ : i [}

Since the'settlement”periogq naSsiVe chahéeébﬁnithe.

. »‘b‘%
oruanlzatlon of agrlcultural productlon hav'ﬁ%ccurred. Iﬁﬁm

ol
general terms. these changes can be charaoterlzed as thel _? i

'Etransfprmatlon of the labour- ;nten51ve homestead 1nto the _jfv_:t

‘ modern capltal intensive famllv farm. Indlces of these | S
vchanges are “the lncrease 15 tarm Slze;'C%pltai{lnDut, 3

partlcularly in’ the appllcatlon of nev technologv Output"fa
- R

'and oroduct1v1ty al& of whlch have been accompllshed w1th»

i

a dec line’ in the number of productlve unlts. ThlS trans-
» . - -
L for atlou has not been evenlv spread awonq all oroducers

L.oubt nas been accompanlgg by a deveIOplng sxsttm of rural

.

/



T, ' ' . ! -« o .- o .
. _— 8 i ] . ‘ K . - . : . Coe v '. ‘ :'n.-7 l?) . "

ny

o Lo . IR _— T - 5
stratification, a growing concentration of. ihcome ani“out- .
. . o £ o K : ‘ ’ i ) '

wul into theé control of a smaller number of producer:s! -

ot is‘squomtod“horh'that this‘transformntion.jn t

qrqanl atlon of productlon has. occ&rnud wlthln fle frn.vw N
~3 - .

'uonk of the 1,artltular hlstorlc form of productlve re- .

latlonshlp estaLllshgd 1n the settlement perLOu: ‘It is .,.;f” :

Lecognlzed that ‘there has always beeny a deqree*ot'qe{j'-“' 25
‘ngéatlon between produCtrs.and tge proéucthet thclr lnbour"_el_ o

and.tnat lndebtedness.51nce the'eamlv 1950 s “has been in—‘ 4 e

# -

creasing.’ Woreover, it seens apparent that the traqﬁgérw}

on o X
ation CdUlu not have occurred W1thout the'avallam"]
B L N N T ! <.
aﬁltal trom non farmg§ourceq Nevertheless, tﬁ;_“k .
hd : ' ' ’ ol R X
trtdlt and %tntal‘hgrq%ments LS rait.. o the 1ipdeliiil

tommoaltg form of broductlve re :

-«
.

“they .can betseen aS'éontributi “bersistence of - - .
. It ) o
..independent tommOMLty relatlons H ,ci}itatfngithe‘trans;_

A fornﬁv of. proc’utt;ve organlzatlon, wﬁi’éh, as will be

sno“n, is netessarv fof the surv1val or the IElatlanhJ

~

.Df couree, thls &oes‘,\ not rnean that qrowlnc *btedneQQ

\

does not create problems for the proaucer *%&‘elm“lv that -

= it does not 1n 1tatlf constltute a chamge ln productlv

)

rclataonb.”_‘ o s
“h= nletorl allylsignificadt mode pfﬂproductiou in
R 2 R R
JFrairie. aqucult rn,ﬂlndepenuent commodntv viroduction, + et

R e ™
.has lé& isted’ over tlme 'Althounh there are a spall number '
';-'efA ak}tallst orcduters in aﬁrlculturc (11tt}’ll 197S£ll)p
ﬁ:lt is apparent Ehat the vast majorltv of farmers rehaln o Y
N ; I S N o N i

lnnepenm nt comrodlty oducers . Moreover, although the



M

..unxque, for the mass of - farm pnpduc ‘F in Canada

'units;

~Frairies,

’

L 4 f‘?fw y
a?ﬁfﬁﬁiar form of productlvo rplataonshlg porqlqt

_tfiS'cannot be taken .as - ev1d
"

T
t:mo
“‘ e

In- tdut tho_dbntinuous decliﬂe in

!
thc lmpoverlqhmgnt of small

*

g entagéfof,farmers who°farm'ah&

pare
s )

dr@

ot tPO mcans of productlon.

.
.

'opendont commodlty producersr

Ve

Inuependent commodlty productlon,

.ozm of productlv

Lt is in -terms of thls relatlonshlp

. - - )
an.envirﬂﬂient domlnat d by the capltallst mo*ﬁ of plo—

Al

‘e

desplte dlfferent hlstorlcal e\p

relatlon%n P . in. Prairie aoircu1turo-

B - ‘," e

(\\}x‘r‘: L
nc; oE its’ 1mmutab111tw.

the numberzbf.productivu
. . . - T .‘(

hﬁiﬂh- E

farms ., and the

EXRE

also sell their 1 abour,

In alil of thoqe resoeuts, the
ience, are not R
are in-
then, is'the basic

tunctldﬁfﬁq w1t1in4

7

ductlon that the transformatlon of the rural wor§% and

a

“the ql;flcultles of farm producers can bL uaderctood.

It
o

: v
Lndlcatlve of the dlfflcultles of malntalnlng owncrshlt

B

provides a ba51s for u%_erstandlnq th««_ structural rclatu%:;.._.
. s .

splp bctucen ;armers, uetwe n. farmq and paﬁltall t pro—

.

ducers in other Sectors ot the economy’,
hanaus and llmltatlons to change in aqubultur(l pro—
The major1t§ of rarmer: contlnuL

uUCﬁlOn.
= ' : .
E r*the limitationsvimpOSQd bv,this

thelr omn labour tbey Have to reprodugﬂ

dltlons of their own

i

rolationsbip.

‘existence and

asxwell~ns the

to work hlth1n~
*‘ThrOUqh
“the

‘material con-

allcw for. accumulation.

"

-
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A L VCHAPTER FOUR

~

'SThUCTURAL PQSITION OF - INDLPLNDENT COMMODITY ST

PRODUCERS IN CONTEMPORARY CAPITAREST SOCIETY

I’

[ o
R

A. ‘Introduction

[l

In Chapter Threee lt ‘was shown that agrlcuitpral pro—'
& tow! Y),

ductlon 1n ‘the Prairles was eStabllshed WLthln the oontext

of a’ deVeloping capltallst soc1ety Independent commodlty

3

. productlon was created to proyldqra produc1ng ahd consumlnq

W

populatlon whlch would serve “the. needs of metropolltan
lnterests ir centr”l Canada *

_gs i fn \y_;a »4‘.&
#rom the Outset of colonlzatlon farms have produced

ok

' Vcommodltles for exchange in the market ‘ Tﬁe outcome of
e i g

)
i

exchange is crltlcal to the producer, for upon 1t rests

i3
&

hlS ablllty to reproduce the means @ productlon and re~

lat;ons of productlon; .ItllS through the process of

exchanée—that>theptoﬁmodities required for product;ve con-

_sumptlon are obtained The farmer s ablllty to meet the

5

needs for productlve consumptldn reflects hlS relatlon—

ship with other producers;-a Jelatlonshlp between owners
;0f the product of labour. Consequentlv, the structure of
PR

these r@latlonshlps is of fundamental importance in- under;
standlng the soc1al constralnts on farm productlon |

The general aim in thls chapter is to establlsh,the
structurél p051tlon of lndependent commodlty producers in

contemporarv capltallst soc1ety Nore spec1f1cally, it

-
E

will be suggested that their. structural p051t10n in a «

soc;ety domlnatea by the capltallst mode of productlon

- 1(-‘
LN r

« - : . L.

77

O it
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ﬂ"izafibn’éf farm production.

1”product1ve process and who supply farms with produger

.

.

results in an imperative to continuously make changes in
i S o , .

thélgrgaﬁization of production. Put differently, the
survival of the independent COmmodity‘fofm'of p{oductive ‘

. R . B 3 .
relations necessitates continuous changes in the organ-
Hl

,The siqnificance‘of establishing this peint lies in

tho hypothosls that thls QtrUCturall\ 1ndu0td mearatlvo

UnuOFllLH thL transformatlon of agrlcultural productlon.

In & stabllshlngﬁghlﬁ‘meeratlve, a basis is- prov1deu for

.1nteruret1ng changeq_in the orqanlzatlon of productlon

which have led to thé evolutlon of -the capltal 1nten51v

o

;tawla% ggrm er§ ‘he%%aQoUrelngeh51ve homestead and, tﬁ'

o s
'EHL development anazunderdevelopment ot the: rural ‘wor ld.

el
’Initially, iF}%EQtlon'B;.attentlon w1ll be_turnqutoA

[P

the capitaliSt eﬁﬁﬁg?nment of ‘ajrictltural productioﬁ.
# .

4I$ partlculatp'comqgrn wlll be: with the practlcos of th Ise

corporatlons whd use the output of aquculture in: th01x

Q s

)
goods. The whole compl& of these enterprlses will be
SR ¢

referred toras-agrlbuSlness. An important ‘aspect of this

,*iscuesidn will bek%hé’monbpolistic pricinq policies of

WY

R

-agrlbu51ness, because 1t is prlce that ls the ba51c em- "

plrlcal manlfestatlon Of the relatlonshlp between aqu—
bu51ness and farm producers S o . e
“This rélses 1mmed1ate dlfflcultles because o? iht wide"
range - of pLOducts involved in e\change and the conslderable

number-offindustr;es 1nyolved-;n their pgpdgetggn. The

g



-

approach taken here is to examine one ‘industry’ in some

* .“ . /——”N-' oo ' N o ‘ ) -
detail and gerféralize the results for aygribusiness as; a“
[ B * . * .- N . .

whole, This/is possible‘because of the bagic similar-

ities of agfibusiness firms which operate within a common

ecdnomic environment and whose actions are conditioned

-
0

by . commop production imperatives. * - - e
examinihgithis situation, attention will bé

focus ed‘\F the &mplement lndustry and on the chaLAgtc

he exchange relatlonshlp between farmers and that;)

-in ustrv Ch01ge of the 1mplement lndustry is ]ustlflgu

n several counts.ﬁ Iq the fllSt place, the 1nv;stment in

farm machlnery has con51stently risen since. 1941 (sece
Table 14), a reflectlon of tne lncreaslnq mgchanlzatlon
oF the peructlon process, . |

i .

TABLE- 14 L ;.. . y

&

" Value of Machlnegyﬁand.quipment{.‘Canada'

1921 g Coo. 1931 L S §-7 7 S
$655,180,416 $650,664;000 $596,046,300 ©
"o I8h . 0C o6 ]
.
1951 1961 1971
1, 933,312,262 $2,562,631,300 $3,909,184,700

Soufce: ’StatistiCQ/Canada,‘l97l Censuq of uaraéa, Aqu—
' culture Canada, Catalogue 96-701, Vol. IV, Part
1, July 1973,1Tablesag 1, 2—2» > S

Y r
[}

e s e~ s

T e e et L et L emTRecsyeeas



-_w“wxasseyﬁﬁgrguson¢N§chunteg‘fpr 41% of total farm machinerv .

L}

Secondly, the rolationship"cf.the'industry with farmiérs

is unamblguous begause manufactur rb own thelr wholesale

outlets and have cios control oVer‘dealers, who operate

on a franchise basis. Consequently, anv«pricw control by - @
. . ’s,-v .

‘the companies is directly apparent. Ilnally, the im-%
plerent industry 18 dominated by large multinational cor
porations which seem to ‘be representative of developnents

in agribusiness and in the ' ﬁconomy ge nLLall).” » f T .

.

In Section C attention is first turned.to the com=-
Y . . ' ) L
petitive ‘structure of agrlcultural productlon Thlq dis-

Fussion: rac1lltates clarlflcatlon of ‘the relatlonshlp

-

° ‘ ‘-
qetween a co@petltlve anr1cué§ure sector and the ollgo~

pollstlually structured agrlb&SLness. Tn turn; this

¢ w

4

. proyides the ba51s for‘an understanﬁlng of tﬂt structurally

I
. s

“induced bostfprice-pressures which force~farm produce

to uontlnuousLy make changes in the organlzatlon of

’
duction in order to fac111tate :urv1val§%“‘ ‘ . a
© . . . TR
s -”f,“,‘«)\:\
B. The Farm Implement Industry oy . _ v
; - - : , o
1. Ollgopollstlc Behaviour , - _ S . o
o O - ’ ’
In contrast to the atOmistlc or*anlzatlon of farm
\Loductlon, output in the Imp ment-industry is h@avilv
conantrated 1n tho/ﬁands of a small number of larqe-qkulc
producers. In/l“o? ‘the three la st “roducexs‘in North
.Aheriqa, namely Deere, Internatlonal Paronéé%~ ano o .
. i - 3

v ( N . Lo
N . - R ‘. -t ) ’ v



- ’ h
.

salés:' Moreover, by including fhe next three largest
.prbducers,'Allis*Chalmers,fWhlte_Motor Company {Minnea-

_polls Mollne, Codkshutt.and Oliver), and Case (Tenneco

‘Corporatlon), the proportlon rose to 58% (Canada, Royal -

-

' Comm1551on on Farm Machlcery 1970b 91) Not surprisingly,

»

vaconcentratlon ‘in Canada alone showed no significant

81,

s o

dlfference because North America has been a single tariff-

free market since 1944, and prior to that, branch plants
_of the najor producers had been located in Canada._'For
'lnstance,:ln‘l967nthe three major producers_had sales'o%
farm machlnery, 1nclud1ng parts, thch amouhted to 42%

of - the lndustry s total annual sales, whlle the 51x-

_largest had 64%, and the eight largest 71% of “total salesv

'(Canaca, Royal Comm1s510n on Farm Machlnerv l970b 93)

'There-ls a'conslderable_body,of evidence witich

o

jsuggests that ﬂ-ese 1ar§e»producers‘behave oligopollst—

cally . One area of evrdence<that suppor ‘this con- o

cluslon is. the contlnuous existence of sm l—scale firms

A Y

1n the 1ndustry desplte their. ;platlvely hlgh production

rcosts.' The ex1stence of small producers would be im- K

'pOSSlble if ‘the domlnant producers followed a competqglve

L4

¢r1c1ng pollcy

An attempt was mace by the recent Roval Commlss10n
/ .

" of Farm Machlnery to estimate the cost advantages ref‘a

lsulting from large-scale ‘productjon of farm tractors
: » j !

(see lable 15) From this table thé advantages of large-

ar

L ORI ‘_’*— LTIt ""‘.“' ' \\ k



., ) - «

4'pxoductlon are readlly apparent The difference

‘\,i' in peructlon costs between ‘the 20, 000 and 60 000 unit . B

rproduction line 'is b463 per unlt, while that betweon tho

i 607, ﬂoo‘and 940, OOOLunlt productlon runs i's §2q1 er aunit.

-~

N Betueen the “O 000 and 90 000 units, the, cost cgffer‘ncek

o

)er uhlt 1s 9754._ Translatéd 1nto gross returns or returnsu

on assets the benefats appear even more formldable. : ' M
(3 - : : TABLE 15 =~ L S : ’ ‘
Sross Proflt Levels at Different. Manufacturlng ‘ riv .
- Volumes: North Amerlca, 1967 % . ‘ S
NN - /./
Per Unit_ .Output . 20,000, 60,000 90,000
“ , Factory Price ' $ 4,000 $ 4,000 '$ 4,000
L ‘Manufacturing ° § 3,875 § 3,412 S 3,121
[y . .COStS . ' ) E . ' N ‘ -
a Gross’ Returns $ 125 $ 588 S 878 .
‘ PP . _ .
Plant Tot&l Caplsal In= .~ - ) ' - , 4 el
v ., vested (Mils)® 58 ,140.2 0 211.9:
N Gress. Profit - 2.5 . " 35.3 ° 79.1°" 3
. (Mils) - o R L A N
.Grosé$ returns .- 11.8% 32.7% 44.8% -
‘.« .. on Assetg SO . o ) S
= : uﬁ;ﬂmﬁ Before - L , .& E
/ 0 Taxes - . | S . R .
SR S TR A L N | ]
s B L a . ~

*Cost estlmates correspond roughlv to the factor\ price

. . PIEValllng in 1967 for the same’'mix of’ tractors. Lt ,-' -
N P
" Source: Canada, Royal Comm1551or on* Farm “achinery 1970b: = L
) . .. » 62, Table 6-1. e ‘ ! . .
i . - o v. . Y | . ) > - ," .
5 ' :

. , L . ) . “ o _
. The accuracy of the ' estimates ,is guestidnalkle becatse. , -

the impleﬁentadndustry di#& not provrda“COSt'data'ahé“estL<

tes weré” herefore nébessarv;] nggver, if- an;thlna‘.the
B ) Sl . ) . ’-’-' "td_: !" o’ﬂf ‘.}w R ’; : ’ ' A r; . T .
~ . i aS & . o \ L v.— A " . {«

B RPN . . v -]
” -




take advantages of cost dlfferences ln dlfferent 1ocat10nb.

£

s .
i

. . noL B . ! .
. . . . L A

estlmates appean to understate thu advanbages 1argor flxm

rdﬁtrate with because the estlmates arp based on- the cost

of labour, fixed and vafxable capltal aﬂb for Vorth

Amerlcan productlon r7ns and consequghtl) fail toe take;u_

into account therc05 advantages accruxngé!% corporatlon
. o’ / . ‘v‘. * ". 1' o
optratlng on a multﬁnatlona% baszs. For example, “assey—_ .

o

Eerguson, the worldv; larqest producer of tractpgs, hae

. -

'lts.productlon runs 1ntegrated on & world b551q and can

« - complete m

o

.

xSpElelCilly, its aCQUISlthn of Stanoaru Wotor eOMpan\

‘ .
. R ;on . >

and Perkiﬁs”ﬁlesel ;n‘the Ln;ted mlngdom provided the

opportunity - 'fA , L S : -

Ped

advantage of relative cost =~ = o
between gountries, and to do. BRY
rely for the manufacture of. L .
chines: but-also 'in the mahu- B L

domponent parts for m%ohlnes oo
led elsewhere (Veuﬁeld < E -

v ; e .

- ...to take
~.difference
this not m

facture’ of

to ‘'be asse

1969:331).} ) .
PR ;w o T
It ig- apparent that the tal1ure tc 1nclude t?lq eonSLder4

/
[

atlon 1n analy@ls leacs to'a conservatlve blas inp the 'f.
eéstlmates . ”hls blas is further conpouhded by a Fallure_ ST
- ~

to take 1nto account the coet benefits of dlver51f1cat1 n, .

?lamﬁmé sq@ﬁtant%hl “roflts on tnelr tracto:,manutacturlnc

i f Ve . . . S . oo . : X . .
[ . L, w0l .. S | , } ,

‘world basxs; Fer 1nstance, Table 16 shows that NaS§ﬁ\~;““

'Ferguson.produces 153 800 tractons on an 1ntédratet

"

macninery or\to take 1nto ac ccunt ze of qu atlon
N o de /

o

wof{é“ ; \i

*asxs,'con§1derablv nore than ‘the 9?,0“0 pper‘;l!lt in o ’

* . @
.

he’ fore001ng ectlmateSw uarger.tirws; trenefore,.are o
Yy . . .

~ - °

A, i $ PR TN ) . ’



/Internatlonal Prlce Differentxals.‘?1955*l957:1: .fw"

. Canada . :Britain- @ - Difference = ' o
RN - S L T T .‘.‘-., e R R

_Sugg'jted‘Re PRI S S e el
ot ta11 Prlces *Tﬁ;,;-fﬁf~.“;julg'“zA. . 1'3:7_ j~f o

3 e 4 884 v . L
- +1, 608‘ S S
.7 +3,301 S,

Lo=1,3320 7

'f_—l 471"‘¢“

4 818 o T
‘ 7 + 876 R B
S . e

. f1,949 . %

Lo =1,567.- 0 0
i3m0

-
Tav
.

'tr"Source Canada, Royal,Comm1551on on Farm Machinery 1969a:
e Tableb 4. 2 4 3...7 L Dl N
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' TABLE 16 e

J'f.’ " wnffwumber of Tractors Produced; f1936 o ‘:7;;”"

"A-“Massey-Fergus n . ... 153,800 . ' 38,000 ..
© +'Ford & . 3 .- 118,400 - 38,600 ..o
ﬁInternatlonal HaryeSter; 5 .108,000 - 62,000 . ¢
. ‘Deere ' n.,,-u@'&;j-ﬂ,#; . 78,000 . . .60,000, ..
~ Case - - “'7,3”’1* 17,500 017,500 .t
.. - - White Motor Company G e 22,0000 0 T
.0 Allis- Chalmers coho e 7, 15,5000 % 0 15,000 &
- Source: . Canada,_Report of the Royal Comm1551on on”
SR /Farm Machlnes,~197l, Table 2. l R

L ,(, Ve

L

~'operations; For 1nstance,‘the estlmates for gross returns

’,uon assets (see Table 15) for 20 QOO 60 OOGaand 90 000 o o

”unlt operatlons\was ll 8% 32 7% and 424. 8%, resoectlvely

"qffThat hlgh proflts stemﬁlng from these advantages aré not

'Jfapparent 1n the companles annual reoorts 1s dUe St} the'}

nﬁt'large marketlng 1nventor1es they carry Ln an extenslve

'1?3231)

'd;adlstrlbutlon system and to the dlver51ty OS thelr operQ?

;“atlons (Canada, Royal Comm-

'31on on Farm Machlnery 1971

The four leadlhg producers have/con51derable cost
'ﬂadvantages over the next thrée, and even more over a small“

 company llke Versatlle Wthh has c ly bne small plant“‘ ;~‘.

+

’ A~ l"

5Wg'located ln Wrnnipeg whldh serves malnly a Canadtan Pralrle

------

umarket °~If; wrth such advantages of scale,,the large
e e © TR .
Vjiproducers were to adopt a competltlve prlClng pollcy,v

:ﬂsmallrproducersvwould%Lose thelr;share oﬁ the marketkto_,

N o . e . ; IR 3
(R . . : - o T



¢ . N A o LT - e . . . ) -
: low cost préducers as. prlce fell toward thelr cost of . ‘Y TR
broductlon.. ALso,‘economles oﬁ\scale would prevent new,: . - K
: e . . L .
flrms, such as Versatlle, from eh\erlng the 1ndustry. ‘_-”ﬂv-i e

In reallty,\desplte these advantages\and the 1ncreased,‘["
R

output of large producers,.thelr share of the market has'

P decllned The per51stence of emaller producers, th'"'

* i

entry of new producers, and the decllnlng share of the lﬂ{A ,>D
market held by the major oroducers ar',evadence of monof Aol
.\ ‘ AN . N F)
poly pr1c1ng practlces bz the larger flrms 1n the 1n— - Lo
dustry That 1s, 1n thelr search for the hlghest p0551ble ;. )
proflts,mthe large flrms have founf 1t 1n thelr lnterest ;f‘ S
h; mo marntaln_Prices at a 1evel Wthh aliows smaller pro—-" IR
K ‘ .
leadershlp, whlch anolves flrms settlnc thelr orlces after ?; -
”-the major producer 1n the fleld has set the ba51c prlce. :‘f::féf e
In the past the recognlzed leader 1n borth Amerlca was L
Internatlonal Harvester. ._' s .
.\_f- . ., e : : > IR [ .
'¢f~hs;,Trad1tlonally, prLées oF most lmplements have‘ BT
7. been.set on-theé basis' of: the - prices charged : ceo el
©l.by.the price. leader ‘in . the 1ndustry—->the S
: n»h;LInternatlonal Harvester Co,. . Not even this .- e _
EEON 43gﬁ~company, however, has cost advantages 1nfallf ,}i'»f- L e
. ;.1 the. iniplements’ lt/produces and there is. - g T
_-ereason "to -beli eye that .its- role as price - Sl e
a‘f&leader is shar in some of the newer im-- oo SRR
Yoo oy cplements by othpr firms’ in: the 1ndustry such’™ oo AR
W,qlt;!,ﬂas John Deere, Masséy—harrls Fergusén, and . - . RIS -
Vet even, someaof the smaller companres (PhllllpsQ~, i _ S ’
\ N ,_:'_ ~419‘56 162) ‘»;__ . . {q\ ) : . R e . o o . “‘ ‘*'.



fﬁollus;on is of course denled by the 1ndustry Wlth the ,W/-»"“ o
: o .'/;-""" s

Tl;argument that prlces and prlte changes are set'ln terms.;,_f-wi.wf

w -

7of lnterqal cost condltlons._ A report of the 1937 Commlttee'

«. -

on- Colonlzatlon found 1t dlfflcult to accept thls argument; y[-'”

“5because of the w{..remarkable c01nc1ornce of the prlce

-".‘ 3 ban .

1ncrease occurrlng ;n the same . month of the same year,'f

”

and generally sPeaklng, on the same lmpiements to the same»t
extent" (Phllllps 1956 120)17 Recently, the mantle of prlce_Q

leaoershlp seems to have been taken over byobeere.‘sThe.».

Royal Comm1551on, for lnstance, found that the tlmlna of

-pr,ce'changes 1n Canada between 1963 and 1968 suggested

4 o

”b thatvDeere, 1n a great major1 yyof 1nstances, was the flrst  ?rmi;?
5 cpmpany to,announce prlce changes. They also found that»

e a: o

v orlce changes amonc the major producers were very 51H&lar£

y

“vand even closer when the cumulatlve lncreases were assessed.,",_

|.»
o ~a @

Deere°l4 8%, ;nternatlonal Harvester 15 6% Wassey~"“

Ferguson 13 5% and Case 14 l% (Canada, Royal ”omﬁ1551on'”

.'oon Farm Machlnery 1971 151).M'J

. RN Sy

Further ev1dence on the prlcxng pollcy of the 1n—-:f55

oustry and of the hlerarchlcal'ﬁtEHCture of the relatlon~‘n”'”.

& -

A{shlp w1th farmers 1s seen 1n th' prlte dlfferences for the .

”*of Brltlsh currency..
. . . : _ .
"here are substantlal dif"erences 1n nrlce between R
a\,‘ i - " :

"fldentlcal tractors sol_

_1ln Wes,ern Eurooe and Canada,' T ,

W : Y

‘T;déSplte an absence of tarlffs..

For all 51zes of tractors

LS S
Tae
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1‘up to 75 horsepower,j suggested retall prlces aré 26 ﬁS**f“f

Qilower 'in Br;taln'\ﬂan ln Canada. The reverse 1s true of

{:larger traciors whlch are exgorted from Nodﬂh Amerlca and *;;@5,_;*

'~carry a retall prlce anywhere from~1l - 40% above Canadlan 1 # ""
- ".‘v\_g‘.f .
uprlces Wholesale prlces, for tractors w1th less than 75 o

"fhorsepower, are also con51derably lower, varylng from 17

A K

A}38% In dollar terms thls means a manufacturer may recerve.

ffup to-§1, 881 mote for a machlne sold iR Canada tﬁan for an

fildentzcal one sold 1n Brlta1n (see Table 17)«' A spec1f1c

o

°Jexample ls the Pord 5000 elght speed dlesel whlch was sold

o

ffto dealers 1n Canada.for §l 357 mdre than to dealers ln

LBrltaln.' Somethlng over half of thlS drfference,~accordrng,f,

L% t‘,

"to the Report On Prlces,ﬁwas a result of hlgher costs,»

?ileav1ng an addltlonal proflt of $586.7 That 1s,fFord could

thave reduced the prlce pald bv Canadlan dealers andust1111>H
fThave made the Same proflt as’ nt reallzed on 1ts'Britishbl

'fsales._ lhlS prlce,oof course,/lncludes the monopoly prfflts

“5mentloned above;‘ S PR R

o It 1s apparent that the cost beneflts derlved from:
]fproduCLng tractqrs 1# Bfltaln have not led te‘any prlce?
-?reductions for éanadlan farners.‘ ThlS reflects the_conids
’151derab1e economlc power cf the domlnant corporatrons to.leisztis
Lpnrsue a praC1ng pOllcy relevant to thelr own 1nterests.:~7. ‘
;fThe study of érlces done for the Royal Conmlsslon draws‘kF“

SR

ethe obv1ous conclu51on from thfs ev1dence. ff...the1§~f”‘d'
;companles are purseing a dlscrlmlnatory pr1c1ng pollcy
. e

‘"lhe Canaolan farmer 1s the one who suffers (Canada, Royala,

= T . e . : R . 4




zflncludlng Canada.w-Tractor p,lces for'Brltlshemade pro- -
e{ducts should have decllned by the amount of d‘valuag*¢nAR'fFﬁfr“'h
,"or at least decllned, yet the whole&ale prldé tQ Canadlan

ffﬁealers was.actually advanced approxlmafﬁiy 14% Agaln,;;e;

tﬁim1551on'op.Farm Machlnery 1969a_42).ﬂ The farmer ;S very

f{fcbv1ouslyaa mEans 1n the proflt—orlented act1v1ty of the

_ﬂfeconomlc power to control the prlce the farmers must pé&y; Aff

Y for theLr products 1s,-therefgre, readlly apparent.rﬁff“

‘:_1mplement inﬁustry., The ex1stence of small flrms,¢a1”
"hdlfferentlal pr1c1ng pollcy, and prlce collu51on make 1t

"u;clean that the 1ndustry ‘is érganlzed ollgopollstlcally. ?_I““

ch' :

'1That large multlnatlonal corporatlons are able to use thelg s f,;‘

~ B -

"kuover"'lt lS suggested tHat the pr1c1nq pollcy of t

a9



‘;and ollgopolles generally (see Mitchell 1975) 'TThe

)

relevance:of thlS behavxour to the lmperatives of corporate

b‘ehavxo.u-r J,n a capltalist (env:.ronment w111 be’ dlscussed
o o L o

.i?,' Dealer ¢Ompet1t1ve Structure ?“

@

. o

uirif}&n'the meantlme 1t,may be 901nted out that the

:atlonale offollgopolles ln allow1ng small firms to contlnue'

productlon 1s that the prlce changes necessary to force

' them out of the market may lead to a reductlon in total

<.

lncome (§ee Baran and Sweezy 1966)

¥

v %

>

The major producers of farm\machlnery own and operate-

a

thelr OWn wholesale outlets and supply thelr equlpment

~o

to franchlsed dealers who deal dlrectly w1th the farmer.

ThlS means that the prlce of the wholesale outlet 1s 51mply

o

a transfer payment w1th1n the same company,, There are

o,

mlnor exceptlons: for lnstanceL/Versatlle supplles tractors .

fron thelfactory to the/farnef w1thout any 1ntermedmary
/

dlstributlon organlzatlon,'and Canadlan Co operatlve Im—

e

1, plemeﬁts:Ltd e a wholesale dlstrlbutlon network whlch

Zee

ls cooperatlyely owned by farmers. .However,.these are:
mlnor exceptlons‘ for 1n mostQ‘nstances farmers purchase

thelr equlpment through frapchrsed dealers.= It lS through
i .
|

'transactlons wit dealers that the 1nd1v1dual farm pro-

L

. ducer s relataonzhlp w1th multlnatlonal corporatlons in’

the 1mplement in ustry 1s medlated. Hence,;thelr structure

is 1mportant to a clear understandlng of the farmer s

I

.-

90



' {prov1d1ng serv1ces which are’ v1tal to the successful

situation. .

Since the early 1940 s there has been ‘a basmc change - o
in the way ‘farm machlnery 1s sold at the retall IPVﬁ‘
:Prlor to 1940 most sales were made to agents who ‘undertook

'rto selbxfarm machlnery whlle the companles themselvesk”- |

undertook the tasks .of stocklng new machlnes[ supplyrng

.parts; and collectlng debts through branch offlces

cubsequently:,é a SYStiﬁﬁff franchlsed outlets was developed

in which_ "1ndependenth busxnessmen were allowed to purchase

" new machlnes and parts from Jthe company, provxde a

. wi“»u

',tenance SeerCe, and 1mplement the company s warranty p
Agram In thlS system, manufacturers prov1de flnanc1al
csupport by allow1ng the dealer to malntaln a stock of o T

machlnes for a consxderable period w1thout having to make v 3
'any payments (a "floor plan"), andkpy.prov1d1ng credlt . et
'and other support fac1llt1es.} By augmentlng the dealer s"
llmlted worklng capltaluln thls way’ the manufacturer is '

,

£ : e
functlonlng of the dealer s bu51ness. Consequently,-the,~‘

1ndependence of the dealers is severely curtalled for

they are completely dependent on the manufacturer for thelri
"surv1val (Canada, Royal Commﬁssron on Farm Machjhéry 197l~

»

'”162) ‘,' o o . _ e r o }
Because of thelr dependence, the dealers'haVe to'

yaccept ‘the terms of operatlon establlshed by the manu—'

B
- \\ v

facturer. Eartlcularly 1mportant in: thlS respect s the'W'A e T

. prlcing pollcy, for thls effects both the dealer and the3

kY

A

\
a



'-farmer. Thé manufacturer pupplles mach:nery at a whn]h sale

prlce over whlch the dealer has no control at. all,-and a?tsl

. the lower limit to WElch the dealer has Eo anust his. -

\T'ﬂ‘. s

'(Canada 1971 164). Of‘course, these margins vary among

dlimit (see Flnahcial Post l974 l 4) .,

"proflt seeklng act1v1t1es. .Also,‘ln Canada the manufacturer

W

'prov1des the dealer w1th a 23% trade dlscount, the dlfference

’

'between suggested wholesale and suggested retall prlce, '{

"and a 4% volume discount. It is w1th1n thls rangé that

the dealer has'to bargain with farmersband to,realizeﬂa

-

‘price, that will cover his expenses and make a profit. More-

.over}_theniituation-is furtherlcomplicated by the@pricerh_

and service cbmpetltlon-that exlsts at the dealer'level.

Consequenﬁly{ dealers cannot 51mply charge ‘the manufacturer s
suggested retall prlce for bhelr nroducts and therefore S Y
frequently have to survive w1th marglns less than 23% trade

dlscount he calculatlons of the Royal CommlsSLOn on: Farm

N

Machlnery su gest that farmers on the average pay approx1mate—

ly 84% qf the s,;‘ested retall prlce and take advantage of

-cash dlscounts and trade 1ns, which leaves the. dealer w1thJ_)

’ S
.dealers and also over tlme, . For. 1nstance4 it seens

B "\// :

reasonable:to -eume that the shortages of farm machlnery

&

in 1974 have ousled dealer marglns close to their upper

CorPetltlor at thlS level seems' to a1d the goals of '-g

the producers in that it leads to an 1ncrease ‘in ‘size of

92.
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ey e . .
s

' outlets and a\reduétlon 1n their numbers, thereby reducinq

dlstrlbutlon costsl It tends to decrease dealer margins

c x " ”P

and because price: cannot be increased forces the dealer- 4
s ' .,)'

to expand and reduce eosts in order to maintaln or 1mprove

"profit levels.‘ Inasmuéb a& dealers lack the resources to
' do t%ls, and tne company rs not prepared to flnance them, N
theyoare forced out of bu31ness. Thls process was re+ e lff
flected 1n the 1oss of 1, 325 retall outlets in Canada4’
| between 1962¢and 1969\(Can a: Royal Comm1851on on Farml o
' Machlnery 1971 166) o \/ R ‘
The dlstrlbutlon system prov1des the 1l1u51on of prlcelh

competltlon between madpfacturers., Howaver, it 1s only

‘ee

the dealers who are 1nvolved in competltlon ~for the manu-

facturer recelves a P e est "l;ined wholesale‘pllce re—f.fﬁ

,_.-.4

1ce;f‘1nd1v1dual farmers

.xcept under

condltlons of supplykshortage, but the ollgopollstlc pri:i,

.of the manufacturer are 1nsulated from thls“*

structdre of the 51tuatlon or retall outlets 1s such that
} the pursult of self 1nterest by the dealer 1s effectlvely

o harnessed to the proflt needs of thelr corporate gatrons.”
_
‘ %“q.j ‘Farm producers have attempted to reduce prlces by

e

avo1dlng franchlse/outlets and establlshlhg thelr own dls—f'

-

i »trlbutlon networks.g For example, in 1946 Canadlan Co*' 'qu‘f

: /-.‘ -
*

operatlve Implements Ltd was fOunded by Prairle farmers
to operate as a.hhplesaie ouﬁlet deallng drrectly w1th ;?jf ..-.;

producers. The co- operatlve,-stlll functlonlng,'ls also :
. Cs . A».‘ i . o K . . ,. "5" B
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b ‘ ..’

Eengaged in manufacturing a amAll rdhgekof aquipmeqihsuchg

Y

'hembers accordlng to the amount of machinery they pur—““

-as diskers and harrows. By, purchasing direbtly from im—'
. .

ploment producers, the co—operative is. ablc to }educc f" St

~

dlstrlbution costs and pass’ the benefits on to farmers.
in terms of lower costs. Profits are distributed to 1ts
chased S . T ;," ‘ tnm‘fffa

J/ The basic weakness of the co—operatlve ‘is 1mposed by

Lts dependence on the lmplement iqdustry for supplles.

For lnstance, the first tractor the co-operatlve dlstrlbuted

was supplled by Cockshutt but as they were 1n competlt;on,

s Royal Comm1551on on Farm Machlnery 1971: 185) 'In’1965

¢

wnth dealers of the latter, they were allowed only a 24 6%

trade dlscount 1nstead of the prevalllng 40% (Canada,v

o

. Cockshutt was taken over by Whlte Motor gompan;7 andlthe

4 S
supply of tractors was cut off A ClaySon comblne was ‘

51m11arly dlstrlbuted but when New Holland acthred an h‘{[.-‘;

<

'11nterest in thls flrm, an’ alternatlve hadvto be sought.

The alternatrve, a Claas comblne, was eventually taken over,

bol -~

" by Ford thereby forc1ng the cox operatlve to seek yet an-

other machlne. Currently they market a Dentz tractor and

o

Volvo comblnes. Unless an 1ndépendent supply of machlnes

\

’iact the power of the domlnant OllgOpOllSth corporatlons.

can be malntalneo, sav1ngs derlved from low wholesale dls—'

trlbutlon costs w1ll ho{ remaln avallable. -ThlS ﬁependence ;

reflects the h1=rarch1cal structurlng of the 1mplément 1n—

dustry,-and the llmlted ablllty of co operatlves to counten—

- ' <

Lo e w
s

K
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3. Structural Imporativea of G@pitalist Production

\ hS

The practice of thq‘implement inéuatry in this priCipg .

policy cannot simply be understood as aé"rip off" or. a

gonspiracy of evil mcn. This view leaves the

+

way open for\“

the asnumptgon that i@ good men were in control, then ex—

iV

politation would not occur, or for thé harmony Oiew of the

Federal Task Force on Agriculture in’ which industry is seen

to b ~51mply oriented to, the satisfaction o% consumer wants

”

the corporation 15 part of, and works within{

ome benevolent way Both v1ews fail to recognize that

a capltalist

_V"}' .

' env1ronment and has to respond to the imperatives of 1 ‘

!existence WLthln that env1ronment.

~

Reproduction and accumulation 1n a system'aominated .

-

even under conditions of monopoly c

e

.

y the private ownership of the means of pioduction necess--

pltallsm, that

' 'cofﬁorati _s compete to- malntalnwar 1mprove their posrtfon o

"ln berms oi their ri ' ﬁ}\ Avqxdance of prlce

cuzflng does
not:entail-an'ebse _e.of competltlon. Fo;,g&amp e, com— ’

petition may occur in t'e.search for new comhodities or\

ffor cost reduction through‘f

!1zat10n of production, and suppj

outcome of such competltion ma{/%ec' 1vely eff

o«

‘proved technologies, organ-'

es’ of raw materlals' ‘T//

°

ect the\ -

,}ab1llty of large corporations to surv10e\(Schumpeter 1965:

'”84). In” other words, cost pressures are as™ei

uhder'conditions of monopoly capitallsm as the

,its competitive-forerunner (Baran and Sweezy 1966 71).

<«

gnlficagé v

v
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cr T It is tHis competitive etructure,.inherent in the,
‘ capitaﬂist mode ef produetion, that liee behind the develop-' e
ment  and orqanization of the implement indultry. In their
"p' gopoliey, ‘and’ in their behaviour generally, corppr- w:i
ations in the industry are rationally responding to the ‘i“
imperetivelhot their situetion in a capitelint ehvironment.;‘  .
with this in mind, attention will now be directed towards :o;

establishing ‘the significance of these conditions to . cox:. ;mme-

porate behaviour in’ the implement industry, and to pro- ° v
Vldlng the basbs for accepting gener‘lized conclusions

ts reLgtionsh p with ag;;gultnnal,l,17_,_

mbout agribusine_ss -and 3

producers.

o

A process of concentratioq in the implement 1ndustry

&

fled to the establishment of the major corporattﬁﬁ?. Massey— E o
' Harris 1891, International garveSter 1911, and John Deere‘
'1917' The objectives of. concenti‘)ion were’ the beneflts ' ¢

to be derived from cost reduction, resulting from large—

Iz

scale produc’on, and, monopoly control over pricu;g. For

example, the mergers leading to the formation of Inter-— c
OO

national, Harvest r created a monopoly in the production

T of harvest equipment. At the time of the merger, contrdl\\\\
of the markE; for graln blnders ard mowers in the Unlted °

States reac d 90% and 80%, respectively. The company

also entered. 1nto the productxonGof 61llage equlpment

2

whlch until then had- been a separate 1ndustry domlnated ';

e e L3 i i

i o~
bleohnvDeere. The reswlt was to bring non- cbmpeting lg; 2o P

s
TR — .-«:..‘EA’""

“du tries into competitioh, for producers_of tlllat;fev

2 .
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e

'e‘ulpment had to enter 1n+o the product;on of harvestlnq

equxpment to compete cffectlvely By 1920 the ba51c ol&qo—-

,w

‘pOllSth structure f t@e 1ndustry was establlshed w1th"

s,

' ‘competltlon belng restrlcted to a few "full llne co

'“panles which manufactured a w1de range of farm';"plements
- <t
j‘(Phllllps 1956 24)

\'4

Although there are areas of cooperatlon between major

- producers, such as . prlce collu51on, competltlon remalns.; 5

-

.fIt 1s,'1n fatt, structured 1nto ﬂhe veny organrzatfon of
'the torporatlons,.for they afe orlented toward the pursult -

T'of. proflt._ Even if there are other goals,;such as s;ze,'

o

~growth rate, dOmlnance, these can be reduced to the common

P

denomlnator of profltablllty For example, accordlng to 2

'-,,_, ’r_ o

;Neuﬂgld, the stated alms of Massey Ferguson were

R, o e e .
B 3 " e e g e

1.° To produce a market; agrlcultural and N
llght industrial equlpment. ol

- : \,’.

o 2. To be world-w1de 1n scope, '
‘ To have a*full product line.
v u'4.;f1o be anelntegrated producer.;

5. Ta become the domlnant factor 1n the

‘_'1ndustry.< - : R 'J;“"
ﬁ'6. . To 1mprove proflts 51gn1f1cantf§» ’
- o 969:227) L\
:‘HoweVer, Neufeld argues that the‘priﬁary‘otjective:wasfthe

“

uehhancement of profltablllty, whileJthe;cherngéls‘weke'
- "ﬁv . : - . . -
,subordlnate to thls end (19690227) ;

élnce the early 1960 s - plannlng w1th1n the Massey—:

.

Ferguson organlzataon has been dlrected to the concept of

k&3

La L
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1:results of the prev1ous year s’ performance but rather to

- . - .

executlve group and a dec1smon made as to whether o not

. :A. . . 4

thlS potentlal cOntrlbutlon has to be rev1sed. 'ThlS means

that produetive unlts do not 51mply attempt to 1mprove the-.

pursue~g; Mﬁetermlned_organlzéslonal“proflt objectlves.

That 1s, thelgi fles become ratlonally orlentedlex—

N . R - -

B clu51vely and contlnuously toward achlevlng the goals of

/

z

the organlzatlon._,"’ SIRERRPR I ”;’.ws »15>]

Organlzatlon in “terms of proflt 1mpact fac111tateslﬂJ’

,the contlnuous assessment of contrlbutlons rade by varlous”

o .

d1v151ons and personnel towards the reallzatlon of the :V

companles objectlves._ Horeover, the empha51s of profltff

1mpact is . seen by Neufeld as encouzaglng tke development,,' jm@,*

. L ’ /
of entrepreneurlal Splrlt among management and prov1d1ng o

7
)

Aa means of asse551ng 1nd1v1dual performance by relatlng ‘ /

- : 7

such qualltles as'”imaglnatlon, initiative, and ambltlon

to proflt max1mlzat10n (196Q :242) . qhﬁmrstructurlng of.
act1v1t1es 1n terms of proﬁlt 1mpact clearly 1nd1cates that'
the central concern of the “assey Ferguson orqanlzatlonv

o

n be conSLdered

1s prof;t max1mlzatlon, a: concern that

the naln objectlve offrlval corporatlons 'n the ‘same -

1ndustry and capltallst corporatlons aenerally. Eyen.if’

¢ : B

o REE R R 98.
proflt lmpact.‘ The pre51dent dellneates the proflt ob—m_‘ﬂf n
o jectlves of the corporatlon and each lelsLon has to submltl
tentatlve plans td the executlve group detalllng what con— i
trlbutlon or profmt ;mtact lt can make td'the company s* . i
overall objectlves. These olans are then assessed Ly the 5f7 XQ



fmax1mlzat10n 1s an 1mperat1ve because proflt 1s the

'prlmary object;ves, 1t hds to be recognlzed that proflt

@

' T o

“strength ate of growth and~512e" are con51dered to be}

-_necessary means to all of these goals (Baran and Sweezy

""‘:11966 39). .' R I R L

~ [
kS PR
i

A majqr area 1n whlch competltlon 1s revealed 1s 1n:;

’Ufthe corporatlons ceaseless attempts at cost reductlon as i

ca means of 1mprov1ng the‘proflt 51tuatlon and thereby

< .

'5ga1n1ng advantage over rlvals. For 1nstance, the expan—fd

j51on of productlon facmlltles on an lnternatlonal ba51s,

-\

ﬂf’though partly geared to overcomlng government protectlon-

llst lelCleS,_lS maxnly a means of obtalnlng the cost

s

'7¥advantages of vertlcal 1ntegrat10n, large-scale productlon,

P D

Vﬁcheap raw materlals and labour.ﬂ It was the cost advantages

N ~:'~', n

;; that led wassey—Ferguson to acqulre the Perklns organffff::}j.

h“?lzatlon, the largest producer of dlesel englnes in: the

- worbd and the tractOr lelSlon of Standard Motors, whlch

”had:prevlously made Massey Ferguson tractors under contract

fﬁbut had th been 1ntegrated in’ a manner whlch would allow:t.

I adequate COSt*COntrOl. In absorblng ferklns{ Massey*".‘ffof'

. Ferguson contlnued sales of dlesel englnes to other manu-

,‘v

facturers and thus galned returns to scale whlch would

Ferguson equlpment alone'(veufeld,1969 331) 'f:7fi’(P,a

g Internatlonal expan51on 1s a nece551ty for larae cor-iv'

v

poratlons 1f they are to malntaln thelr competltlve p051tlon'

-

w1th thelr corporate rlvals. ';hey are obllged to seek the

99,

_not have heen pOSSlble lf englnes.were produced for “assey—-?"



"fto expand 1nternat10nally places/corporatlons 1n a dls-

e i TR : P . e
e 2o : e . h - «

‘Jfacost advantages that 1ntern4t10nal evnansxon fac1I1tates ¢

< e -f v "

"-‘through 1ncreased sales, returns -fo- scale and also tnrough

Lo

‘the more dlrect advantages of locatlng productlon fac111tles‘

'where labour and raw materlal costs are lower. It 1s part

.of a search for higher oroflts and recognltlon that fallure'

”advantageous p051tlon w1th rhe1r<r1vals.’

A p0551b111ty that emerges Lromuthe development of a
'strong cost-proflt sxtuat;on is’ that funds become/avallable

-for~ 1nvestment 1n‘re5earch and development“msln th1< re—

@

'_spect 'the successful company has a notentlal sales ad-’

‘;vantage over 1ts rlvals. Conversely,kfallu';.tO'become

ilnvolved 1n such research may undermlne th

'33ab111ty to surv1ve, 1n that the way 1s left open for-rlvals

n'to galn control of the productlon of ‘new products C0m~‘7,
'”petltlon for the control of 1nn0vatlons was oartlcularly

- '

5iprevalent 1n the nlneteenth century when ownershrp of

~

'ipatents and the development of patent pools were used to'

1establlsh a- technologlcal wonoooly and therebv ruln con— : )//f;

”_petltors.‘ However, desplte the. con51derahﬁe resources at /

" e

'»fthelr dlsposal the major corporatlons do not have a par //

. a Y v //

'tlcularly env1able record as the 1nd1v1dual farmer rena1ns~
. /

vthe prlmary source of major and mlnor Inv ntlons of Farn

jeculpnent.' For example, the entlre development of the

‘~dlsker was carrled out by farm producers 1n the 1920 s,

h but'lt was notauntll 1t° commerc1al value was established

o

~in -the 1940 s that the major corporatlons started addlng

By “a
k)

-

o

corporatlons a;"

4“

P
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it to- th ir productlon llnes (Canada, Royal Commlssaon on

»

. Farm'ﬁﬁ%ﬁinery l970a 32) ‘ j~"a§:i lf,,;%;.‘“ e fﬂ.f”

s \\nl S
Under the present ollgopollstlc condltl E: of*prq:f,“f BRI

ductron, expendlture on research and development 15'35”3'

prlmarlly orlented towards the reflnement of ex1st1ng

products rather than to the development of any radlcal

»

departu/és £rom ex1st1ng llnes of machlnery " The con~:

»

servatlve nature of thlS research 1s a product of the ;"'fjw"g

. ,’v o L

drlve towards proflt max1mlzat10n 1n a capltallst en—’ﬁ

{, . R

v1ronment. Apart from the reluctance to spend resources

'on 1nvent10ns“for whach success is not guaranteed,

v

. radlcal departures from exlstlng ﬁroducts may render part

“ PN

of the corporatlons normal output, and the capltal

5equ1pment for 1ts productlon, redundant\ Though conpetef

:

L s
e 1tlon in terms of- product reflnement does eX;st, it 1s

-mlnlmlzed by a common reluctance by the magOr corg\\atlons

». v

\ . :
to radlcally modlfy exlstlng productlon runs and an.agre\;f' ’ .

0
~.

.

ment to hold patent rlghts for one year only (see Canada, :‘[‘f

e

Royal Comma551on on Farm Machlnery 1Q7Oa) .
- It seems clear, then, that xwoeratlves of productlon‘

'

1n capltallst soc1ety affect corporate strategy 1n the -
°1mplement 1ndustry,’and that absence of prlce comoetltlon o
15 no 1ndlcatlon of the absence of economlc struggle.-

. Prlce stablllty, llke the reductlon of the extremes of~»

NG

technologlcal competltlon, seems to be a ratlonal re—”f¢

~

~"':;"'fsponse by corporatlons to the ca.ﬁltlons of thelr ex15t—
'..' M ‘ ‘ . - \ 4 . Low .
o ence, a means of reduc1ng competltlon in areas- where lt SERL

- 3 ’,‘v s

o
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‘!may well be 1ncurred._ Fon 1nstance,\if the major producers=‘f,V"'

'fwere to engage }n prlce c%mpetltlon. the resultant 1ncrease”

in sales would not necessarrlﬁfbrlng forth suffxcment lnl .

.gcrease 1n revenue to balance the 1oss resulting from lower _ s
,f? prlces.A Smaller producers may be driven from the 1ndustry,?a'f*' '

& hut the total effect may be loss of revenue for the 1ndustry

\“as car whole and for those 1arger corporatlons remalnlng 1n

o o

; , '-.“ . .." ) .. o e X Lo
productlon.';.~ s con ‘~3-» L o

The behav1our of major corporatlons in the 1mplement
'wglndustry 51mply epltomlzes that of monopoly capltallsts
:'generally.: Thereforé‘ it seems safe to assume that the
;character of thejrelatlonshlo of farms to the lmplement
.:1ndustry, though varylng in concrete deta11 1s matched

*fby that of thelr relatlonshlp Wlth other sectors of agrl—{

.buSLness such as'the packers,'rallways, petrochemlcal _-if%yfr;;

‘_ﬂlndustrles, and retallers (Warnock 1971,5 Mltchell 1975)

‘There 1s, for example,ea hlgh degree of concentratlon'=‘¥{ﬁc{_
in the meat packaglng proce551ng 1ndustry where Canada _a,ﬂff o

xﬁfwPackers, Swrft, Burns, Schnelder s and Intercontinental coir

o

q;fPackers, control 60% of the market.- Thelr ablllty to>

.umanlpulate prlces lS compllcated by the presence of 01190—-#17f3
-polles 1n retalllng whlch can be expected to use thelr

'power to mlnlmlze the prlce they have to pay to processors.:?d

w0 s

IHowever,'the extent of the power of retallers 1n thlS re—tcﬂT:T
latlonshlp lswquEStlonable.d,For 1nstance, Dav1d Lew1s T

"con51ders the - processors to have con51derable effect on'- o

S
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2 e . : _fQ,M o 4 i R
3ﬂpr1ces at bcth retall and farm levels. 1The maaof packers ¢
‘...have an 1mmense influence on. the prlfe the farmer qets N

j‘and they have an 1mmense 1nf1uence bn the prlce whlch the 7

':fretaller has to pay 1974 ll) The valid\ty of thl° v1ew'¥

v (3

R B
-f‘ls relnforcedjhy the exlstence of 1ntercorporate 11nks

Py

?hetween lével ;of productlon,A Eor example lCanada Packerq'

o ’-

fgls a 51gn1f1cant shareholder 1n Domlﬁton Sto;es ané

'f_controls a rlglng proportlon of thelf meat sales (Mltchellf?ff

HOWevery as far as the farmer 15 concerned

.itheﬂeffect 1s the same bECause the OllgOlelSth p051t10n

;,of the processors allows tﬁem,to Lass on any reductlon, -

stemmlng from the wholesale level, to the prlmary pro~*"

W

T;ﬁ_ducers.-*'

s \\.k O :

.lCL}‘Relatiohs[Betﬁeen”OligopolisticrahavCompetitive“Sectors

1. Compet1t1Ve Structure of Agrlcultural Productlon

o It is apparent from the dlscussxan of 1ndependent

commodlty productlon that the organlzatxon of productlon 3

:;culture dlffers con51derably from that prevalllng

_L
& _"a

‘the 1mp1ement 1ndustrv (see Chapter rnhree) liIn 1971

'%he.total output from farmlng was derlved from 366 128

bucers. Conseouentlv, desplte the concentratlon t%at
’“occurred in agrlculture, the output of any s;ngle pro—f

ducer 1s small in prcportlon to the total output of the
N

“industry;_ The 51tuat10n 1s,Further compllcated by the

O

entryoof 25 30% of farm output 1nto Werd markets (Canada, Ti

Q Federal Task Force on Agrlculture 1969 16). As a result,b
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/

o other countries, though thlS competitlon is modilled by

R i 1S

;tarrlf barrlers ‘and subS1d1es. L

I,

There Ls, ‘of course, specxallzatlon of productron

e

'w1th¢n the rndustry, but the productldn of commodltles

is Stlll carrled out by a 1arge number of small producers.

7
ﬂ;For 1nstance, an output of 7.6 m1 mon hogs in 1971 was

o

}
”~Vproduced by 122 681 farmers. Moreover, desplte spe01al~{

ﬁ,lzatlon, competltlon occurs between close substltutes such

hfas hogs, broxlers, beef and - mutton. Thls confllct lsyl R
clearly recognlzed by varlous commodlty groups who seek '
to market thelr products at’ the expense of other commodltles.
For lnstance,_the Hog Maﬁketlng Board 1s exp11c1t 1n 1tsm
.:ﬁ attempt to persuade consumers to- substltute pork consump—
tlon for that of other meat products.
.Ap»’ I A consequence of the Lntegratlon of many small pro—. ;
ducers 1nto the market is that 1nd1V1duals exert no cOntroI
“,Jover the prlce of the commodltles they produce,_ Unllke.
the corporatlons of agrlbu51ness, the agrlcultural p;pducers,-
have to accept the market prlce as glven.: In an open marketvn
: SLtuatlon there is . no. overall supply control othenathan
’ that 1mposed ﬁy prlces and costs.' The output of 1nd1v1dual _ ;///
producers 1s too small in- relatlon to the total output of ' / i

B

"vthe 1ndustry to have any effect on prlce.; Yet, 1f in-

e

QpV1dual actlons -are cumulatlve, a response to low or hlgh
pr1Ces, then prlce w1ll tend to change. In other words,‘-

the purposeful actlons of many 1nd1v1dual producers may

)“ ‘.n R R .. A .. ] s

~



‘osc1llatlons in productlonyln a

Ltd. dlscussed earller are 1nd1cat1vevof_the shortcomlngs;

105,

w

'lhave un:ntended consegquences on the orlce they recelvp

for thelr product. Increaseé‘ﬁn total productiow, whethtr
due to improved crop conditlons or to the movement of unlts
1nto productlon, tends' to depress price whlle decreases in
the totaéwoutput tend to’ 1ncreaif prlce. The fesult of . b

competltlve 51tuat10n is ;x

price 1nstab111ty Table 18 of hog and barley prlces shows

,the magnitude of these fluctuations. The. effects of fluctua—

A

;tlons may be offset through the prov151on of subsidles,

such asg those provxded by the Wheat Board or through supply
N

management arrangements ~sfich as. those in the dalry in- °

dustry Even w1th such arrangements, farm producens are

unable to manlpulate prlces as to the flrms of agrlbu51ness.

“w

.,Moreover, even when some prlce stablllty is achleved

»~

thelr competltlve 51tuatlon prevents them from effectlvely .
~ .

»controlllng prlces.i Vertlcal 1ntegrat10n in the pro—

ductlon and dlstrlbutlon of fertlllzdrs, farm“1mplements,

'-etc.{ are attempts td overcome*thls _ however, the problems

'of supply Faced by the Ganadlan Co operatlve Implements‘
>y

involved..
‘i:» The Structural Imperatlve of Changes in’ the Organlzatlon
of Productlon -
N - 'Q 0{;{ " - 3 .
In ana1y21ng the relatlonshlp between owners of the R |

s

means of productlon 1n contemporary cap1tal1st soclety, it,

T is relevant to dlstlngulsh hetween a aom1rant ollgopollstlc

o ;,;»,
.



TABLE 18

106,

e L

-
-

1962-1972 "

-Barley and Hog Prices:

[ ] .
Ayérage
Barley .
Prices per )
: L .Bushel. ~ . Price
> Year ~ Canada . “Changes’
1972 1.25. ©  + 0.56
1971 0.69 . - . - 0.6
1970  .0.75 + 0.8
1969" 0.67 ‘v -~ 0.14
1968 0.81 - 0.6
11967 0.87 _ - 0.18
1966  1.05 = 4+ 0.2
1965 1.03 + 0.3
1964 1.00 4 0.6
1963 0.94 0
1962 0

*Prlces are per lQO lbs, GradQ B, Dressed ‘Index 100,
Base Price Edmonton, Albertav }w° A : :

»

Source: .

L4 -
*Average
Hog Prices
Edmonton .

”

L
e

©32.01 ‘
21.25 .
28.40
33,30
26.50
25,70
- 32.10.
l'.‘131.00
22.85, -2, .
25440 0 o
25.40 0

°

@ -

Informatlon Canada, Canada Yearbook, Agrlculture'
1968 Tables 11,43; 1969 Tables 11,43; 1970-71
Tables 11, 41;-wl972 Tables 11, 41; 1973 Tables

11.4, 11.25.
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fqector ‘and a ‘subordinate competitlve qector,(wgrdei’1§7lte
423-4). _The relationships between these sectors, relation¥
ships between ownerS'of the‘meanc of productlon and the
product ‘of labour, are marked by an 1mbalance of economic
power. Lorporatlons in the ollgopollstlc snctor are ahle
to exproprlate a portion of the surplus created by flrms

in the competmtive sector because of the control they

exert over the prlces they recelve for thelr proﬂucts and

'wthh they ‘pay for thelr lnputs.“ : ' o ..," » 4 ‘i

In the ollgopollstlc sector there w1ll be a
_Vtendency for profit margins at given utiliz-
ation to rise because neither the competition
within each of these industries, nor the .
possibility of a'new entry will be sufficiently
strong to counteract this tendengcy. - As a net
result of the' increase in profit margins at
given utlllzatlon in the oligopolistic sector... -
‘a certain amount of profits, and a corres- e \ o
pofding amount. of internal savings have heen '
shifted firom the competitive.to the oligo-
. polistic sector (Ste1nd1 quoted in Mandel
1971 423 -4) .

N

o

A consequence,of this is'that savings are reduced~and the
reproductlve ablllty of the competltlve sector is 1mpa1red
”It is apparent from thé precedlng dlscu551on of agrl-

bu51ness and agricultural productlon that the relatlonshlp
. o

'between these sectors corresponds to ‘this general model.

‘Productlon 1n agrlbu51ness is o?ganlzed on an ollgopollstic

fba51s, belnq domlnated by a small number Of.large cor-

-

poratlons, whlle productlon in agrlculture 1s organlzed on

a° competlt;ve ba81s, consisting of a1l e numkter of small

firms. - Consequently, the large COrpo/btione‘of agribusiness

N
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are in a poaitiOn'to transferﬁto themselveS“aIportion o%
ﬁthe surplus created by agricultural producers."That this
transfer does occur is apparent from the analyais of the

monopolistic pricing policy of the implement industry -
_(Warnock 1971 124; Beeching 1964 93) k

A consequence of the transfer of surplup is that the
abllltyqpf farm producers to retain the savlngs necessary
for the reproductlon -and expansmon of thelr productivel ' %;
unlt is undermined. ﬂIn other words,-the independent : _Q‘~
‘commod1ty producers"ownershlp of the product of thelr own .
flabour becomes extenuated.‘*It is the depression of lncome
‘resulting from’ this transfer that leads Bronson to sEe
,farmers as 1ncreasingly becomlng employees of thb corpora?
tions of agrlbuslness (1972 123) | !

The dlrect émp1r1cal manrfestaglons of thls process
whlch confront the farm producer are the prlce pald for
1nputs, productlon c05ts, and tbe price recelved for output;
In thlS respect, the ollgopollstlc beh;v1our oﬁ agr;bu51nessl
'corporatlons in conjunctlon w1th the competltlve behav1our‘
of farm producers result in COntlnuous cost prlCe preSSure;
on farm producers. The price- cost lndlces glven in Table'
(}9:'ar 'lndlcatlve of the 51tuatlon faced by farm producers.(>

"It should be noted that the accuracy of the changes ':

shown' in Table 19 are questlonable because £he character of

J«Tfarmlng has changed cons;derably from the perlod 1935 39,

whlch was taken as the base for the constructlon of the )

71ndex. Nevertheless, the flgures are 1ndlcat1ve of the
: N * . : . Lo 6
r
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. coat-price preqsures conﬂron&ing farm produéera.v

‘6" Publicatxon of this series wag sunpendéd in’1970 and

4

was roplacagi by a revised: iMmlex which employs 1‘061 as the

-

v ba‘ser ﬂyear (see 'I‘able 20) .. The revised 1nde:§ 1ndic;ates the
persxatence of ;hq cost—price preasurea. For exampie, "
. by 1971, the index fbr the price of farm inpqts had risen
to 135.8 while ‘the index for farm prices had’ cml.y risen
to 115.4. In other wordq, ‘there seems to be no doubt that
farm producers are coﬁsistently caught in a si%uatlon

, where pryductibn costs rise more rapldly,than prices. 
) . [ #oe ;

.- 3 * o . -
: o

T : ‘ 0
N TABLE 20 . . .
: Farm Input arqd! Product %*gexes* I "
Farm Prices’ e ,,:Farm ‘Prices
o Totdl of & - Total 3 . of  °
' S Farm Agricultural- Farm’ _ Agr1cuLtura1
, Year Inputs . "Products Year ‘Inputs, \?r%duets :
1971 ° 135.8 ©115.4 1965 - 112:0 . 107.8
. 1970 131.3 v 116.0 .. 1964 - 108.6 _ ° -101.3
1969 129.1 116.8 1963 108.0 - - 102.9
1968 124.9 114.0 ~1962 °~ 105.2 . .104.3
1967 121.5 - 116.0° 1961 . 100 - 100,
1966 . 118.6 117.0 - - - -

¢ *A. discussipn of the rev1sé% index can be found 1h qtatistlcs
.Canada 1971a, Catalogue 62-002. - oo

Source: Canadlan Statlstlcal Rev1ew, Flstorlcal Summary
: 1970, Catalogdp,ll—JOS Occa51ona1, Table S-Q

c-. °

&,



Productlve consumptlon; and therefore, the repro—,:

ductlon of 1ndependent commodlty productlon as a partlcularh,

* ‘ i

) , R -
,productlve k\ ‘}onsh1p$ is dependent on the outcome of'

.‘exdhange; Canronted w1th the tendengy for costs to rise
,‘faster than prlces, the farm producer is face ’w1th the

-prospect of a. contlnuous decllne in 1ncome. Consequently,“

unless changes are made in. the organlzatlon of productlon

- .
e . N .

»Whlch w1ll compensate for the decllne 1n 1ncome, theg_re—

-productlon or accumplatlon cannot occur. -. Contlnuous - .

1 . -

jcha ges in the organlzatlon of productlon by 1ndependent

,,comn dlty producersg,or Capltallst producers 1n agrlculture »~C
. SR i O
matter, are structural prerequlsltes for the

Vsurvrval of that form of . productlve relatlonshlp Ifiu

e

changes 1n the organlzatlon of productlon are not made,_i e

then reproductlon,becomes 1mposs;ble and ownershlp of the
. e K ,,‘ a
pruuus..\_.s.uu Ty thc' aptual y.LuuuL.c:J. '_IS’_.LUDL.

£ 3, £
el PN

TS—C

ThlS structural pressure to make changes in the organ—ﬁ
1zatlon of productlon is, felt by all farm producers.f_lt‘;

is a condltlon of thelr ex1stence. It does not/matter‘f¥

%

‘,whether their motlvatlon is con51dere o;be"tradltlonal"'*ﬂff

or 'modern,l they have to a/},'t thelr productlve act1vrt1es“'

v

to those realktles of tﬁelr structural p051tlon.v, In fact,,_

it is thelr ad//stnmnts to those pressures whlch are E-.:

. / L o
ed “tradltlonal" or "modern, ghough both are in thls L

sense developmental o

-

The fundamantal 51gn1f1cance of the p051t10n of ln—f

dependent commoolty producers is that these structurally

°



ulndu

ced 1mperatLVes not only exert a’ pressure towards .

\

;change, but condltlon the‘dlrectlon of change. These

B ;\ a ‘»:29
unestxons W1ll be taken up ln subsequeﬁt chapters., At,

thls pglnt rt can be suggested that 1t 1s“these structural'

pres

@

sures that l

ie behlnd the changes§1n the organlzatlon

. N
o of productlon wlthln theulndependent commodlty form of pro—'

x- .

3jductlon, changes whlch have led to the emergence of the\

B Y

i s o

'a ca

The farm pr

pltallst ‘ecol

oducer lS part og, and functlons w1th1n,r

nomlc structure domlnated by large ollgo—

.
e

npollstlc corporatlons. The ecbnomlc hegemony of aqu—

'bu51hess producers allows them to pursue thelr proflt

ob]e

ctlves, ln a

ccordance w11h the structural 1mperat1ves.

'of thelr 51tuatlon, W1thout concern for the effect thlS

K%
X

fﬁmlght have on farm producers.‘vTherr domlnance allows them

to forego prlce competltlon. Conversely, the farm pro—“

ducer, whose 1nd

'£

ustry 1s orqanlzed on a’ competltlve ba51s,

) ?modern capltaltlnten51ve famlly farm from the labouriln— "
: iten51ve‘;omestead.‘ These pressures can.also be seen to
. P ) 3
"underlle the lmpqverlshment and proletarlanlzatlon cf the'
"mass of"small producers, and prov1de a means of under—~”
'Jrstandlng the contradlctlons w1th1n the 1ndependent
f»commodlty form of productlon in capltallst soclety,{Con;
i - tradlctlons whlch threaten ‘the very exlstence of the class .
"<of xndependent commodlty producers.lpl ;._ .fv: glﬁfh'%: ST
- R . - ' . -
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e



_1s left wltn no ch01ce but to meet tho pr1c1ng pollclos
_of agrlbu51ness. In thls respect desplte functlonal

”1nterdependence,;there 1s an- antagonlstlc relatlonshlp

‘between farmers and other producers..fIn a soc1etal

hlelsron of labour under capltallst condltlons of pro—fﬁ
N . : Cew

”ductlon,_the farmer,‘as a producer of raw materlals and
Y

o . N

,,_a consumer of producer qoods, 1s a neans to the PrOflt—‘ﬂ}f

o

f;brlented ends of agrlbu51ness producers. Conseouentl

“..the economlc power of producers to 1nfluence the outcome

iR

nof exchanqe to tnelr own 1nterests 1s of fundamental 51q-*

nlflcance.,

By pursulng monopollstlc pr1c1nc pollc1es, the cord ﬂfV .
"poratlons of agrlbu51ness are able to transfer oart of the

s

7fsurplus created by farm producers to thelr own use..;In IR

*thls respect, the beneflts of colonlzatlon (see Chaoter"'

.TTwo) contlnue to accrue toéietropolltan 1nterests ln
: Y

czcentral Canada._ It may be added that the Last hest ax1s .'f_i(

e
.-}

'dV=stabllshed through Confederatlon is belng broken oown f{_r ,\1..
h»by the penetratlon of corporatlons based on the Unlted
,States (Bronson 1972 123) ‘)T.“;n{_ ,f *;;

The effect of the OllgOpOllSth practlces of aorl—

@

buslness Qn the competltlvely organlzed agrlcultural Sector,d

,15 & constant tencency for costs to rlse more rapldly i
"ftnan prlces."That’ls; farmers are caught 1n what has come. Lo T
' 2 G

to be calleo the cost prlce soueeze.v A consequence of

?ithese cost prlce condltlons is a permanent tenoency for S AR

alncome to debllne.. The fundamental slgplflcance of thls



ter dency s rhat contlnuous changes must be made in tho‘

14

- orqanlzatlog of farm oroducflon whlch w1ll compenqa

for thg decllne.‘ Wlthout these changes, which'as w1lla.

Ty

“

f&ﬂcependent commy

e

Y at 15, changg

fity form of productlon would not occur.

the organlzatldn of productlon is'a

vstxactural 1mperat1ve for the contlnuousvreprod0ctlon of

ﬂporaly condltlons of productlon in caplta

L - /’ A .. .
.o o : ! i

Q

1l$t soc1ety

Y
N

L shown mav take a varleﬁy of forms, feproductlon of tho
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CHAPTER FIVE

<

CHANGES B\ THE ORGANIZATION OF . PRODUCTION..'FROM';[;;ri‘

LABOUR INTENSIVE TO CAPITAL INTENSIVE PRODUCTION -

Aﬁ"-IntfodhC£ian G e ﬁ:m';‘* e

“'Q, . In Chaptér Threerlt was shown that the predomlnant
ﬁrform of produdtlve relatlonshlp 1n agraculture on the
H;Pralrles and 1n danada generally 1s 1ndependent cpmmodlty
: productlon.- Though thls relatlonshlp has been contlnuous

aover tlme thlS does not fﬁply an absence of change. ,Onﬁ-

.'[ -

o the contrary, in Chapter Four«y@-was establlshed that‘"
'1ndependent commodlty producerg under contemporary con—:t
dmtlons of capltallst prpductlon are faced w1th a.;
structurally 1nduced 1mperat1ve to contxnuously make_
'_chaages 1n theworganlzatlon of productlon.r These changes,

Wthh mUSt counteract cost—prlce pressures, are necessary,%,*

for the contlnuous reproductlon of the relatlonshlp and

therbfore the surv1val %; the class of 1ndependent commod—
1ty producers.#.a\7h-q .:V *f;af;“,=-h_fa.,Nn;{;;ft-sg,;Qf-'
A The changes in the organlzatlon of productlon hecessary
for the contlnuous exlstence of the#e%ass'of 1ndependent

commodlty producers are those whlch 1ncrease the produc?QfQ

- - _,/-—'

: tav1ty ofvlabour. “dn partlcular,,thls means changes Ain {_f~~.7

o

the technology of productlon., It 1s “in the ablllty of

\/“‘producers to galn access to 1mprovements 1n the technoloqy

of productlon upon Whlch the survxval of the class depehds,_,’

‘-under ex1st1ng condltlons of productlon. “In this sense, -

g



f‘,over the dlrectlon of change ln the rural world It is

‘-vfthe organlzatlon of productlon negessarv for the contlnued;

vnn“thls prov1des a ba51s for understandlng the change and

- these 1nvolVes the establlshment or transfer of resources',

‘fuproduCErs cannot be reallzed w1thout the recreat;on of the

14the Second and ba51c dlmen51on to the surV1val of 1ndepend—-

e e

lthe structural condltlons of productlon exertothelr hegemonyahf”ﬁ

-

'thls hegemony whlch has condltlwned the transformatlon of't

Lhe labour 1nten51ve homestead 1 to the modern capltalﬁj'

e

:minten51ve famlly farm w1th1n the 1ndependent commodlty
‘jform of produbtlve relatlonshlp '5;§ﬂ;e_n‘ fddvff:th*J:

Attentlon 1n thls chapter 1s turned to the changes 1neh-

LR SR

'ﬂexrstence of 1ndependent commodlty productlon. In turn,'f:a

°

,.

-fdlrectlon of change 1naagr1cultural productlon._ rhere areﬁﬁgg

‘Q”two dlmen51ons to the surv1va1 of the class._ The flrst off‘

.G

_to a. new generat;on of producers., Unless new personnel

'7are produced and resources transferned to them, the sur—?;-

5 ".

'dity grodu 'pu woutd onvxousxy .

+

3[be lmp0551ble.i The development of ‘niew. personnel 1s sub—f,off
ordlnate to the reproductlon of the materlal bas1s of pro-7'f

'ductlve unlts;‘ In other words, the asplratlons of potentlal

e
a

heconomlc pos1t10ns they;seek to occupy.. Wlth thlS ln mlnd,

c'. a B o

"nent commodlty productlon 1s the reproductlon of the means 1g‘d[ﬂ.Q

. of. productlon.d In thlS respect the changes 1n the organ—v;f

~

flzatlon of productlon necessary to ensure contlnuous re~'

13 product;on w1ll be establlshed

fﬂ;ff Analysxs of the questlons of transfer dnd changes in.



o materlal from Rossan.fthe area of study. Consequently,

S

‘the changes that have occurred 1n the character of pfo* :

e

a
. o

the organlzatlon of ﬁ@oduotlon wxll utlllze descrlpt1Ve

the f rst sectlon, Sectlon H 1s ‘a general desor;ptlon of :

ductlon in Rossan. Thls w1ll be followed by Sec;lon
; : A o ;

whlch 1nvolves a dlscuss1on of the questlon of tne tranSferii‘

of resources to ne% producers.' In thlS 615cusslon a

ua

dlstlnctlonﬂ

'made between the processes of f1351on and

ﬁ

R et - v
“_successlon.n Flnally,,attentlon ln Sectlon D 1s turnedm_;j

to the changes*;n the organlzatlon of productlon necessary lw_nn
to fac111tate {eproductlon of the relatlonshap.: Discdsslonajfcf‘
w11l focus ‘on. the varlables of labour, land, and technologyfw

in establlshlng the nece351ty of: contlnuously adoptlng
changes 1n the tebhnology Of FrOdHCtlon_:Jf“"" S .

:Elk Island Natlonal Park and to the south (See_Alberta

'HTB.f}Chanqesﬂin_the¢Character QE‘Productiontl

-*Flgure 1) and 1s 1ncluded w1th1n the northwestern extenslonf?

-rolllng :and rolllng‘towards the eastern boundarx w1th

i »
: B
-

Rossan 1s thlrty—flve mlles east of Edmonton (see
ry .

-of the Aspen Parkland ﬂblt whlch reaches north and west

'\

from southern Manltoba and southeast Saskatchewan (Blrd

*1961f1x) Topography ls "undulatlng and depresslonal'

?the northwestern portlon of the area, becomlng’"gently }gf

J

~§8011 Survey 1963).‘ Generally, the eastern pOrtlon contalns b o

5greater areas of unbroken land that have remalned heaV11y

B ¢ - v
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Q

i

‘wooded, and a larger proportlon of sloughs.» Approx1mately

two thlrds of the area is, made up of chernozemic’ soils '

=y

whlle the eastern thlrd cons1sts of pOdZOllC 50115. As

tarm land, the former 1S»rated as good to very good

arable" or "falrly good to good arable whlle the latter

F

dis rated,aS' poor.to falr arable"" (Alberta 5011 Survey

:3l963).',1n other words, this means that the 50115 range

g o

‘from very good" to marglnal for agrlcultural productlon.

t

Moreover, the quallty of land 15 further reduced 1n parts
by ex0e851ve stonlness (sée Flgure 2) :e
Settlement 1n thlS ‘area’ oegan in the last' decade of

the- 19th century. To the north _ln the Josephburg area,

the flrst settlers arrlved in 1891 xhey were fromnthe‘

'[ vlllages of Josefberg and Brlgldau in the prov1nce of.

~Ga11c1a,_Austr1a (Ream 1957:65)fv-0rlg;nally, theyrhad .

settled in Dunmore, ten mileS”east‘oflMedirine?Hafj_bnfﬂ

_ after two successive crop fallures, left‘theeareaito home—"

o

o

-

stead mear Edmonton.h They moved by Canadlan Pac1f1c Rall—‘

€

way to Qed Deer, where the rallway ended and the’rest of

the way 1n wagons drawn by oxen : Part of thlS group moved

¢

) to the St@nx}Plaln area whlle the rest moved 1nto the

Josephburg area east of Fort Saskatchewan, Wthh at the

* @

"9 tlme Was v1rtua11y unmnhablted (see Mohr 19(7' Ream 1957)

To the west »1n the Partrldge Hlll area, there wasf

" a small number of settlers prlor to 1891- These were‘madef

up of veterans of the Rlel Rebelllon and famllles from

»

Br;taln, Dakota, and Ontarlo (Ardrossan 1972 145) 'In 1892

- S
Cow

& .
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a flargd colony of 298vsettlets“arriyéﬂ‘in Strathcona (South

Ny
o

: o, o : - | |
Ldmonton) from the Tarrxy Sounc area of Ontario. They n

S

settled rot only in the Partridge Till'arqa,vbut also in

Lamont, ilamao, and Deaver iills. Subséﬁuent‘settlﬂmont'
- o N \ q. . , . : . N
of the area was Ly individuals and families from- various
’ (>3 N . .‘ .
. . i . ' ] ) : .
cduntries which include Britairn, “errany, the United ‘“tates,

v
-

Ireland, as well as from Ontario.

o . . £
)" .

: %
The arga was qulte heav1ly settled hy the turn o‘ tho

_cen%ury. Table 21 qhows that by 1901 the pOpulatlon of

township TPSQrRZO(‘which 1ncludes the bulk of tHP area og'
. & . , : ' ) .
study, was 317 in 1°01. This rose to a peak of 471 Ain

nl916 whicﬁ was not exceeded until l97lj~h@“ the effoéts

of the novemeht of acreagéS'intdythe érea raised the pop-

ula;ion td'549. "be populatlon of the eaetern part of the

°

area (. PJ4—L?G), whick consists of less: than one h=1‘.a

121.

Luquhiy, wabuuhlj tiroe In “IT901, fifty-cme im 197%, ,

.

a™
reachlng a peak of 180 in 1026 ”H@ slomer de%elopﬁent,
'JthcH is ratcheé by lew oopulatlon ]ovels in the townsrln

(TP53=R41) to the soutn, reflects the marglnal,nature of

»

rmuch of tite land-in thesc afeas. S e ]‘ R
' The preseﬁﬁ latlon of tbe townsblps T54 ?70 21,
which inélqdés the area of 1elu worh 1s»633-'vThls~1s

-neus ehol as of whlch auprox1mately Ll@hty—

o

(9

nacd®up of . 15!
e *

'f*vy arec anO;VLd in farming. '”he rest are maoo up of

faﬂlllgs hn@qﬂ uembnrs have retlfed from farmlna, auandonbu

3farming ang,sell 1e11 labOLr elsewhere, and the rceirentq

Qf~acreages who are%involved;in~other occupdtions; Nf the

) . - s

- o S ————

Y
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CTABLL 21

Population - Townships.

o -

v " 1534 . TPS3 - TP54 TP53
Year © R20  R21 . R21 =suYear - R20° 'R2l ~  R2l "
i : = ‘ i % ,
© 1971 . .84 549 | (536 - 1931 127 . 388 . 302
1966 . 82 . 455 ‘446~ 1926 180/ .- 355  .243
1961 84 459 392" 1921 125 .'364 ' 155
1956 92 - 390 259 1916 107 g__471' 137, oy
1951 91 . 347 . 209 _ 1911 101  .339 93 -
1946 110 370 . . .223 1906 - . 51 . 336 90 . .
1941 154 . 385 311 1901 . 3 317 - 49 ° N
‘1936 123 406 290 - oo Tl
. . ( : ' . : : : RN : ' ‘ ‘
A g )
Sources: Statistics Canada, 1971 Census of Canada, Alberta
- Print-oOut. Dominion . Bureau of ctatlstlcs, 1966
" Census of Canada, Catalogue 92+ 614, Vol. 1 (1=14) "~
May . 1968. Dominion Bureau of Statistics, 71956 v
Census of’ Canada, Population, - Electoral Districts;._.
Bulletin 1.1. “Dominion Bureau of. Statlstlcs, B T
1946 ‘Census’ of the Praire- Prov1nces, Vol.=zk, - Lo

‘;uPopulatlon, Alberta Historical Tables, Table 7
.jﬂDominion“Burea of Statistics, 194Y Cénsus of- S
' Canada, Vol. %“—53pﬂ13t10n,.Populatlon of’ local T
gubdivisions, Table 11l." Dominion Bureau of : ’
Statistics, Seventh Census of Canada, 1931, Vol. ..
‘11, Population of Areas, ‘Table 1 . canada.Bureau , -
. of Statlstlcs,,1926 Census -of 'Pr 1r1e Prov1nces,,f,::'
' " s Populatlon and Agrlculture, Tabl »5. .

4 p
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b NG e hio L 1nvnlv i ;. 'imat«":l-v B0 are

w o barndng oon ariuL]~L1mO' ‘Agb Lhe mﬂl',hoads'hfﬁ

aay,

nolseho 1 may :\}‘,ell,the,.].r al)om a Casual lLasis, Ve
. ‘ . ‘B K

pLhor SOY have adbpted d full~t1me wonk—farm“patterh,iu

il

ALt L\O malc heads of householm‘soll th01r labour on

o

full«timo bﬂSlS and malntaln farm proﬁucﬁion. The work

'

c. Tarm uwftorn, ‘as wilL “be shown, cnerged in tho 1950 S
HESER I 111Lated by thc deve10pment Q‘ urban labsur‘ R
m“rknxv lk Fbrt qas}atchewan and deontpn. ' :

. h\ . a . >

Tn ge neral tcrms, the area of study was Ang remains. -
“characforlzec by nxxed farmlng. However, partlcular orOf_‘

udCth@ unlts, oncL‘marked by a hlghly dlver51fled Eorm

.‘\ o

or '1rwin ~'havo undergOne a process of SWCClall"athn.

[

?Y tne l”30 s the wajorlty of productlon unlts 1nv“oqq1n

uOLlO‘Cg a pattern of farmlng whlch mas characterlzcd\pv

Y nigh gree of" alver51ty and self quff1c1ency.jrwcreover;—

‘neﬁ‘sattlers enterlng the. area; untll the earlv 1930 s,

‘normall) sougbt to emdlate thlS pattern. _

yplcallvd productlon on’ aﬁcuartqp/6r one half ‘section:

W s )

QMOulgM}nclude the oroductlon of cerears, namely wheat,
CEE RN * ! )
Lar‘cy, and -oats.; Arsmall number oﬁ cow fnom two to

l 3 »

‘1gnr, were kept for ﬁllklng,‘anﬁ/;quer and crear were

s 1 . -

prqduced frqm the mllk._by the farm v1fe. he pugter

was exchaﬁged:for'groceriesj Or=cash, at retall outlets- v

‘y » “ a A -
N L .

©oin Polt Saskatcbewan and Ldmonton, whxle creamwhas_solu‘

“ ~ 1

’directlv to ﬁroaucers.wvxhe aklmne& m1lk remalnlng after

“the'pro uctlon of butter apd crean was uSec w1t“ graln to
= . . N ) Lo . v :
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feod hogus., These'were seeh as complehentary aotiVitios.
w Come beef production was practiced, bhut the amount was" t -

small because of the heavy demands on pasture and feed

o

made by horses,'whxch wete the primary source of power.

Horses‘were provided with pasture in the summer and hay
: fa >
and green feed, oats that were cut while they were still

. . e

A
green, ih the winterq One hundred and fifty to flve

hundred hens. were kept malnly to produce eggs.~ These,
Q .,
along with the buttenﬁmyere also exchanged for groceries.
. LY J :
In addltlon to commodltles produced for the market

pro&uctlon was also dlrected towards qdamestic consumptlon.

-

Consumption of méat, which was canned or smoked for

.storing, eggs, milk, and Rutter, was complemented by the
v ) , 1
/ . -
cultivation of gardens and the collection“of wild.berries

such as Saskatoons and raspberries. Vegetables and bereies
- Q »

were storedaor canned for the w1nter in conjunctlon "with

M

the other products, allow1ng households to belpractlcally
self—suff1c1ent in the domestic consumpt10n~of food v

: Bread was.made_from wheat grown on the farm and milled
, y a . e
‘in- Fort\ askatchewan. _Other domesth act1v1t1es such as h

qulltlng, maklna soap, clothlng, pxllows,.as Well'as R

’ cuttlng wood for fuel or cuttlng pist props in exchange.
for coal,/made for a hlgh degree of self suff1c1ency.v{it;

is not surprlslﬂg that farmers rememberlng tnose days clalm

B that all a famlly needed was a quarter section of land. to

-7 e
o,

meet thelr needs

P o S Y %

Farmvlncome“was supplemented by.income derived from
) L . .;" L . N .
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o Rosgah. ”he coal was uquallv obtalned throug1 tbo e\"
: o _)
chanae \?ﬂwooaen plt vrows uhlch ham Leen cut and S“lp
' ’ " : i" ’ ¥ .o " o ! “® . ... B
;v T armers, s and wilch x-:ere use"d to reinforce the . roof i
. . . e . 3 .o . . 8
vl el the mines ft anlwals were produ 2d on”the o
N . . S
e and Sold By prc,éi?'uc'ts grown on the farn - thereby mir-
B e : . N . PR . ' - o e
iwing «he use “of ekternalqsources'of power. Teeds for

BRNASE 4R C3 B S TN

o

lakolQr on a
taxes‘of‘fof\Cash;

Fort

<

orived
'implemenﬁs,

~1-
ok,

et(;.:

to'Fac111tate procuctlva consumptlon.

o

}“rlol to the 1940 sf

o 2

casual basis.

nﬁtrubtlon work on brldges,irallways,.
asLa£cQ§wan, as hell as 1n
S uuch Jjobs 1nvolved qpendlng a
ﬁéhﬁhs_dqring_éhe winter’gway_from th

from these sources was used: to

encj,ln terms of personal consumﬁtlon needs.

h'cnulﬁfndt be produced at hOme,

]

i -

"“Road work was & -

Producers’ were involsoo

working for

. £ e\\"
o o
e farm.

~helyi:

-that»is;,its»primary

was. hlghlv*dlvers’fl

naracterlzed by a con51derable degree of self suf—

[=4

N

such as sugar(

cbtaired in exchange fbr butter and eggS,
was,uséc s fuel, tlc former belnc obtal wad

vxe.l *tet from

otlonomCro met bv th re

a Shall mlne 51x mlles sout1

onsu Tﬁbest&cntAof
© “ N N
or rgu@n tlt :aje‘p. labour DOV;D AThé
ro]cg ~used/in=produc€;on.w3§_llmltcé Ly B
, R L e . -
suﬁrcc,of,power{'hcéhséquenély, these di-
b}atiehsgépul& be cha£;c£eriéed a§ 1éb®ur?‘

Woela

salt’,

1buildingSVi;4$v,

fiuroceries

e

2+



jlnten51ve. Although the majorlty cf farms were one quarterttﬂ._'

:ﬁor one ‘Qf»sectlon ‘in 51ze,'there were ‘a- few farms that

: dwere con51derabl

larger.‘ The largest, for example,vwas_“

f900 acres.;-dowever,»even ‘in these cases farmlng was

o

ﬁlever51f1ed and hlghly self—suff1c1ent 1n terms of con—“»; v
;f;sumptlon needs desplte the rneVJtable empha51s on graln Z?hBllff&
-;-P.rOdUCtlon. B ; R . _‘ o o s
"?armers enterlng produetlon>1n the late 1940 s aﬁdff;" s

:f’fearly 1950 s Stlll tended to adopt the tradltlonal dlvers— “

-

bﬁlfled apgroach to farmlng However, .since thls tlme there;
?has been a gradual spec1allzatlon of ex1st1ng productlve ;ngf
’hunlts whlle new unlts enterlng productlon have tended to -
'3be more spec1allzed from the outset;- The area as-a’ whole”'

“ﬁremalns chanacterlzed by mlxed farmlng because spec1al—
" .6

<

rzatlon has taken a. vaflety of forms such as dalrylng,_

hog productlon,:cow—calf enterprlses, and graln and heef R

_ A'_. - vh‘<\‘
, proauCtlon, w1th perhaps an, e

P S

ha31s on the latter.g'?:"g

v"s."? !

The loss of functlons has'been slow and n.F _t{’itl'3

lS Stlll p0531ble to flnd instances where some ef the f" ?tj

‘dact1v1t1es of the earllef perlod per51st.’ For example,u .
the productlon of butter was abandor-’ in the early flftles,;7

though the productlon and separatlon of cream was - falrly R‘“

w1despread untll the mld slxtles.‘vln fact ‘three farmers.

~ . RS

were Stlll produc1ng cream 1n 1972, though one of these

'abandoned productlon the follow1ng year. In the past hog'ﬁ

,

productlon was consloered to comolemeht the productlon of

\mllk, though it is not necessarlly dependent on’ 1t,, HQWever, o

e



R sl ! o i"- : J"“. e

(3

Gord ralsol partlv' 5 a. valuablc means of

a B3

S f sk feeed milk, anq th re§orm itis common For‘%ot* s

o diéappqar'tqqﬁther;m Fiha]ly, the prodncfimﬁf

T T R I S
.o Teowsis ng longer a "significant activity, thoughoc-

Yo cassionally . a- few are retained ﬁor domesti¢ c@hsuﬁpt

.

rexample: oF tﬂluibrOCGSS -is. provided by, a prgduc:

A 5 ) - Com T ISR
v starded sarod UCthD in 19)8 on ohé half section of Lo

wgnb'duvblopod an enterpr&se»wblch con51sted of,avmaiimuﬁf
: g K . 8 '

P . o

of EOOnh 35 and’ elgkteen COWG.~3TneALOWS were ﬂllkeu

?v'!.an$-¢f5%w_wa§ Sold tn a,calry whllb tne‘<}1mmegvﬁ11}'w§;l )
:f;d ﬁc3t§§;bé§éi3 I audltlon, he wasg’ belf suff1c1ertlinl ;
LY :qﬁ~%rgkihg”g;£s_;nd rlpy as WOll‘éé'a Small amoun£ 
-E?—yﬁg@t;* bufEng‘lDbé~GJ,hh a‘arqon’? croam anc ﬁdq}pfég
3 ‘“§¢§§u;¥»dfvlnv:ruturns,uana__ arteu growlnahoéV_
CEOR and at t‘e ‘same time ;tarteu developln\r;:
'ﬁayg-oi Caftle for Lect nroﬁuctlon.T The‘gvo§ﬁng ng;d.~1ffi”
vdiéh'hgg Carrgntl§ reac%e;Laﬁ“rox1matel\.Sﬁ, éféa£éé gj

: const uentl\,_hc: ased a.c s

e also rents lanu, fa:ﬁing.alw

ami’one - “alr qeutlonu;,vlm additlon,'the ma1

Neld hlsofs(l]s nlq la‘ouL on a full tlﬁb

Vgl the féNce
YU ine nioduction priof:to the l“oO'c have arandonces

oy 2] L K °
1

€103 ocuerationse- ;Jey’haye specialfized in .

nav, cows galf or Leet. cnter“r 285, . an'pro;

'fﬁﬁ?sfhave Llpd a furtner




e of fam1ly and hlred labour, whlch has been made p0551b1e>r215

TR AT 1

fanate ¥ . . .0

aspe01allzat10n to the llst namely, dalrylng. The process

of speclallzatlon has occurred w1th a decrease 1n the: 1nputgv“3’”

’ by changes 1n the technology of productlon.- Of partlcular ST

'.slgnlflcance in thlS respect 1s the development of alter— ;1\‘ i fy@

natlve sources of power whlch have fac111tated the develop— o ffﬂ

o @

ment of capltal—lnten51ve enterprlses.’"

Patterns of domestlc consumptlon have changed con—
.
51derably.- Farm houses are%equlpped w1th electrlclty,
"'gas,inot and cold runnlng water, electrlc or: gas stoves,lﬁf?%"“'fff‘

e

refrlgerators, deep freezes, etc._ rr‘here lS a dependence o

' on a w1de yarlety of prov151ons and household furnlshlngs.cff

'_The farmers consumptlon patterns are those of urban

u

'f!dwellers-”ln thelr words,,“We 11ve llke c1ty folk now

. . el -

Q,A donsequence of thls is that self suff1c1ency 1n dome tlc )

-whlch are . produced on ‘the farm. _,*5' : !Q,;»7'fiif“f?{5f1 iw-ifﬁppl‘

A further changenhgs been the breakdown of the casual Yo T

'fwork pattern whlch was used to supplement farm 1ncome.7l7
\_./

'fThls has been replaced by the sale of labour on a full—

e B -~ “

ftlme ba51s, usually by the male head of household *hlle*ff DR

vcontlnulng farm productlon. Approx1mately flfty percent

v ¢ °

'of the farmers in the ‘area have adopted thls pattern. f-

Though the area ‘as. a whole can be descrlbed as Dne

g e,

}of mlxed farmlng, it 1s apparent that 1nd1v1dual oro—‘

ductlve unlts have become proq,re351velV more. spec1all?ed

E .. s 8 oo - ) . . __‘_4_.‘ S PRI L z
o . . X .- . . . o . R L ) N . el



L

:h‘i 1 \‘.’ \‘2 g “1.‘ 1 éd

ﬁnferpr1QOs s,bwith t”cv;}*

of self sutwlclency in ﬂomeStinconsumption}

by unlts SﬁGClallzlng 1n one or two Comrn

Lias,gand~ln Iy 1 pcndent on . external sources for dori-

ACOUSLﬁﬁjtlﬁﬂ@.f

s[havoibeénzrépladéd ﬁy.

qourc;s of

on,alférhative'

Iowever, 1t can be sald that even th;

a*t1c1pateu rn the process ﬁf Special+

Oredomlnant functlon

'd@vélopméﬁt 95 New.ProductiVe;Unité_;_

’”Tn partlcular,

groductlon 1% genterea arouno_ﬂ

'female héads-o“.thé household OffSDran or

ly are e furtner Qource of laoour wno are or

Yh?pdthout'ﬁheTVQaﬁ=infvarious chorﬁa_suchzas_milkinq,u

qohs Ln,gartlcular,,once thev ar able toi;

tfaétors-an& cgmbines; to 0rov1de e\t

iurlnc tn; crltlcal pe rlons o*

practice~tqakgep_tﬁem‘out of school

thdsé.u llouq.“' however, a.temporary.esx-

& ba51c pr@ductlxe unlt rn aqr1Culture ls~the fhrm.»x'

Pt

a lt:ft.o'u.g.l_] -a small amount of additional
staek mav. Be introduced to faciiitété'eduqatiQnfoft.

associated vlth ﬁb,g roq




s expans1on of the productlve unlt based on thls source of

T

”;'71 “our; In other words,.the basxc dlvlslon of labour ls

f Productlon~1s geared to the needs of a 51ngle nuclear famlly.t‘

The process of creatlon and recreatlon of productlve o

o \ Ly

unlts is’ obv1ously of fundamental 1mportance to the con-

v

{ﬁgl,tlnted ex1stence oﬁmlndependent pommodlty productlon. .InT+"
the area of study the source of personnel for new produc—‘wv"h

theaunlts, w1th the~exceptlon of three‘"hobby farmers,_,

s s

nas been the sons of - farm famllles.’ The processes by whlch

: \‘z,. .

thev have been establlshed 1n farmlng can be termed f1551on v!‘”;u'

and succeSSLOn or lnherltance. The former entalls the ME-V

"establlshment of a separate productlve unlt whlle the;

“o' -

*f latter 1nvolves 'he tnansfer of the exlstlng product1Ve;ffy

“m o .

In the process of flssron,_parentslactlvely heln to

i A 5

esfabll sh thelr sons Ln farmlng.. The nature of ass:stanqe

varles,.but 1 ‘nvolves the lendlng of machlnery

{i; xchange“For.labour'untll the son can purchase.hls own..

"s may be supplemented by the prov151on of land or the?“

o L.

QZ7 rent”for land Ltems of machlnery, llvestock and seed.

-

"Such practlces varled but tne purppse behlnd them was.__f

5; the establlshment of lndependent proouctlve unlts.A5;

L ke

‘rhe most recent successful occurrence of the processv Py ng-“



- of f1551on 1nv01;

Vy,vlrgln bush L1ke~’

Cag -
‘o

ductlon almqst t ree decades ago,~1n 1947 _Jason s father ,e-'5'

had started farmlng 1¢ 1936 by homesteadrng 160 acres of

o

any of the earller ploneers he had

by selllng hlS labour to other farmers An the area.: Wrth

{the help of three sons and the use of hlred 1abbur he

eventually built up and operated “a. farm of 960 acres.':The'

maln cash crops were barley and wheat, though these Were

a complemented by cows and hogs 1n the typlcal m1Xed farmlng L

'/

Jason started farmang 1ndependent1y\1n 1947 w1th one

ff. half sectlon of rented land j Pls father gave h1m flve"

fyuuihorses, one sow and plgs, one cow,»plough dlSk wagon A

and harrows._ In addltlon, hls w1fe was glven two cows by

&

her parents. gIh”the flrst year of.operatlon Jason purchased

a uSed blnder_atfan auctlon for forty dollars, borrowed a )

e p—

'5:“seeder,'and usedﬁhls father s tractpr 1n exchange for labour._;;u

oS
A bumper harvestﬁof lOO bushels per ..... acre of oats ln 1951

when the average‘yleld for census dlStrlCt 11 1n that year

”d‘was 55 bushels per acre (Love 1968 34) prov1ded the ba51sz'

vaalso entered 1nto an agreement to purchase a half sectlonifg;

for purchaSLng a 38 horsepower John Deere tractor and bef 3f

Cleng 1ndependent of hlS father.i By thlS tlme, he had

-~

'; of land Inltlally the operatlon was prlmarlly concerned-

w1th graln though the tradltlonal comb;natlon of QQWSQQnﬁ't'

'fh}hogStwere keptuto,supplement'1ncome;h In 1967 the

s Jason Kl;ne, a farmer who started pro— ‘fffﬁ"

’.‘13;5h




‘ “aroperatlon 1n whlch calves are sold as feeders when they

’one of the few 1n the area who 1s able

a,

bvproductlon of cream was dropped as productlon heqan:;tOftu\-

",Qe focussed on the slow prOCeSS of developlngia cow calf

Y

“are weaned Relying On natural 1ncrease, the process 15"

'3”slow because 1t takes two years before a cow.w111 calve,_f';~f

3@and,.1n lncreasfng herd 512e, only female calves can be

[ D .
‘lcow can Calve, and a further seven months before the calf

'1s marketed, or, 1f the female calf 1s kept for reproduc~'

;tlon, a further two and a half years befqre she produces 5

;a marketable commodlty. At present, herd 51ze lS approx—ff;f

ejlmately flfty cows and twenty flve yearllnqs, the maXJmum"

M

‘b -

‘Z.aﬁretalned.ﬂ In 6ther<words, it - takes two years before a L

e,

S132s0

'xﬂthat can be handled w1th hls present land base of 480 acres.ygm

The development of the farm has entarled cons1derable

X

hardShlp because for many years consumptlon had to be kept %y;yA

'"gfto a mlnlmum In thlS reSpect the cash prov1ded by cream

'jand hog productlon mas v1tal.c Desplte hardshlp, JaSOn 1s

’av01d selllng

- ,'. _..4

*shls labour on elther a full—or'part tlme basls. On re—k

 f;fltCthn he w1shes that he had been able to do somethlng

R]

“other than farmlng and thought that 1t was advxsable for"

t-:hls son to choose an alternatlve occupatlon. Nevertheless,

'bhls son does want to enter farmlng._ As a'result;'ln 1073
lfhe rented a quarter sectlon of land for hlS son and lends '

-itheﬁmachlnerv to allow hlm to begln hlS operatlons ’;Fn
o*her words, the process of flss10n, 1n whlch the son- of

. , .

f: a farmer strlves to establlsh an 1ndependent productlve

.

-
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Thp wroce 5 nt f1<q10n has~been common innphefpdst‘

3,

Lalthuugq:the“rebults Have seldom, 51nce 1030 led to thé'

s;dmvelopment of solf—sufflclent productlve unltq . “Orhb

‘o " P

“L}plca]l\, produuers who start farn1ng through a proc ]

_fiséighqf{nd qhat thev lack the resourbeq nocessary to

5stéplisr‘a v1abﬂe productrwe unlt and are Obllgpﬁ.tO 

. ®

Tul_ithu‘" laboun in order to prov1de ‘an adpquate lnCOML.
; y

s

For oxange, Jack Rhome, the son of the larcest oroducer

.iiﬁh. 1rueandenL productlve unlt in the oarly_l ,O{a;-

;wgthg? dpltal he 1ncurred debts to purchase larv-ahd/;j

G

_tu}iivatiﬁ the land-vztn machlnery whlch he borrowe from'

3 o -
o

';f ip xghan {_fo;:labcurxf In_addition,'%beig

y
ot 1)
by
(’ .
oy
4]

mL

perlenced méant that he haq unabler

13
n

'laxxonqtj ct tne fac111tie§ nece%sarv} partlculaplv barns’

ﬁéf )bsan area durlng thu 1940 s, attempt té estab&,“

ahﬁ f¢ncp5, Lo \btalesh a ml@ed farrlng operatlon. From-

SR 3 : : .
vuas. nablo to genelate éhough anmelftdmf

”ﬁd,m“irtqln hls‘llm

eﬂ1joou and consbuutntl‘ Was
/ . : .

o

‘e
~

':Qyéﬁrainod<ho.scwk fhll;timérewploymént'at a ferblllzerly

e

Flant. in fort sa :matc*l o':ah. -
. Qack"continﬂod'th wonk'at~the‘fértili2or«plant for

-
© .4

Jlthirteen wearc \1Luout maklng qny htadu V. towards baccrlng

e . I N

’@.full—pimc-farmer,'_Howeye;, ﬁnen hls Father retl ed“and

u3C Looi Copt”cl OF t'ie‘"(home farm 'ho uaq a 1e’ to fOrego

1

e sale of.h;s»lagoar “omer..fIn thisncase, sucbess was

e . - : -

LLhe resulit, o not Ofrthe‘p: CeSS. gL,EASSlch,_but,rathe§ at

Lo *
R TN

=y

TS '}wv

133, .



..c

' ﬁ because.ra01dly falllng barley prlces 1n 1968)forced h1m

e

- T LA A — . R . ! o - c . ' L . .
. . v VY ) o . . ) . o
hd . - - W - . -

lts failure., Jack was able to roallze his ambition Of~_ ff

becomlng a full—tlme farmer only after 'he had galned

«

control of the 1and and equlpment prev1ously used by hlS
, "

father It may be added that thlS success was shortllved

: »
to seek full tlme employment agaln, thls tlme wlth the

mun1c1ga11ty. If 1t had not been for the rlslng consumptlon
needs of a grow1ng famlly he feels. that -he- would have been>

able tO;“tlghten hlS belt' and thereby av01d selllng hls“

labour._ At present, he has re51gned hlmself to thlS pattern,u

thougn he hopes to ke, able to. farm on a. full tlme ba51s
. ’,/ .

o N

Y, . H e

/ ';,"

'".when hls chlldren leave hone T,J: ’A‘fﬂ'~w—f~~:f‘g-~ﬁ SRR

-;,'d.A further example of the problems created through the.

process of f1551on 1nvolved tnree brothers who were the

thlrd generatlon of a ploneer famlly. On the death of

' thelr father 1n 1960, follow1ng a pattern of ultlmogenlture,

o

the youngest‘son, Ianh"lnherlted the “home farm _whlle the

elder brothers, Bruce and Andrew, lnherlted one quarter : e

sectlon each and a Small amount of machlnery. The. elder

L3

brothers, both of whom wanted to farm, lacked,suff1c1ent

land or nachlnery, and as a result contlnued to sell

thelr labour on a full tlme basls and farm at the same tlme."

-

By they had made no progress towards ach1ev1ng thelr

goals of becomlnq fullﬁtlme farmers Bruce, ln fact had
praotlcally abandoned farmlng, malntalnlng only ‘a small.
herd of cattle and purchaSLng their feed © Andrew had ex—

panded to some extent 1n that he had purchased a further

Lo



o . N A '
'

<uart TnSCLthH for oaqture ‘However, he was farming with:

ingdequate buildings‘and equi t ‘and continuously oper-

ot
‘ E

ating atja lossl‘ At the time, both were ciearly‘awafe“of-

X - ' .

the pOSJlbllltV that their aspirations would never be

'roall' d because’ they\lackbd'the'éapital necessary to
dgvelobHa viable productive. unit. - o . -
-Twn’yeqrs latqr the prospects changed. fnfkated 1land.

Uit resulting from the developmgnt of. acreages 1n the

Carda allowed . Andrew to SQ%I his land and purchase a farm
in the.Achabasca area. The tranéfer allowed him to in- R

.cr5nsb‘{hmjsize of hlS landhnldlngq to th1 e, quarters orf

A megiion rand to- galn accesq to be ter'dualltv soil
-puilﬁiags,"and tances; He still sells ‘his laboux,though

R . ‘ag

Tenly OT: - A Uart time ba51s, but believes that he could

‘jtﬁyéhse-with.thissif_he-wished-  ThishSuécess'dch not,
" of course, support the idea that figsion is a viable means

¢f starting new productive units. In fact, success .occurred.

Tiespite the fragmentation of the family's capital, for o s

_x;;Lé{odgland.anhes“of $40 - 55,000 per'quarter section

in 1973 provided, acc ss to Canltal wblch would not have o

Ta

o leen otherwise available%
o ﬂécaugé‘heiiﬂﬁerited”the‘priqiﬁal farm} ian.fas from“;-"ﬂ>
e outéét able:tc farm on a full-time fasis. Thié has"

v . . ) ’ < : . .

feen paftly'éidéd.by‘the fact,ﬁhat, unllke hlq brothers,,
;he_rgmaidéﬁ unmarfied and ﬁhefefbrefwas'not faced w1th the
roplem 5f mneeting the con§umotlon neeGq of a growing

'Hp“ertnol s, occaSSLOnally he has been obllged

n;
;

aril

H
.
.

- . AN

T
Ui
(1]

ell his labour-on a short-tern hasié_to supplement

LN
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“;1a1m oleowherg,~a neflectlon of lark of’ capltal v".’a . ;/n
: S o

. o

. S i L ! B

1w Farm Jncomc.. He,'Loo,'haq been con51der1nq tamlng

advantago of hlgh land prlcow .and purcha51nq a morg v1ab Kt

>

Yo .

. Ty
The.ptocess_Of develOping.néw Droductive units tﬁroughﬁ

ffssidh hds been common, pspoclally where ‘the r%LWas,more

tnanﬂoné,son. ”However; ‘it, has- been accompanloc bv a con-.
’ ST b " o ! C -
“siderable degre eoe of handqh;o whlch is rofloctoﬂ 1r~réduced

L 2 . e - » N

o

-prﬁﬂnql-consumptién.and ﬁhe adootlon oﬁ a*wor} farm n e

pattern (see. Chapter Six). Theabasic,problem is that the e

g

t L Lo v - . - ’ - T ) : . : . : R ’
cathal»ngcessary to begin production. has anrgased subb
, v e ,

. . .. 0 .- 3
1'1311» sqnce”tﬂe.p;oneer seriod, and fission inevit-

41

ful fLselon de péhds on* the ablllt” of tne oarents farm

[

sl 1nvolveq xtartlrg w1tb llttle or no capltal Sucéeés— . ~f:

- . i - . . o~

. . " ’ ’ . . N N
t-o save a sufti¢ient1y'large portionwof 1ncome'to providé

»
Tw

S of a new’productive”dnit, - The low ingome of = . .

farmsin the area means thit the cnlv Savxngs 3%allable~_.

- L v . 'h.. . . Lo i
ares  usually alreamy }mvestoc in opouuctlonu hOFQLUUUntl},

.

codre isrlittleor no;Surpius avallanle for sons to Stant

s e
b,

oproductive urlits.y ﬂrcover,lpﬁIQSs the own rtho of

anc is ctansfe:red-to the soﬁ,;the“supply of»;redit'
ﬁVjL;ilevtO’himhgé severely 1m1t d. Therefore, ovan if

V) xd-a:uwarcf DO_taﬁe;tPH‘rlSn of investing neavile ain

. . »
I -

o the c:enltfneede‘ to do this.is not readily

Catailablo. CIrnc addition tdjthis} any transfer of.savings .

‘r“‘erm¢né§_t1 ‘viabilitw»of‘the?existind

-
mnac

L Zhe'poln' worth stressing here is =




f enterprlses whlch have lacked the capmtal necessary £or“
the establlshment of v1able farms. 'Ianact, wlth the ex-
ceptlon facllltated by r1S1ng land values, the process of A ‘

flSSlon has not led to the establlskmént of any full tlme T

o
.

farms since 1947 . 'r‘/q e Lo R
. S A L . .

wr ' . . P .o T . ,
o Mawr e ’
2;lisuccession .

| e g P g T ; o
" The. process of succe551on 1nvolges the dlrect transfer

~ of the orlqlnal productlve*unlt.n It ;;Musually the yaungest
son who 1nher1ts the famlly farm, as v the time. the father~:
] .

@ - -

retires the older sons are usually marrled and ‘have elther

- ™ set up-thelr own farms or sought alternatlve occupatlons.>
lhere are two ways 1n whlch thls transfer o%curs. . In the RS

©

fzrst place, the process mav be sxmllar to that of f1551on,

T

'\,1n whlch a son estaﬁilshes, with - the: ‘help. of hls father,uah

. -~ “

[separate productlve un1t untll hls‘father retlres.- Alter—

o

- B ot

natlvely, the son may . seek alternatlve employment or remaln'

ok on the farm as a low-paad hlred labourer dntll hls father [

s .ot «

rétlrcSa_ In- e;ther case, when the parents retlre 1t is’ _m,'
* ol B 13
: common for qhe soh to enter into agreements to ourchase'

'the%farm.A The nece551ty for such agreements stems from

= . . .
. W . . - . v

the fact: that low 1ncone has 1nvar1ably meant that all.w‘

ke - . N
W

;fa- saVLngs have been 1nveste@ 1n the farm’ ahd are - the only’

.source of retlrement 1ncome. R S -

.o I

f:.".,The process of transfer 1s not w1thout dlfflculty.‘ w7

.In fact; there is an 1nev1table confllct'of 1néﬁ&ests‘

¢ C -

f5\\\getween the SOn and nls parents.i Thls is’ partlcularlyftlh

-

apparent when the son rewalns ‘at’ hOme to work on the: farm.

. * - A e . - G
- o om Lo . B P
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;.*LEho natuxe of. the underlying dlfflculty éan be 11}ustrated'

) hy Lhe cnnfllct between the uecond and thlrd generations

or a plmneer famlly Tn thlq caqo, the father,;ﬂqrdon '

ann, was operatlng a tyﬁlcally mlxed farm uDuring the - ) o

E

‘Q9 0'&, two cows were kept f4ar mllklng Cream was sep~”"
. ¢

‘arated and marketed whlle the sklmmgd m11k was. fed to hogs.
One hundred.and flfty to two hundmed hags were marketed
annually and prov1ded the prlmary source of income. In. s
addltloh, flfteen to. twenty beef cattle and one hundred A
and flfty“layang héns pronded supplementafy sources of
lncome, whlle qraln And hay were growu for feed.

s ‘ 3 :
. The son, Watthew, started farmlng with hls father as’ R

¢ i

°. soon as beohad completed grade twelve- and left school.
. ‘ -8 » A
Inothe first years be exmply 1@bo for hls father, res~ '

eelvwng only spendlng money " Thdin tatlon of hls father

was that Matthew would-take ober ipn of the farm at

. « 0

. some unspec1f1ed tlme when he de01ded to retlre.. In the '.; N

°
o

' Ly
meantlne, Gordon planned to. contlnéb the same mlxed farmlng

enterprlse, though allowxng aaslow expan510n in the number
. ’ * - L) - e
"cf, cows .for milking. Ba51caily,ohe saw the enterprlse as,

having.servedghimhdell in hlS llfetlme and belleved thatu

.1t would érOyidé“a secure income until he retlred. S
) g ) : . coe o . . q = .n :

The’desirerfICbréﬁn to malntaln ownershlp, control,

.as well as a ﬁlxed enterprlse,'was percelved by “atthew ~
‘to be at varlance w1th hls own loné term lnterests.,jThe 5
mlxed enxerprlse had* develooed around tne needs of the

father's famlly.,bprever[%Matthew consxuered thls typeﬂof
) : ’ . : e - B PR . > N



a ) s

S

-énterprlse,'espec1ally w1th 1ts rellance on an unstable

attracted by |

;. memtﬂthfough a"

'0

Coof the farm,_MiZt
obtainfcredit'a1d~then

.l;was ﬂet abie to I&rm in a

nlrterests as he percewwed the

;1n the system of ownershlp, was 1ntenA

jWgtne establlshwent of a legal partnersh&p
,control went to each pa1tner. _rhere was a-

Aln gettlnq hls tather to “51gn tne paperS»:nec

. market for hogs, to be an 1nadequate basxs for meetlng hlsAff

futurerneeﬁs.t Instead, he %@nteﬁ tQ start a gﬁlrv, belnq

he stable prlce mglntﬁﬁned by supply manage—-

uota, system. Also, he had observed that

w

the darrles were ‘the. "smartest 1ook1ng outflts 1n the‘

—-

\

'lq1 tLlCt anﬁ ¢hat chlldren attendlng schoel from such

N~Eam111cs always lo_ked more prosperouo than other cblldren.

4 ES

Because hls ﬁather malntalned oWnershlp and control
/

/ N M - T
Rew, lacklng collateral was unable to'

By

apltal necessary for expanslon " He
2.

n

~ay commensur&te w1th futur

,‘x 3

' and had no prospects of

7; B S

belng able to do\¢h13 mntll owne shlp was passed on to hlm

N ';

‘1n hls father s- w1ll. The confllct bf lnterests, based

ified when the son

marrled and hlS conshmotlonaneeds began\to rlse.ﬁ It reached
=, \

K}lts yeak in 1965 when Matthew threatened tbrleaVe farmlng

\

\

ARY

- 'campletel§ unless he was: allowed Uo develop aA;EEC1allzed

,fcaxrvvoperatlon 'ths p0551b111ty, in conjunctlon w1th

v

"the supoort of the agrlcultural agent for the area,.a

o
k’b

- familx Irlend onv1rcedwthe father to fac1lltate conver51on

\ ~ P S

of . tqe enterprLse to a. calrv Tbe means of d01ng thrs .was.

-

'.whlch 50% of

. L=

ralslng a loan, durlnc khlch tvme e\pan51on was

[ 3 Lot

RS

1390
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ki - // ’ . . o Py ‘ ‘ \) - v
€ 111/ Ln' waq done cre dlt became avallab&e to _ <
s 5 - B
g . LE LI
(35LHLV allowmwo hlm:ﬂé flnance the expan51on he con31dered ER
- i H

R T

Ginsirabdes o f 19/%/4/ hau urchasad his father s share ' AR

,@n‘bhélpusiness, and thus obtalged ownersh1p<qf everythlng

B T I SR : . s "
Cexgepd the land.-, PR T s e "fﬂ,'"]'. o
o v : L X o - ) ‘_u s R} : ’
‘.”Ao “ventual re solutlon ﬂf thl ponfllct 1n “atthew =
' : *. L . '
favopl»aflomcu blm to dev lop tho larqost dalry-an the aréa.“
L . . ; N : \ . g: .
St . - PR Lo
sl Ldvsts bllgﬁ nt Qf mlll was made 1n YGGQ from twentv- ; _
. - : e T . “ . Sl v_\r'i_4
A RLIC ébwgfwﬁxch “ore ﬂllkeu bv. and.' Slnce thew-a new barn,
Lo : . . . . A y ’ "
vl rank, pijéé’énd'aniautomatﬂc mllk%ng macﬁlnn have made T
g S to expand orodugtyén to 30 cous. ,q“ec1al1zat1on -
. IR ) ’ 4 Towe . . oo
reachied the pod iw“ﬁrw the - 32 O acrec us ad “for pastureL
L = o " . o, ' " : : ] - ’ o ‘,\) . r;
L Aang gralnoare "o Long er enough for belf Suf‘lClencv.Ln ’
Jonseguently, because He lacks the tlme to opeza*e
C e o e : S
Eoa landr.uatthcu ias become deoendpnt on: otner onducers oL
la t@ﬂsugplv Hlm,Wlth ha3 ' The"outhme is that
2 uhit‘is oRo of thé[feW'that,prdfﬁ
income to’su gort a flﬂlll Wi théutfeithep_
. L . y - - e . ) '
: *d\lnq,* [soll their laHour elseWHLrg,' - S
. e . - a8 e
;iis‘bdgx the Ht%uLtJrally7b“ dfconflictﬁoﬁ intetest

c .

q;**Wp solyed’ﬁhccéséfuin; mHe %on

- RN

A wvu‘rn farm and his_ﬁyrents.di~ ach @

L in_tub ,rot11*mtnt. Othér"QXamples;Qf'sons:workipqv
it thelr iatthSHreweal-fhe same- conf llCtS, though ‘the S

o . . .. 3 .
. : 2. B

. AL L ) S ) L . -
Jdosolutlon 1sinot alwayg;as satlstactory. Eor ;gstance; :
i : N T ’ . - N IR . L T
dﬁb:h&r‘f"oumcﬂr‘uorkjnw in CGODéTJt;CP “1kﬂ hisqfathérT '>[\~.',Q_
. o RN . X A . B i ) B

N . . L . . . . :
Lo Dol Las-regﬁ unable to develop

.

I
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P

; | } S N
f“th.a‘t he consldors de'arabl bocause he lacks the capltal B¢

o

- Consequently, expan51on has occurred slowly and representS‘

an exten51on of hlS father s mlxed farmlng enterprlse _'

.. 'ce

whlch relaes marnly on hog productybn for a cash 1ncome

u . [

vAt thlS p01nt he feels that he wlll be unable to expand

VAL e e

"productlon unless he bullds neW'barns and 1nstalls equ1p~7”

o

iment whlch w1ll allow hlm to manage a greater nunber of}fdﬁ

d;hogs. To do thls w1ll requrre con51derable 1nvestment of

_‘ G_‘

{?_capltal whlch he 1s unable to obtaln.~‘ \,:_.Jj_ ;f”je:3i{ R
e e ...’; ,- - 5. - j R o - ,rf A) x = ~-u_ ) ,“ v
In thlS system of prlvate ownershlp of the means of,f'_'%',f
ﬁgoroductlon by lnd1v1dual operators confllct of lntefests ”iﬁ”??ﬂi*f
M i R S S

fls endemlc to the process of transfer., Parents haY_jﬁwner—

s s

Thkshlp and controﬁ of the productlve unlt and,oprovrdlng

'fﬁ‘tnelr own 1ndebtedness 1s not problematic, have control

',oner the access to avallable credit.e SOns, on the contrary,
s . O o L A
'.lack the collateral necessary fer credlt and are therefore:i~

- dependent on thelr parents fox the capltal necessary for

Y g

»};mechanlzatlon and expanSLOn.L3§

Tradltlonally, the mode of 1nher1tance 1nvof;es the st

transfer of control ofothe proﬁuctlve unlt to the §oungest'

'7son when the father declﬁes or lS obllged to retlre.f Be;"

5 v B e

itcause the only savings are 11kely to beathose embodled 1n'”
. ; , , _ ;

‘Jthe productlve unlt ltwlS not surgrmsﬁﬁg that there lS a

o ~1,,, . - N

' reluctance to 1néu'=‘ebts and jeoparadlze the basrs for
‘. ) 8\ R e % ‘

,some secuilty in’ old age. Consequently, parents tend to

. , 3 i

u,expect younger sons ‘to- rena1n~on the farm as labourers wath

,-‘ ~

"the goal of eventual ownérshlp, or to eﬁtourage sons to‘

87 i L e



,.\\c=opvdn altcrnatlve source of 1ncdme umtll they arP
’ LF@QLM Lo rotlrnJo Sons, howéver, éqpecxally when they narry
ﬁnﬁiéx;eriehéj’rlsing cons;motlbn neeﬁs, are 1naa dl‘forcnt;
)vy6éf£ibﬁug$eaus= thelr 1nter sts lle 1n éeveloplhg a pro—f‘
N : E 2B :
-diﬁugtikbfunlt hhlch has some chances of meetlnc thelr futurc
9;&‘il ThL) lagm o“nershlp and therefozé the Lasxs of -
RE ’.anq aruathus‘lﬁda p051tlon oL cependence ‘on: - tﬁél;
modernlhatloh.' Lni‘sé;
.1” xpan31on of the means |
» ho‘qucc edlng genéfatlon are jeoparadl?ed
; ;iﬁi.; tructure of owntrsnlﬁvunde;lles the :néw

at asplrlng*tarms Have in r131pa tﬂe capltal

Or creitlng new enterprlscs or Podernlglng, :
, . R '
'ﬁ ln e 1stence.,f;jvf »f.A:;fﬂh.f‘-‘?~ B T
S, . . : T B L .

crally .Induced Changés in théfoféénizétiﬁh'of.fff
10h - e T ] T T "-‘—‘

; o °
&

ondént Lomn odity pzouuberc are. contlnuouslv uon—¢
ST

R tf“xnog:tiﬁh cdst—price préssure whlch e"anate frow tﬁekr
S“fﬁtixxal 1t10p in capltall t society.. To pe rmlt re

o -

yﬁocuw*von of . the means ot prouuctlon 1t is- necesqarv to‘

. . - ‘. .-

-hghc:chaﬁq -4n tdu organlzatlon of wnoductlon to compen—~,‘e

'sﬁté or ﬂJebu pressurus.- Tn pdrtl ular,»reproductlon of

the inu pen Lnt commodlty form of: relatlonshlo requlre<

" continuous o ngbs in tdL technologv of preductlon..'ThiS

.

necessity: shapes th trapsLOrmatlon of th ural “vrlg.;bé\t

. ; o
B :)\ : ,i! . - N Te s M ,. ‘ : E - T . - :
L . . . . :° Lo Vs o ST . 4 L L >




”Eﬂcasual or permanent hlred labour.: Accordlng to older ;bg;hf
'-3farmers,Athe practlcerh hlrlng labonr was common untll |
the: 1940.5; | '
‘;durlng the w1nter and”
7gthe summer.# The use of
ffatﬂa rate that otherw1se wohi
“fthe llmlted labour-lnten51ve technology that was avallable.
’ane prlmary sources of thls labour were small farmers and
;hnew arrlvals 1n tne dlstrlct who were attemptlngyyo ralse

”fthe capltal to get started,; the sons of farmers,'and

"tran51ent workers who worked on‘a
”’~ly on famlly labour[i The only farms that do emg%by labour

~all. of whlch have developed 51nce the mld l960's.~ They

‘;tend to employ 'boys who ‘are Stlll ét school to help w1th

' oommodltles such as graln, hoqs-or,cattle maheﬁno;use:of

In the area under study a tradltlonally 51gn1f1cant

means of 1ncrea51ng output has been through the use of

i

all phases of farm act1v1ty durlng
f'red labour fac111tated expan51on

d not have been possxble*glven

v s

& m“, :

e

Jcasual or full tlme basls.

) i

Slnce the 1940 s the use Q@Qhkted labour has practlcahly
\.'\\ :

‘ldlsappeareo and even the largest flrms rely almost exclusl e—f

on anythlﬁg approachlng a regular ba51s are the dalrles,

the mllklng for two or three hours oer day., An exceptlon,f’f

-

follow1ng a recent etpansxon from thlrty flve ‘to flfty cows,
LS

‘18 the largest dalry 1n Rossan whlgh started hlrlng a fullv

ks !

:_tlme labourer in 1974 ' Producers spec1allzlng in other

2

*:?hxreé.labour at all.’ ,5;'} T

-

Vas used for clearlng the land nﬁe“‘ﬂ“v




o

v . e e e RARE . S e e e P . ’\“__‘

SRV 'TL‘H( M:mtm _ nmounr of i“l'ifu'c. 1ahnur emplnvoc‘ do 3 not

o

'Llcet lack of dnmand on thp part of proéucers." In fact ‘~f4‘.

4

all the full*tlme farmers anﬂ the nanorlty of thos° asplrlnq ]7

o

”?to be full tlme farmers express ‘ar d951re for skllleu and

”@i.rellable labour, espQCLally on ; Casual ba51s.- mhey uee

'

~,ﬂe\tra l%bour as’ a meap 'of rpduc1ng the hours thcy work

1

'3and of_facxlltatlnq a fuller use of thelr equ1pment.,

*;_labour on a Eull tlme ba51s.'

‘otner words,:there lS both a'demand for labour

e

ﬁa“cox 1dorable ehtent on, thc waggs and condltlons of f' o

[ Ll

 ‘It 1ﬂf€he lnablllty of farm p:q;gf'

fwbrk' “at gan b; offered.

luc0rs to Lomptt V_ff ctlvelv }n a grow1ﬁq urban lahour;

 +@rkLt (Jartlcularly 1n Fort maskatcucuan) that uwderllev

n:leLtht¢O 1950 s, Fort Saskatchewan waq orlﬁfrllyf

',LkClr lnablllty'to hire . labour.-f-vf

ed

LR
B .l

a Sérﬁic*'céﬂ*er_For a rural hlnterlana whlch 1nclu

'RQSSSh;'A 1951 “cr lnstance, 75% of nll occuoatz./@n~

R

lfwerf;rclateq to tne s;rv1ce 1n ustnv~ the onlv 51gn1flcant

:iGXCeptLon“geing tb prov191onal gaol ( E@ on;on lq53 54)-



’:Lack of qrowth 1n the three decades prlor to 1931 1s in- -

e ~°-

“tdlcated by a v1rtually statlc populatlon._ In face therew [

‘]Qawas a: Sllght decllne durlngqthe Depre5510n of the 1930'

(see T able 22) A AP DU S I PR
- L .

i

”r*Parts of - Strathcona 83 Were annexed S
to Fort Saskatchewan ’5”;3““5._“-u~f

Source‘ ,Domlnlon Bureau of qtatlstlcs,
: : »'1961 Census of Canada Popula-‘
. tlon Hlstorlcal 1901 - 19€1,
o :Catalogue 92-539, Vol N
LT e e Partr 1, Table 6. Statlstlcs
ST -;:'Canada, 1971 Census of Canada,,
S o ‘,‘lf_Populatlon, Census Lracts, '
S P’QV*Catalogue 92=-710; Vol
o -‘-_'Part 1, Table 13 <

| .
Ry

nf“.‘Table 22 1nd1cates a dcubllng of the populatlon between

1951 and 1956 and a contlnuous growth 1n subseauent vearsjiw

n:Thls growth has been fa0111tated by theqmovement of 1nduStry~,*->”

'1nto ‘the. area. The flrst 1ndustry to move 1nto the area
L

- was Sherrlt Gordon in 1952 _whlch estaLllshed a plant pro—

'awduc1ng nickel concentrate, and ammonlur sulphatc fertlllzer' o

’f_Qs,a¢by7product.‘ Attractlng thls develoﬂb@nt was the»_




‘ X v ‘ . ) .. “ . . . . .. -‘ . ’U v ; :.\‘ ‘ .‘ - l4 L m
G o : Do . . o l
. - L - B ; | . . - W " ' : l ‘ . vaw‘ : %F o 'x\\wﬂw"' -
.ava%lablllty of natural gas l he locality, the ba51sﬂof‘
e’ . N iﬁ . :
‘a lnw COQt supply of. ammonla, ar. abundant wator supply

/

‘-krall conne\"lons,vthe prox1mlty to Idmonton and a ready

supply 1abgur, Subsequently, Inland Chemlcals Canada,"

Ltu., Dow Chemlcal and the Peace Plver'ﬂlaSS’Cdmpany moved.-

1nto the area (see Ream51257; demonton 1953 54 ,rdmothn;

.

”He sxoniflcance of these developments for hossan was

.

that tney offered an alternatlve source of employment to

L

‘snall farmers ano the 8GN S of farmers‘- In the pre~war

perlod small farmers and*the SOns of farmerq,sold tHelr
lakour Lo other falmeeron a casual ba51s and as mentloned

: : N R i -
grbylously,_they also sought to supplement thLlr 1ncome hv ‘.

Boe 1n9 seasonal uork ln rallroau, brloqe, road construttlon,

5etc”\ Xlth the 1naustr1al development of Fort Qaskatchewan‘ﬁw.'“i"

lt_geC%P p0551b1e to obtaln full tlme ewployment Wlthln

f:lour to fourteen lees Lrom thelr farm.F-Woreover, ‘because
- 4,‘,",‘,; : ) i" -
llttle fravelllng tlme was 1nVleed became bossiﬁle to

'-\ l"'

:sell thelr la our on a uermanent ba51s ac uell as worklng

tﬂell farms. A conseouence of tHls poq51lllltv'1s a o

current 51tuatlon 1n whlch apnroxlmattly 50° of census

:afmers in tneutbwnsh}g sell thelr lauour on a full tlme
armerE AT Lo

“wbasis. »
Tne developrent of ah_urban labour market in the post-

. . .
- war years has a‘corbed the ‘labour tnat was OWCe avallaule_;

to proeucers in_ the area.' Aﬁs}ortage of labour has uevelop-

'eti Decaus'> -twe 1rn,ome of hroduCers ln \css:m anda Qg

ia R . < -



\ - B .
. \

. . , L , L
surroundlng area is too low to allow effectlve competltlon

1n the urban labour market. When farmers were asked what‘
,they con51dered the,returns on thelr labour to be they 1ne

varlably replled that they had never bothered calculatlng

B

fit. In thls respect 1t may" be noted- that thlS character—'

1st1c seems to be common to the mass of Pralrle and

Canadlan farmers (Warnock 1971 121) Also when producers

4’

‘ 'were pressed tq estlmate the returns for thelr labour, the.f"

flgures seldom exceeded 50 60¢ per hour.f It 1s not
, surprlslng to flnd that farmers cannot offer wages that’

.

would attract skllled farm labour.

‘o

Thls problem i's further 1llustrated by the attltudes
vof farmers who are selllng tnelr labour on a full tlme
bas;s Whlle wantlng to 1ncrease thelr 1ncome,:they would
- not sell thelr labour to other farmers because of the low
- weges offered long hours worked whlch 1nclude weekends,
n,and uncertalnty of employment._ ‘They con51der that 1f they
were to work under those condltlons they might just as well
work for themselves. In- the past it was p0551ble to employ
labour under these[condltlons, paylng, for 1nstance, two
dollars for ten hours of stooklng, because of .the’ hlgh un-
empjoyment during the Depress1 and the reduced.yages-ln
other sectors  For example,_farmers’fortunate enough“to

- . . -
be *hrred on: road constructlon crew .in'the 1930's were
earnlng twenty—flve cents~per'hour.' Under post—war con-

dltlons of relatlvely high employment farm producers in

the area have not been’ able to compensate for cost-price ..

147,



.

camount of land used in-the productive process. Chanaes.

tconditions of cost-pricde pressure,

N

saures by employina

1

would

.

extra-lacour.

loreover, -bafors it

e possible to hire lalbour it would Le nécessary to

raisa productivipy‘to'the'point.whereccompetitive wégqs

could be offered.
e B " )
. ot : AY

Land .

Mnpther tfaditional}y importaﬁ} means adonted Ly

® B . - -
farmers of raising output has. been through changing the

in

tne input of land d& not occur in isolation from other

cianges in the organization of production.  In fact, under

K3 . "

‘land -exvansion nust ke

acconpanied by changes in the productivity of labogr.'

Llorsover, private ownersaip of land

< ) L \' . .
underlies a series of

_Jifficulties associated with this means c¢f expansion.

It was -noted earlier

i attern estal lished

% e
I

tivd area in tha 1890's

ACY througia pre-emption

sectlerg leaving the 41

1

-

ajority of farms
section (1ol agres) by the

‘census data +hich shows

Iy the

that settlement followed the’

3 a’ :
homestead acts.

Fioreers enter-—

rapidly extended their holding

or the purchase cf Canadian.

trict.

193

=]

'S- '.‘

that* 63% o

e

styAtoacona and Clover Bar districts

land, Hudscen bay land, or land arandoned by
. -

Accordina to clder inhabitants

cf the district, the

in.the area were no more than a quarter

®

This 1is supprorted hy

all farms in the

vere less thnan, 200,



R " ‘ L, “ ._" ‘ - | A‘ } . '_v . ~ ‘ R ' “‘1;419.

. acres*' while'a further 28% werc betWeen,znl and’479 acres

o

(see Table 23) Data from the 1971 census 1ndlcates that
the ba51c pattern of land holdlngs has changed only slowly

‘ffor 58% of all farms in Strathcona 20 are 239 ‘acres or less

‘(see 1able 24) . o D e ‘ //

’There has been a slow lncrease in farm size but, sigf
. 'Q "
nlflcantly, the dtgree of concentratlon 1s far less than

/Lthat for Alberta and the Pralrles as’ a: whole., ThlS 1s

Jlllustrated 1n Tables -23 and 24.

t-

- From Table 23 1t can be seen- that in Strathcona area .
: N M. - ) ’ . . [N -
'there'were over twenty percent more farms in the l - 200

acre category than ln Alberta and the %ralrles as a mhole.
1

"In the categorles representlng larger farms 1t can be seen : :\.

‘that the opp051te is true : the percentaqe of large farms

1n the Strathcona and Clover Bar dlStrlCtS 1s relatlvely

.

s

;Changes in census subd1v151ons complicate comparlson. How-
ever, the ‘Strathcona and Clover Bar subdivisions of the
1941 census approximate the Strathcona 20 subdivisions” of:
the 1971 census. Any discrepancy between: these-divisions
over time does not adversely effect comparlson in the

'present context ‘as the character of farn1ng 1s the sare..

Census claSSLflcatlon of“farm size varies and dcoes not ‘
wcorrespond to the units adopted in the survey system. The
categories adopted in the text are those under which farms
‘'of quarter, half, three quarter, etc. sections would be
classified. This seems justified because the normal
practice in the area of study was tdhincrease farm- size
‘by quarter sectlon units. :

v



»

. ' L ‘ . “Q! ' ‘
TABLF 23 .

‘ Census Fafms Classified Ex Sﬂze:' 1941 oo

.

Farm Size, Acres 1-200 * 201-479 v 480-639. 740 & over

Alberta  ~ 42.4 30.5 0.3, 16.8, - -
‘Strathcona and . ~ 63

 Farm Sizé, Acres 1-200  201-479 .- 480-639 640 & over

W

Prairies 38,7 32,10 . 12,1 .. 17/

27.6. 7 5.7 ' 3.8

y T

Clover Bar - -

|
-

'y

Source: DQminioh Bureau of Statistics. Eiéhth Census ' of -

Canada, 1941, Vol. 8, Agriculture, Part |1
: : S e v < | Co

° .« . "~ TABLE 24’

S _ - SN L
- Census  Farms Classifie€d by si{ze: 1971

Prairies .. 17 - 25.3° . 14.5 . 43.2°
Alberta . < - -21.3 . 27.4 | |

s

Farm Size, Acres ~ 1-239  240-399 '400-559. 560 & over

" strathcoma- 20 ¢ - 58 S 19.5  i T10.2 “'1 12.4

N

g

" Source: Statistics Canada, 1971 €ensus of Cahada,‘Catﬁlbgge

16-708, 96-704, 96-710, Vol. 4, Part 3, Table.31

-

"
’
L
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]
- &y
¥
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‘,fsmall in comparlaon to the fiqdres for Alberta and the

:.;“

Pralrxes. Thoudh the categorqes €or- 1971 in Table 24 are:‘f ",;,

‘not directly comparable, the figures can Stlll ‘be seen to”"

1nd1cate the perslstence of thlS dmfference.

The relatlvely slow expanslon of farm sxze in the area . S

in comparlson Qo Alberta and the Pralrles as a whole 15 ‘?

. . v

related to the pecullarltles of 1OCal cond1t1one. . The

"

dlfﬁerence up untll the 1940 s probably reflects the fact‘ “

T v

*that muoh of- the land was heav;ly wooded aqﬂ haq tb be
cleared by hand. In faot, producers enﬁerlng productlon K anla
in- the 1930 s began w1th as’ 11ttle as tWenty to thlrty

acres of tleared land Of partlcular 1mportance 1n sub— w’“,".=§

- ‘sequent years, 1t 1s suggested, 1s the close EIOXLMIty of :

o area ‘of - study in the last decade.'w"*‘ o S 7»‘j A4<-fﬂ

an urban labour market and, more receptly, a growrng demand

for adreages. Moreqver, the latter condltlons have come

‘T to control the possxb;lxty of land expansxén w1thxn the

ve . »

. N\
.yt - A K N

“ A ba51c polnt to recognlze is that 1ndependent con—

'B-A .

modlty productlon 1s based on ownersblp of the means of

".

proouctlon by the producer.;-Consequentl*" the settlewent

of land was also the allocatlon of land held bv the sta }”\

to tne prlvate ownersnlp of 1nd1v1dual producers.

RS I

fore, once free Tand was allenated, the etpanslon
i

hololngs reculrec that some produCere abandon product;oA R

in order to wake thelr land.avaliaole for purchaSe

Untll the lQAO s it lS apparent tnat there %ere\fgw

'alternatlves avallable to producers who may'nave w1she§p§o}
. : #

oAk




'0 . . isa.

----- . i .“ ]
abandon farming.A In a s}tuatlon of hiqh urban unempioyment

and low farm prices, the pattern of mixed Earming, qupple-

. .

wmented,oprroductimn in the garden and off- farm work when

‘;frbis waS“available, prov1ded a. basxs for,malntalnlng live—

u

lihood. ' “There was, 1n¢pther words, aﬁhlgh degree of se1f~

. suff1c1éncy. Oonsequently, the qpportunlty for land expan—
C‘ﬁ '

; s1on was limlted because producers stayed on thelr farms.-
. . o, ¢ - .
‘rat@er than "seek.hnempk@yment“ in urban areas. §°-“ : .,‘ ‘

: vFrom a pre-war pattern of’ casual work and a high degreeL S

4

of self-sufﬁac1ency, farmxng has become more specmalized

t

and a pattern of full t1me "work and farmlng has developed.

I -

The fdll tlme work farm pattern, as was nentlone& earller,

was. fa0111tated by lndnstrlal development in Fort Sas-
s ®

. xatchewan and Edmonton. 'In other words, producers whose -

-

-

farn income was 1nsu€f16¢ent for thelr .needs were able to

s 25
~supplement tnelr 1ncome by selling. thelr labour on a;-f‘rfull«.~ Tl

tlme ba51s. Thus;/thelr land did not become avallable to

“ ) , ' R : . "

‘.-
otner producers. : ' o . T .
’ . . B v,m_‘ o> . T e )
Thls 51tuatlon ‘is w1dely recognlzed by farﬂers 1n the .
: ’ “ . . e
area°who wish to expand thelr-operatiovaﬁ Confllctlng ' '

-

cw - l e .
?[ﬂ 1nterests over land rooted 1n the. system of prlvate 0wner—
_ﬁt‘;\\ . . N

;;93 afe reflected in frequent expre551ons of"’ dlsdaln by

ﬁhll tlmé farmers for thelr part—tlme nelghbours who are

seen as ‘not - reall) farmlnc. The more successful producers
v o

ewpress the bellef that thelr oart tlme nelghbours should
move off the.’ lanc :and make 1t avallable “to larger ancé more

: successfuI enterprlses. In~ other wordp farmers wlshlng»to

~r
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1ncrease thelr oﬁtput throuqh land expan51on have,,as a - _} .
W ‘

‘. result oﬁ«the prlvate ownershlp of land, a structurally

e v: > © S 8
- BN

. -
determlned 1nterest 1n other producers abandonment Qﬁ\:“?‘

5 - .:. . CR Loes e \;A —

farmlng._..-' R . S S . w

N - . s ’-,.'

:Slnce the mld 1960 s the 51tuat10n has become more

s

conpllcated as there has been a, growrng demand for re51den—

-

- e -~

-'tral land.; One consequence of thls 1s “an 1n{latlonarv

i i
- - T,

tressure on land prlces._ In the late 1940 s and early 1960 s "_V

.%*1t was pos51ble to purchase one querter sectlon of land for

approxlmately $3 000. By the m1o—l960 s producers were

o = ? :

Stlll purch351ng land for farmln%, though the prlce of ‘even:

s

"poor quallty lané had rlsen o over SZOVOOO per quarter g{

.

Tg'sectlo‘ j Slnce then the prlce has rlsen to over $40 000 Jei
pen quarter sectlon.'-»“;nii '{*ru':i f* ) P _?)’ﬂv'

One effect of 1nflated land prlCES is. that part tlme‘; g

& -,

and ex farmers have started to,retaln thelr lano(FOr seec—‘

/

' ﬁ'ulatlve purgoses.i'As a result producers whq/have been
s -

Aln the practiée of rentlng land cannot be sure that 1t w1ll

. e
.

not be wlthdrawn from productlon.viderbat 1s, farmers can-

It
[

not plan tnel ,productlve act1v1t1es on the ba51s of 1ts
L ) % BT ’ T e
'wa'contlnulng‘avallablllty A‘more 1mportant effect, however,

- - . . . PR - T

* oy :

The hlgh lanc prlces do’ not seem to have unduly affected

the rental vailue of farm land In fact, the*common: pract1Ce.
was’ £o ‘obtain: landeon a share cropolng basisin- whlch one _
third of the crop value was paid-to .the. landowner.v-In . '
cases where rental agreements were in operatlon in 1973’,
Athe best land swas - rented Ebr ‘pine dollars per acre.- R ;'z

O SRR

\:- ) »;f{jf7'z.;”: k : B v”iévyézf"l

3 T ol R . e ' o . B - _‘_> : -



lS that a 51tuatlon has developed 1n whlch the prlce of

‘flland 1s too hlghhto—alkm»4k&wmr§‘to purchase=’t and operate .

2%

created a. 51tuatlon in wh1 ;4r(dg~letely wlth—-”

drawn from productlon. The p01nt has been reached where;;‘h

v

producers belleve that farmlng has no future 1n the area, '

'”}4_ and that 1f they wlsh to contlnue farmlng they wlll have{hh“

- v “l’ _‘q

Sy
to move to another area where 1and 1s less expens1ve.~

The least productlve farm land that whlch ‘is wooded

and p&lly, pas been 1n greatest demand for résrdences
e

Desplte xts poor quallty,/the land was Stlll valuable as’

. co
/
B /
L

a source of hay and pastu‘e.ﬁ leen the developlng spec1al—~‘

P

kA

1zatlon in llvestock pro uctlon, the w1thdrawl of thls land

1s creatlng a grOW1ng shbrtage of land for summer pasture.

Thls shortage has force. producers to*move further and

A 2

"—44(f§3~ Fragmentatlon of'holdlngs may Create con51derable
dlfflcultles for produ’ers.” Thls cah be 1llustrated by

K

l a quarter sectlon of &and‘flfteen mlles from the maln farm.

-

At the trme of?purchase approxlmately twenty-flve acres

K ~

were cleared whlle the rest was heav1ly wooded and marked

» -0

bv three large sloughs.. The land was marglnal w1th a soll

ratlng of four, or- poor to falr arable (Alberta 1963) ln ‘e

~ FIRS

-_the course of a 51ngle summer erghty ﬁb'nlnety aCIES were

cleared brlnglng the total avallable for*cultlvatlon to

-‘j l S 41"-

R

lt profltably Consequently, f nd'usefhas:::‘“‘

.t



altalfa, and broam, whlle twenty acres were uSed for wheat

PR

.. . 1ss5.-

) -‘-'-,ap"proximately”'°

approxlmately 110 acres. tFrom-¥370'to”l§a
seventy acres were used for hay, a mlxture ofﬁtlmothy.

\

and the rest for pasture. :
Over the three-year perlod the dxary farmer was never
{ -
In the ﬁlrst

a low

o

able to perform fleld operatlons adequately.
The

year a fallure to apply fertlllzer contrlbuted to

yleld of approxlmately ten bushels per acre or less.

fcllowlng year he dld not apply herb101des, Wlth the result e

that he had a hlgh yleld of w1ld oats but another low yleld
\ -,

In thevthlrd year, the crop was not haﬂvested
n the paSture had contln—

of wheat.n
at all because the co‘swhe k/pt

[

v

contlnuous dlfflculty 1n lookxng after the llvestock he
T ~w.ﬁgz?gﬂsg~»'“'

Y ,, z o

kept ln the pasture. _ »
roducer s v1ewp01nt the dlstance of the

o From the
addltlonal la d- from the maln farm,was the cause of the
Mov1ng equlpment between ;gl,

dlfflcultles e. experlenced
I
the two locat ons consumed a con51derable amount of tlme,

3

in addltlon, the<sltuatlon was compllcated by 1ocal
hweatherf On several occas51ons,‘for example,,7-
N et IE

RN
o

and
varlatlons 1

SR



he would move eQUlpment from the maln farm on the basxs of» ftf,“'s
condltlons there, only to arrxye at’ the new land and flnd Jd“t
i. that the wheatJor hay was too damp to cut, comblne,uor
bale, etc.“ Becanse of the tﬂme taken to move equlpment,:’
xt-was often left on the new land at a tlme when 1t could ff'

P

have been used more effectlvely elsewhere. Hls resolutlonQW7

. v .
[ e -

3 to these problems was the sale of the land and a reluctantj'vf
dec151on to become dependent on other producers as a riiﬁ ‘
séurce of feed ;';r;f’fff: L | - e
VV5a~;~{_ It has to be recognlzed that the dlfflcultles.assoc—If:ﬂji;.;V
:wﬁg‘iated thh fragméhtatlon of land holdlngs are notyexpllcable SR
."51mply ln terms of dlstance.c In the example mentloned,
dlstance was crltlcal because of the'heavy exlstlng demands»_';;d
ofathe orlglnal operatlon.‘ The producer bellevéd"that 1f
fof the Land had been closer to hls exlstlng holdlngs he WOuld

‘f have been able to farm 1t suCcessfully At the tlme of

purc ase such_land was not avallable to hlm at a prlce that

i:he could afford. _:j'f. *f7fff<5;"ftfifﬂ»“"iﬂ€jfzg‘f;

Fragmentatlon and 1ts attendant dlfflcultles are ex- p,f;cffék

'rplpermenced by many farmers.5 The problem ls exacerbated by

the wlthdrawl of land from productlon for acreages., Some ﬂ_ﬁ-ﬁi,

‘speC1allzatlon.w For example,.lnstead of‘attemptlng to be/“’v'

self suf£1c1ent 1n the produCtlon of Eeedﬁ llvestock and
= ® RTINS
"mllk producers have started to purcgase 1t from other pro-'},a4_“;

ducers.v Another alternat1Ve that 1s conSLdered by farmers

uﬁ,xs the sale of thelr land at 1nflated pr1Ces@?nd the purchase

- . T e



?t 1s sold or rented ,kleen the

N;ﬁzfprodubers abandon farmlng.; Cost—prlce condltlons whlch

»jeﬁforceiﬁroducers to expand are the same condltaons-that mQﬁfﬁ~

;;;;may ﬁac1lltate hlgher output but.unless costs are contln—,ffjﬁ”

7:uously reduced to compensate for thls pressure,,operatlng

f@imarglns w ‘1 contlnue to d801ln67 In other words, a p01nt

V flS reached- ien the product1v1ty of labour must be an-“

?;ﬂcreased 1fw nComes are to rlse. Land expan51on may lmprove

tJ!fﬁProductLVLty to some extent lf natural fertlllty of the'if_"”"

A

"ff-newly acqulred land~1s hlgher than land.already under 'j;ufﬁu

R
.
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x}productlon or LE there is over«capaclty 1n equlpment.'gﬁow—f;ffﬁﬁh‘

' ﬁ7ever, the galns from thls source Wlll eventually be exh'ﬁ:?i?f"

.\

’z Farmlng 1n the settlement gerlod was labour-xntensxve gﬂ Iffnf
e oo

: ﬂ,{although mechanlzatlon Ln agrlculture had been underway

J7y830 s-40 s.; The major source of power was thef:d

’Tﬂhorse, but 1n{1nstances where farmers lacked the funds toggg;:
"2purcha§e one they used oxen.i COnse;uently, all fleld | )
pperatlons-—ploughlng; harrowlng, seedlng, swathlng, f':a'“

_Lndlng, stocklng, haullng*—were done w1th horse—drawnr"
1mplements.w It was only ln threshlng that an alternatxve}" ’

source of power,‘steam,‘was Ain’ use, though there were 1n—];”

:fstances of settlers us&ng a“cradle and flall. In other

:qlwas car ed out‘byghand Bulldlnqs were rudlmentary,.con—rfb

"¢51st1ng of materlals that could be secured locallylfrom-iml N

’fythe env1ronment.‘ qu 1nstance, dugout shacks consxsted jf?ﬁ{yj7 e

T E e

w;fiof a p1t three to four ﬁeet in. depth w1th walls of sod

£ two to three feet hlghl Beams placed over the walls were d“

';fcovered ln hay and topped by a layer of sod.:30ther sod

.; R
'.

vs~fﬁroof shacks were bUllt of WOod and chlnked Wlth mud.g Fuel'

7ff0r heatlnq and cooklng was wood whlch,_llke the bulldlngf;
nsif”materlal,_had to be cut by hand axe and hauled by horse

7or»QXen~'ff’]f};;:f?-'y'“”JhJ?%RiJ
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4 | ﬂ‘”fav*ri_ﬁj(5'5?"““fﬁfr | S
The llmlted technology avallable ln the homestead period

= gFor 1nstance, a famlly arr1v1ng from Dresden, Ontarlo} xn

;Vfd1893 had among th-f §osse551on5°' two mares and a. stalllonvﬁrfyc
K R “ e
9]neck yokes, reae,fﬁjfor wagons or slelghs, plow and harrow,

Jiand axe‘handles (Ardrossan 1972 165) Also 1ncluded were

o R N b
>

.ad Cow, sheep, hens and rooster, as well as housphold nec—vefjf'

'f e551t1es. Another homesteader arr1v1ng 1n the area.;n

h1918, who had prevxously‘been farmlng on poor 5011 near

u"_hLeduc, brought horses and horse—drawn 1mplements whlch 1n—5‘“2"ﬁi

-f cluded a slelgh blnder,.pIOugh, harrow, seed drlll'and'

ﬁs;dlsks.‘“'“ff*ff,f].‘1 "f;~7 fré,#ﬁﬁl‘ CusTe
Horses were the ba51c SQurce of power for fleld oper—~77

N

B ) .\v ) .
‘-Hatlons and transport.v' A conSequence of thlS was that

land had to be resérved for pasture and, whenbthe supply ﬂﬁsf?fn,f7

‘of hay was reduced because of settlement land had to be

-lpdt:a81de for the productlon of greenﬁeed. The uSe of

>:land for greenfeed and pasture for horses seems to have qu{”fh .

q“iiﬁbeen a factor 1n restrlctlng the number of ‘cattile that »i;%t?d;ii?
f{”fwere kept.g;f']ﬂ}tfzdfff -,;_5f3rj_f.‘r,'f:f“}{Y;_:,bi,bﬁd-'
V rtore slgnlflcant lS the llmltatlon on the sroduct1v1t§;'5f
ﬂ;of labdir 1mposed by horse—drawn 1mplements. The phy81cal

'ﬁ}fllmltatlon of the capaC1ty of draft anlmals set lrmrtsgon_ftl

. . s

A*awhat could be aﬁfompllshed by the labour of one maﬁgf?ZV"‘

’;:Horses were only ab&e to work for eleven hours,lwithﬁa‘

'i'one half hours at mldday.gArj"fb

'fnest and feedlng tlme of OneJ

«
LA




fx:;l‘»kfﬂ-f”u' I " R ; _1'27/ '; }"'” . :&f:l ;160t
L T U , A e . "
. 7uﬁhafﬁéssea' rubbed down and fed 1n the evenlng.p Durlng B ‘
‘-the eleven hou&é pent - the fle‘ 1t was poss;.ble," under
,;good condltlons, to cultlvate flve or 51x acres. 'The
'ifcultlvatlon of 160 acres,.therefore, would take a s1ngle

producer,.operatlng at six acres per day, 26 2/3 days ar

'293 hours._ Obvxously, a large producer would need con—

l51derable gabpur 1nput. For example, the largest producer ' -
. in the area\ghrlng the’ 1930° s, in fact , one of the largest -
‘laround Edmonton, farmed 900>a;res, 00 of: whrch were summer'

fallow.'fIn order to Operate thlS land he°had to hlre';

Qe

VQ,between flve and seven ' labourers.u.' f o _“'5‘

‘Breaklng new land aleo absorbed a conslderable amount

'rof'labour tlme. A producer mov1ng 1nto Rossan 1n 1918,

7,3for example, purchased three quarters of a sectlon of whlch :

“donly twenty—nlne acres were broken. Uslng horses, the'
'V;labour of. two sons and one or . two hlrgd men, he-was‘ablefv‘j;: \
‘l'gjpto clear between thlrty ‘to. fortylacres per year.p iniall,. -
uTE;flt took twelve years to clear and break hls land ,aéd parta_f
h_fof thlS was done by tractor.;' s R

= A major 1nnovatlon ln farm productlon was the develop—-~”
ﬂr;ment of alternatzVe sources of power, partlcularly the |

"tractor.i he flrst tractor, a 16 30 011 Pull Rumley, ar—~a

3 1n the area 1n 1920 and was used for hreaklng sod

:-drawn 1mplements remalned promlnent through the 1920 s,ﬁ{:ft

‘and 30 Sq and it was not untll the late 1940'5 that work
.o G .
horse were completely replaced by tractors.: Inltlally,

ﬂtractor smze ‘'was! small, averaglng forty to fxfty horsepOWer

A




4]

’Ln the early 1950 s but by 1974 these had largely been‘Jf.
lgreplaCed by tractors of 90 130 horsepower‘ Thls has been

ﬁ'accompanled by changes 1n the s;ze of 1mp1ements.d

The result of the adoptlon of tractors and thelr f}
Y. S

'Qfsteady 1ncrease 1n 51ze has been a tremendous saVlng ln

'7fthe amount of labour enterlng xnto productlonlk It was

n”mentloned above that one man operatlng a- team of flve or

»

‘fsrx horSes for eleven hours per day was able t Itlvate

,‘flve Or s1x acres. Thls contrasts with the 50- 60 horsev-

St

'gpower tractors of the early 1950 s" whlch drawlng an elght

L,

:"foot 1mp1ement, were able to oultlvate flve to sevenﬁ-3

acres per hOur. In other words, ah hour s work On ai

\

'7tractor Qas equlvalent'to eleven hours spent ln the fleld

i;gseven atres 1nstead of flve. The trend toward larger.‘

1 Wlth horse drawn 1mp1ements., In eleven hours 1t became

posslble td cultlvate between flfty-flve and seventy—“

.

’ftractors has led to further reductlon *n labour tlme as

_Eflfteen acres per hour., (These flgures vary wlth 5011 Q,

”“”100 horsepower tractors are able to cult1vate ten to:‘ g

”}condltlonsland tOpography, of course )

‘Crltlcal perlods in: sprlng.» Wlth a large 100 horsepowen
”tractor thls makes 1t possrble to cultlvate 160 270 ac

per day.: The result of thlS 1ncrease 1n product1v1ty¢

A further advantage of tractors is that they do not,.u’
-have to be,rested at noon. but .can’ run as long as: an oper-

ﬁator rs avallable. Hence, lt is common for farmers to

o

'qiwork coutlnuously for srxteen to elghteen hours durlng

.

.‘},.:

i61.

Coge o
R
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.1n the length of the worklng ﬂay ls that a 51ngle producer o

”' Can handle’ larger amounts of land than dld the large pro—

|
L

‘lducers 1n the 1940‘5.

'7733 Another area 1n whlch conslderable labour savxng has

'"foccurred ;s' 1n harvestlng.; Th0ugh -some threshlng was doner:

'ithh a flall Ain. the 1890 s thls seems to have glven way

,1” -
i

*very rapldly to steam drlven threshing machlnes whlch 11

'°gturn were replaced by gasollne run threshers by 1910
q A )

'The latter change saved a con51derab1e amount of labour

FVbecause 1t was no 1onger necéssary to haul wood and water L

o

alnltlally,‘whlle flelds were stxll small,'harvest oper-

d

’;eatlons 1nyolved cuttlng graln and stacklng 1t 1n the barn—ﬂ'

&

“fﬁyard o awalt the arr1VaI of threshlng orews.f Whenlfleld

'abecame larger the threshlng was- done from stooks whlch were',”:

e BN

left in the fleldtlmgs~];_'f_,.ff

A cons;derable amount of labour was requlred durlng

'~harvest.V}Prlor to threshlng, harvestlng operatlons 1n~1.4

ffvolved swathlng, blndlng and stooklng. Because threshlng

'awas done from stooks,:crews as large as s;xteen to elghteenj~ji"

fVmen were needed to keep machlnes worklng full tlme.‘fAf

’;.twelve—man crew,vfor 1nétance, needed two men on a maghlne,”'

:.two 1n the flelds, and elght nen haullng the graln to’ the S

fﬂmachlne. In addltlon,AconS1derable labour wés expended

“:'by the farm famlly 1n feedlng the large crews.f

The arrlval of the self propelled comblne has com~f
’pleteiy revolutlonlzed harveszoperatlons.f The flrst task

“durlng harvest 1s cuttlng the graln and leav1ng At 1n
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;wlndrows w;th a self propelled swather.. Follow1ng thls,‘h“
_Ta comblne moves over ghe field plcklnq up and separatlng
rthe graxn and elther spreadlng the straw or leavlng 1t 1n
erWS. Gra;n 15 collected in tanks on theroomblne and then
>‘transferred to a truck for"“haullng" to storage blns.. From
: the latter it is eventually taken to elevators or cleaned
-:and retalned ‘as seed.e Follow1ng comblnlng, the straw 1s

vbaled and stacked._“f:ﬁaij-f“f“'f”J-: ~ ',j.;ﬂ;’;ll :

/ v t

In contrast to the pre-war perlod harvest operatlons

.

'~fcan now be GOne entlrely by a s?ngle operator., Consequently, 

“»lthere is a con51derable sav1ng of labour as large threshlng

) /
crews are no longer requlred .The varlety of operatlons

wstlll leaves room for a.- lelslon of- labour to oocur because
‘Eoperatxons such as swathlng, comblnlng, haullng graln and
iballno oould be carrled out at the ;ame tlme.- However,
because farmers 1ack the 1ncome to hlre labou:, the extent
sto whlch thas occurs tends to be restrlcted by the avall—h
ablllty of famlly labour. the\occass;onal cooperatlve ar—
rangement, and custOm work.- When there are: no sons or |
daughters avaxlable to help durlng harvest the common _
‘practlce is for the farmer to operate the equlpment in. the
fleld whlle hls w1fe hauls and stores the graln. However,‘
‘;n 1nstances where the male has been 1ncapac1tated femalesf"i
flnvolve themselves in fleld operatlons. Where sons are.-
“ﬂold enough to handle equlpment, tne d1v151on of 1abour°may .

be extended durlng harvest so that operatlons are. carrled

out 31multaneously.



Since'the arriVal of the-flrsticombines in‘the*area“
‘*durlng the early 1940\5 harvest methods have changed

drastlcally. By 1951, farmér

s 111 relylng on older methods
‘found 1t 1mposswble to get thelr'threshlng done, and were
“obliged“to elther purchase a comblne, perhaps cooperatively
with other farmers, or.to. get thelr < 1n1ng done on a
custom basxs. : h7'
It is not solely 1n fleld operatlon
“change has allowed conslderable sav1ng e
'"example, 1n dalry farmlng, larger barns,‘au tic milk‘ng-
'machlnes, storage fac111t1es and, 1mproved feedlng technlques
'have allowed farm famllles to contlnuously milk’ from thlrty
to fifty cows. Moreover,,they have been able to do. this
:whlle produc1ng the bulk or all of the necessary feed.

In general, it is these advances ln the technology
of productlon that have prov1ded the means by whlch tho
:iorganlzatlon of productlon ‘has been transformed ‘from the
labour- intensive: homestead 1nto the capltal—lnten51ve famlly;
’farm. This: 15 'seen in the’ changes that have occurred in’

-the area of study Thelorlglnal pattern of. dlver51f1ed

famlly enterprlses employlng a- heavy 1nput of famlly and

that technological‘

lea.

) hlred labour ha§ glven way to larger more spe01allzed enter- |

'prlses operatlng w1th/a con51derahly redpced supply of
.“'labour. ThlS change has been made p0551b1e by the complete

‘dlsplacement of a technology based on the draft power of

an;mals 1njall phases of productlve activity.



.

e example,_started farmlng with horse draWn equxpment on»f

3

.

‘1ogxcal annovations‘ - On

- 0

even the smallest producer

)

of the smallest producers, fbr

, one Quarter sectlon of land 1n 1948 In the followxng

year, WIth a loan, he was able to purchase a small tractor. L
Slnce then he has lacked ghfflelent 1ncome to purchase‘

any new equlpment,“but has trled tc 1mprove his. operatlon B IR
by purcha51ng used equ&pment Thxsfpractlce ‘has dls—j : R : ‘
advantages due to frequent breakdown of equlpment~ never-

theless, ‘it 1s‘a commonrpractrce among smaller farmers.‘ - o
(Thls practlce&;s dmscuSSed more fully 1n the followlng 6”' |

chapter ) tti'. 1_:f‘1:'f;a f'fl.'?'fﬁy'i._ ' e
.} B In the prev1ous chapter, lt was establlshed that under R

P =7 .

ccntemporary cond1t1ons of productlon in capltallst soc1ety,

B T f
S T

fthe class bf indepencent ccmmodltyqproducers in’ agrlculture.‘ vl

9.

‘isf;confronted W1th contlnuous cost—prlce pressures. Its S -‘,ﬁb

b*,was further p01nted out” that if thls cIass.ls'to sdivxve,‘> . B

';for cost prloe pressures. 7o tth 1t can .now . be added that

vlnd1V1dual product1 units musf theref

:the Only changes 1n the organlzatlon‘of productlon whlch o

o

Pre, contlnuouslv o ke
make changeS'ln'the rganlzatlon of productlon'to compensateu~ .
. . R &
L Yot

*

fea L

_lh the long run, can compensate for these pressures ‘are roe R

Ty B .
~ . N

those whlch 1ncrease the~product1v1ty oﬁ &abour. In'par—?>;1

\~\\, tlcular this means that because 1ncreases in the amcunt P o o

°

t}ne and the 1nput of land are_ 1nsuff1c1ent to' "-i L
VJ » < .

~ A - .
. ) Y
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counte *ﬂ@fcost-price pressures in, the long tErm than_
¥ W

- chawges must, be made in the technology of productionw In

: other words,fthere 1s a structurally lhduced necessxty to v

“'ﬁ#adopt innovatxons in the techﬁﬁlogy'of proq.ctlon and

hereby lncrease the. productiv1ty of labour.' , o
e ’ e, e ,
‘It is tKls selecspve pressure that exerts hegemony LA

over the developﬂent of the rural world. The results of .

“this’ pressure, the outcome of the'varled 1nd1v1dual res=

) oL

ponses to these conditions, are thé‘cﬁaﬁqes which ase ! _ - %

_characté&xzed by the_development of the modern capltal in f'», “f“
‘tensive famxly farm from the labour Lhten51ve homestead. O
- \\ N ', .

These changes are seen 1n the area of study. Moreover. . -

all farmers’ 1n the area of study, whether large or small,
4full time or part é;me.~and no matter what commoditles :r('f‘ - ; 
they produce; ;ecoénizé the neces51ty of contleuously S L
_:~chang1ng the tecﬁroloqy of productloh. (Thls 154d15cussedd' st

< Ca

”mog;}fullw 1n»the next chapter Y. In fact. tne major source—
‘.”} of dlscontenttls that desplte hav1ng made these changes :
1n‘the gaBt they see themselvesﬁae no better off.‘ By the,
time< ?e debts ggcur?ed for expanSLOn are pald.for they .

v;are'back whefe they started.e-That 1s;tthey end up w1thv' ; e e

- - .’

'-;"zmoxn out mpchmner\ and the mece531ty of replaClnq lt ‘In.”"{ar
i . ? ..," i' L
3}5 v1tai éispebt the} are Eaced W1th the same 1mperat1ves=ﬁ_, e

s B

as Caplbak;st enterprlses in whlch the necess1ty of ac— ;-’3. el

. »‘ y .

*cumulatlon forces them ﬁo'oerpetuallwxrevolutlon1ze the'




- B - s : . . '

'

P L G |
/medns-of production (see Marx 1972).*
' R '

. E,\.Sumﬁarz”‘

P

o It has been seen that the qgganlzatlon of farm pro—

- -

duct;on has undergone conslderable change SLnte the days

»- a

“of’the Labourvlnten51ve homéstead:e In the area of study,.

;'tne Jabour lntenslve dlver51f1ed enterprlses Wlth their

hlgh degree oF self suff1c1ency, whlch characterlzed pro—

4, L e

ductlon prlor “to’ the 1940 s, have glven way to capltal—’*

1ntens1ve unlts spec1a1121nq in the productlon of one or

two commodltles.h ‘The 51ze of productlve unlts has 1n~ ,d

v

" creased, and the llmltatlons on prodnct1v1ty lmposed by

a technology rellant on draft anlmals have Deen removed

by tne adoptlon of alternatlve sources of power Changes
» - ) - e “.-q
v-,nave not been unlformly follewed _‘however;ﬁeven the-
smallest producers have ”art1c1pated ln the process. HWiﬁh.

s e

- K

re5pect‘to these changes 1t Ls\lmportant to observe that
the} have occurrec w1th1n the framework of the 1ndependent

commodltv form of productlve relatlonshlp., o _j;”

’-Thls'statement has to be nodlfled under condltlons of-
Schumpeter - (1965), for example,'_
. competition of monopollsttc enter-
,prlses in a eas . other than price compet;tlonr “On . the T
~other hand, Baran & Sweezy\(lQGS) point out the con-

" servdtive pollcy of monopolles with fegard ‘to maklng

'2vradlcal changes in’the means of productiondJ - This. latteér

p051txon 1is supported by.~the eVLdence mehtioned in the,fJ

prev1ous chapter concernxng the 1mplement lndustry.v
o ’ "", . - B . : M . R ‘t ’bl. 4

~
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class of 1ndeéendent commodlty producers LS the 1nter-—,v.("J

v ,-

. generatlonal transfer of 8roduct1ve unlts. The personnel . luwﬂf

who make up. ‘the new generatlon of producers

revthe sons
'of farmers who develop thelr asplratlons and earn'their7'

skllls w1thln the context of the farm famlly. Asplratlons‘

band skllls are of llttle value unless the materral ba51s"

e

for the development of new - productlvevunlts 1s prov1ded

Tradltlonally, as was shown, thls occurred throqu pro" f ;f e
s ﬂ'

cesses of flsslon and successlon, though it: J.,s the latte{ #-oa R

.’that now seems to predbmlnate.f Successﬁul céntlnuatlon
of" these processes depends on the abllrty oé the orlglnal
rproducglve unlt to geherate and save a shfflclently iarge‘hs

portlon of lncome to provxde the ba51s for the‘emergence

s

Hof new enterprises. A growrng anablllty to do thls lS

'lreflected in the fallure of the process of flSSkeﬂ tﬁ-‘

[

"operate sudcessfuliy,xgnd in. theq€ ¢’ that marglnal farms ,’~;‘£j'g
A N .
_are . unable to prov1de for e; hqr flSSlOn or succ€ssron,.' ' AR

In the prev1ous chapter 1t WBs establlshed that under»;f"

'contemporary condltlons of productlon ln capltallst 5001ety

“y .. .
149 e

producers must contlnuously make changes in- the organlzatloq_

B3 A .
.. of productlon.‘ Unless changes are. made, .cost- prlce pressures‘
.w111 reduce 1ncome belgw the cost of productlon. -A var1etyy4

fof changes can be made by 1nd1v1dual producers whlch will
- fac111tate therr personal survrval but unless they lead :_,’;‘“
.to hlgher output at lower cost then. the surv1val of the;“iﬁ%d

-

“class will be jeoparadlzed Erom the dlscu5510n, 1t was.;V

S Lo e : ‘u ol




v,

.of productlon are a structurally 1nduced lmperatlve for

v\

- :
. of the class,‘lt can - be ;tated that the structurally 1n—’

“«.’&m, ..‘,.
’ 169,

w

such as re ucing ersonal or prodnctlve qonsumptlon, but.n4

ghese’ﬁwo a_.'

the adoptlon of changestln the technology of productlon"{
RO, S R
that offersthe possiblllty of overcomlng cost—prlce pressunes.g

Y

As a result, 1t may be Sald that changes ;n the technology

EN Y

also 1neffect1ve ) Consequently,. t 1s only-

Ps

contlnued exlstence of the class of lndependent commod‘ty

prodqgers.. It 1s changes 1n the product1v1ty of labo;r,.ﬁ

\

brought about by the adoptlon of new technology, that have
facxlltated the deVeloﬁment of the modern capltal 1nten51ve

famlly farm from the labour 1ntensxve homesteég 'Moreover,,}ﬂ;

as these changes have been necessary'for the reproductlon

B CHR

x

BN
duced 1mperat1Ve exerts Hegemony over the transformatlon

Y

of the gxral world

e
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| | o CIIAPTER SIX e e e e
u;‘?A 3\ ?w\crrcss os IVDEPEVDENT COMMODITY RODUCﬂRS{iA

A S?O\S& “o THE SOCIAL compxwxovs OF ODUCTIONR ) :
e :1t:odgcﬁlta ; .

coe

‘4$§@':iik%ﬁih¥m“ ﬂ;sfé ”his 15 what Bennett,‘ln his- study [C.'j:"
‘oj“:‘sk;ztheﬁan;fa-“ens.'refers to as an- ‘ayeraglngzggme,‘“'.~“;~
‘ii:é-?@} It 1nvolves an attemptftova&optgihnpqationj S

Vreddcihgftﬁé risKt1“‘

hproductlon.VPComJZ.
s . Lk

,ﬂof practlces, such as the

jlon, whlch llmlt the out—f‘t{u._fwff

':?”ﬁ?sastproduct1v1ty of 1ndl ‘,ual enterprlses: They are
;:a%tgces which oﬁﬁ aip He v;abllttf ot the enterprlse
and tﬁ*eaten .Q“ -he eventual loss of ownershlp S
oF he nga 5 of ptoductlon. > e f*@*

,“ese patterns, espec1ally those w1th dysfunctlon l

.seguences,iare the ve;y ones llkely to be labeled “back— ;hf, sfl
}fwsre.ﬂano understood as the oroduct of tradltlon.v ThlS fbits't(i?;v
"g‘ sition was cr1t1c1sed and rejected in Chapter Two.h;thfh h~“f =3

. e R )
.,tuls thapter the cr1t1c1sms are furthered by show1ng that L

l thef“hackmard" patterns do not lndlcate the persxstence

the ongo;no}.

hof-a *:adltlonal culture.‘ Instead ‘they refle

.response ot lnéependent commodlty producers to the volVihg“ f
'ﬂ socxal_tondltlons of productlon. To the extent that these S :



a'f-of the underlylng contlnu;ty of the socxal condltlons of

"flproductlon confrontlng 1ndependent commodlt) producers.5'

5 - R "‘;/>/ W o ' i
patterns have thelr coqnterpari/%n/ghe past, they are xn--u

o dmcatlve of the per51stence of condltfbns which generate o

underdcvelopment.. Put dlfferently,Aregularltles 1n behav1our

-'whlch appear as per51stent cultural patterns occur because

7vIt has been shown that the soclal relatlons of pro?

*ductlon 1ncorporate farm producers 1nto an. economxc g

-

Structure domlnated by the cap 115t mode of productlon.
nt

‘,The class pOSltlon of 1ndepend commodlty producers

.f,'exposes them to contlnuous %rructural pressdl&s whlch have;'_l

L. o

chipges 1n“the organlzatlon of prodﬁctlon

r, the- d@ntIRUﬁ@ exlstence of thls class under
'contemporary cohdltlons of pr&%gctlon can only be achlevedi.'
‘hthrough contlnuous changestln the#technology f ﬁroductlonf“
'lwhlch facxlltate 1ncreases iﬁ the productavxt;‘of labour _

'.:and output. ,In thls way structural pressures exertt‘dfégjl
hegemony over developments wlthln the class of 1ndependent

f‘commédlty producers.;

In Sectlon B analx51s of the condltlons of. productlon:if~

dete mlned by the class 9051t10n of lndependent commodlty
'hﬁproducers 1s completed Partlcularly, éttentlon 1s turned
a;to the vulnerablllty and rlsk assocmated w1th 1ndependent
i commod1ty productlon. Spe01f1c reference w1ll be made to
ithe way the effects of natural hazards and dlsablllty are

focussed on productlve unlts,

Lawo oo Do . - R T

.“9‘ - Lo




"h_.‘

:ﬂcommodlty producers they have to accept and reSpond to;t'

'fﬁalald down before them--t tlf*{’y”

”'fexamlne the_farm practuces th&k have emerged"
',of study.\ In partlcular, lt W1ll be shown tha‘
’.cservatlveA rlsk lnlmlzlng ﬁattern“of farmlng.

Tdysfunctlomal practices that“

"jpragmatlc EESponse of produce~

. of producﬂian.gg[gf

‘,19:.Introductx L W
S thesncm A pit'i'

_ sarfe " time ownersh

Indlvidua}s have no cholce because as 1ndependent~7

o

o these structural pressures to ensure thexr owﬂ'survxval-]

i

" or the transfer of resources to a: new generatlon of pro+».

SR

"ducers.¢ Collectlvely they may struggle to change these‘

scondxtlons, but as 1nd1v1dual producers they are con—.o

Hfstralned\to accept the hlstorlial ¢°Pdlt4°ns;qf.pFOdncﬁiOhggf

e

Thls p01nts to the concérn of Sectlon C Wthh is to

“ %’ . . e " ¥

:ﬂy-tructural Vulne;ablllty and Rlsk ln Independent
-‘“Commﬁaltx}Proauctlon Atxa_ﬁ,_e.,i-yt_ - ‘ o

o

‘; L P w.;'.

_3 Varlatlonb in agrlcultural output ar&ksubjegt to ccn—i” i
._slderable fluctuatlons ln any soc1q&y.. Howaver, the way

Vﬁthe effects of these varlatlons are felt w1ll depend on-.

‘1st condltlons o_ productlon the effects of van&atlons in -
*1ncome have to b, borne by the productlve unlt in 1solatlon.

“ijrlvate ownershlp of the WBans of productlon 1s at the ﬁhc

&

.,

Lzation of farm produqtlon. Under capltal—‘“'

p?f the product of labour..» Consequently, .

72,




d'ﬁiz;j The Effects of Natural Hazards on Producers

"_,Under these c1rcumstan¢e5\the agrlcultural productlon of

* o!pr;ce 1nstab111ty which confronts 1nd1v1dual producers.dfftj‘w

*71;The effects of thls have already been“

J,wm«m MU* ” : ',"' . ’ . - "

. 54
S

E&p»&f%ects of productioh or non- productlon are(fon the

“‘1nd1v1dua1 1ndependent commodlty producer alone ‘to’ bear.

”-'1ndependent commodltyﬁproducers 1n capltallst soc1ety

_.jcharacterlzed by a: hlgh degree of rlSk

,\v

¢

L.‘ o

A 51gﬂificant consxderatlon 1n thls respect is the

u’ S

rntloned in Chapters

]

)

-f7at thls p01nt. However,_lt lS woﬁ%h'relteratlng the p01nt

t_under such condltlons plannlng is, dlfflcuit because 1

"fﬁthere is no means oﬁ determlnlng the net nopme that can

'ia“survavar'and fallure.f Low prlces may résult 1n an lnablllty

'contlnuous productla'l The po:.nt :Ls t{\at 1ndependent§ -

d.f”e31stence The dlfflcultles and rlsks as5001ated w1th @“~:

-

"Jbe generated by a. year s labour._ woreove}k ‘1ndlgldual

a

-htﬁroducers such fluctuatlons may make the éﬁ%ference betWeen

ifto cover costs and to acqulre the 1ncomé'necessary f0n

Y e et

S VN

'commodlty’producers own the product of thelr labour and

- *

Hdﬂave to bear the effects of prlce fluctuatlops from thelr

',own resources .

*’uducers as a problem whlch threatens the very basls of the1r=

e,

It 1s not only prlce fluctuatro%s that confront pro— =

“f‘dfarm productlon are ‘fusther. compounded bY S“Ch factors as

.”‘...._.

e

R . - P N T
o B . . R . .
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‘) ~1n mozsture levels and the amount of sunllght,affect tﬁé

',‘5."“." . . . ’ : P v
[ N o L . . .o

land quallty, and weather, etc.J

N Bt
luded, can sxmply be seen as "acts of God" whose effects
are randomly felt by producers operatlng unger any systen.

of productlon.ﬂ‘From one perspectlve thlS 15 cor{ect--

e
L
*

nevertheless thsre are socxal dlmen51ons of thésé dlffl—
.

1 ‘cultles, for the way the effects are felt w111 Nary wlth f'

- the social nature of aqriéhlt%;al productlon.{ﬁ %

Thﬂre are a varlet) of‘natural hazards whlch pro-T

3

‘ducers have to cqge with lf they are to contlnue produc-~

P gy

K

%

.»._taoxt;;ﬁ_'\iar &n‘offs,;.-’ln weather, such as-a wet spr).ng' or fall,‘

prevent producers from work!ng ;n the flelds,l va katlonS'

, e
quallty and therefore the prlce a‘ crops,A heavy@sprlng

D

raln may wash out newly seeded flelds whlle 1ate summer

Q’ .

hall may destroy qFst 1mmed1ately., Other forms of natu al

h ard experienced 1n Rossan are,,for example, the dec1matlon o

',of sheep,_especially lambs 'py coyotes,'the loss of graln'
to mlgratlng geese, the loss of 11vestock due to dlseases

such as arthrltls~and mastltls.~

5—.'1* . -

Cet 5As mentloned, under contemporary condltlons of pro—“

LR

0

’ ductlon the 1ndependent commoﬁlty producer has to bear the

L

rleks assoc1ated w1th productlon. For 1nstance, a dalryg L

pr@duce; who loses a cow from productlon through con-,r
R X

-

: tractlon of mastltls has to pay the cost of replacement.

Moreover,'under the present system of supply management ln:;-ﬁ”

the dalry lndustry the farm producer loses part of hlS

.
.



" ‘the fact that he .may have replacements that are verw closo

’

Quota,.his,right.toimarket milk"ifhproduction drops beioQ‘

'd‘the level spécifled in hlS contract ThlS means that het

, p
has to replace cows lost from productlon 1mmed1ately

o desplte any hardshlps that thlS mlght incur and desplte R

‘_~but not qulte ready to enter productlon. 'The processor‘

'*remélns unaffected by the drfflcultlbs 1nd1v1dual producers

“U‘they have the

" More to the p01 "
o ,?,.

’;might face._ Moreover,vlf the processors are oversupplled

”'ﬂkgto reduce the prlce 1nd1v1dual\producers SRR
‘ i L

'frecelve for artn £ thelr uota. S 4,i'f4’"' : e
_ A s1mm¢cr situatlon ex1sts~1n the sale of hogs., These "“!‘.-
“’ﬂﬁar? s%gg on h@'Opegw%egget but the prooucer is. pald on .. (

)

'the basls of the %f;ght and backfat content of the carcass.d

thls context is that 1f a. carcass 1s._ o

found tQ have af% 1tls, for example, then that part of L
: “ T’ P )
the &arcasstasrélsparded or perhaps the whole carCass lS -

dmscarded,‘aﬂd the payment to the producer is reduced aab n

: cordlnqu. ThlS means that the producer has unwlttlngly

R

'fj lnvesfed money 1n feed‘and fa0111t1es forﬂiour and one half ““

penc,onfthe resources avallable.to;theoprodueer. Cash

N

.to 51x months for whlch there s no return._ The producer'

.u
‘?.

has tc take thlerlsk and pay the consequences..

¢

,,,‘)u .-

Steps can be taken to allev1ate the effects of these \b
hazards through 1nsurance pollCles and by adoptlng preven-

tlve measures where they are p0551ble._-However,'thesei-

s,

actlons 1ncrease the cost of productlon and theiefore de—

“ - - ~2

~,

! K _., :. B ) 'V : . - A q,'»; ) \ ‘ - ‘,‘ : . 3 '\.



-

shortages experxenced by producers adversely affect their:

ablllt) ‘to handle dlfflcultles of thls sort. Th1$ me'

”<of farmers to contlnue productlon,

'3r‘ The'Effectshof7Illness,jAocidents‘ahd.Agfné on Produoers

The socmalacondltlons of productlon in capltallst

‘,SOCLetgxplso JEtermlne the manner in Wthh lllness, acc1dentb

. ‘and aging are: felt by lndependent commodlty
wablllty of any sort may crltlcally 1nfluence p&oductlon ’ ,

' rbecause of the iimlted supply of labour avallable to. pro—’ff\
iducers.n'(The llmlted supply of labour is dlscussed in’ o

4thapter Flve ) In capltallst enterprlses the effects of

.dlsabllltles Incurred by workers do not threaten productlon‘:’
because thelr labour powé} can always‘be replaced. The

~Lndependentocommod1ty producer, on the other hand,4has to‘

"-on the VOluntary help of relatlves and/or nelghbours

-
3

;to overcome a 1la shortage lmposed by disablllty % If

such help is not avallable, the farm famllv 15 faced w?thff

h*fthe prospect of belng forced out of productlon.;

Productlon ls organlzed on the ba51s of: Lnd1v1dual

’lunits whose surv1va1-dependsbon<the1r‘abllltyﬂto'complete
”thelr own - work.r Thls ll:lts the amount of help that pro—‘
ducers can extend to others etper1enc1ng dlfflcultv' They
“cannot 51mpl§ foreqo.thelr bwn productlve act1V1ty to help

-eother’prpduoers, for thElr own. llVellhOOd lS lnvolved

170;.
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Thxq dlfflculty is especxally acute durlng Sprxng and

harvest because producers, in response .to. cost prlce
J* “
'pressures, tend to remaln in the flelds as long as con-

dltlone and thelr endurance allow. . The result may be.a
srxteen—to elghteen hour day, whlch makes finding tlme
ﬁto help others extremely dlfflcult Thls is further com-~
pounded for those prodUCers who are selllng thelr labour‘
fpower on a full tlme ba515. The a1d farmers can offer

) . . ‘- Y
'1tovtheir‘relat1ves or nelghbours is dependent upon thelr

oWn work belng completed Moreover, any delay thls entalls -

v;lncreases the 11kellhbod of 1nclement weather adversely

v

" affécting productlon . 'wijrn"" ] ”‘ ';j*‘ T

~
-’

Desplt@*Such a&fitcult1d5 help is extended Inﬂa
recent lncldent a farmer nearlng the age of retlrement

3uas preVegted from worklng when he developed ‘two. hernlasp

BEis. dﬁughters had left home and hls W1fe was unabl'

-‘ ..
opérate the mach1nery~ therefore, there was’ no avi

<
K]

%labour WLthln the nuclear famlly for cdi%lvatlng or;d e
harvesblng.d Relatlves and nelghbours cooperated in d01nq
.all the fleld work for hlmJthat y%ar, spendlng any spare

'Etlme they could flnd from thelr own work. to help : Vever—

_theles=,'w1thout a. long fall thls would have been 1mp0551b1e

-

A; The producer dld not recbve{\éuff1c1ently to: return to“ T
. s |
Vrarmlng and the;efbre he was bliged to abandon productlon

Pl

the tollow1d§ year._ Hls 1and was rented to athher farmer_d“

%
,

j,ano ne became dependent on furl tlme employment ln Fort

tSaskatchewan.;

- .
s
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‘a fence still did all his fleld work. -This was done

" . ' N b
. . bu- : c S . . -
19 L
s ¢ .
. R ; s ) W

Lo

The necessity of maxntdxnlng productlon encourages Z':~

farmers to continue thh productxon despxte dlsablllty.l

_Thus, one producer whose ankle was broken by a bull Jumprng

.

.desplte the faCt that he had to go back to the house. andw

“rest every hour. Another producer was spendlng elghteen '

‘hours per day seedang desplte hav1ng .an lnyured shoulder

and bronchltrs.‘ He was completely drsabled for several ﬂf”

o,

fweeks after thls and nearly contracted pneumonla. Stlll'i

another producer con51stently operates .a tractor desplte/|

|
”

a. dlsabmllty resultlng frém a war in)ury ‘which persxsts
' . N . .
in causing dizziness and blackouts. S f : ’

o«

leen the nature of productlon, the soc1al cqnsequences

of dlsabllrty ate- focussed on the lndlvadual producers

‘Aalone' Not only do they have to endure the 1mmed1ate dls-

'lablllty, but ‘they are . faced w1th“the prospect of the loss

\ -
of- thelr llvellhood unless production co 1nues. ThlS

g

forces producers to adopt behavlour whléh/ls clearly ln—'_\

jurlous to thelr health, nd Whlch eventqally may compound

- their dlfflcultles. : N o,

A further dlmen51on to thlS problem 1s the COnsﬁgnt‘“

eXposMre of producers to the dangers assoc1ated with the
‘A . -

:operatlon of farm machlnery - Records are not kept and

_untrl the 1968 Royal Comm1551o on Farm Machluery no study
‘had’ been done onifarm-associate 1llﬁgsses.g However, it
takes little contact with’ farmers to reallze that they d

osuffer a varlety of allments assoc1ated w1th thelr

) . ._ . ' |
e | b e e
. v SN v SR
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‘igﬂc‘“fls consxderable and 1nc1udes broken limbs, lacer- .

ctive act;vxties. The range of dxsabllxtles exper—

atlonsn knee and bagk Lnjurxes and deafness.i_ fh‘ > ' .

Some of these Ln]urles could.be avolded 1f more prér

. .
2 . : ) .

-Vcautlons werehtaken by the Operators of farm machlnery

On the other hand there are some areas of d;sablthy,«

‘”for 1nstance, noise levels whloh contrxbute to deafness, Co ;Cj
ontxnuous v1brat10ns whxch contr;bute to jOlnt and back ) 'vu‘,ﬂ‘

. o 2t e ﬁ.-

axlments, in whlch the operator is powerless to do any—‘ ' : ﬁ*‘

';account the health of the operator (Canada& Roval Com- - &f".

, -

thxng about them. Remedxes Fanuo‘gv ‘be achleveq/;hpoaqﬁ/ yi

1mprovements in ‘thre dengn of equxpment that takes anto

s

R s

w1551on on Farm Machlnery 1968). .There have  been receut

(3

’merovements 1n desagn, such as the prov1sxon of a cab and

» - .

o whlch have to gg’pald for by the farm producer.. In- thls o

it ‘the producers lncome 1s«low. 1t lS unllgely that they e h',%’

roll bars for tractors, but such 1tems tend ?W be’ extras

a

i

orespect, the v1ab111t} of the farm is 51gn1f1cant, because.

-hlll be ‘anle to afford the luxur) of: protecglng thelr ) b;“W

of machlnery whlch ‘could have been more approprlatel}

1

A\

\-

\

T A S
PR nz’-&ﬁl AR

-health that is, protectlng thelr health ﬁrom the ‘ef fectb

.on low 1ncomes, are therefore obllged to work Wlth labour-

1: .. ‘.

- g 1
. ; ”

de51gned 1n the flrst place. Farmers,'esoec1allv tnose

B

sav1pg machlner) 1n3urlous to thexr own health and whlch

r

. may become a 51gn1f1cant factor 1n 1nfluenc1ng thelr

B . LA . <

abrl;ty‘§o farm@ o - Lo e e R
. . . ) . " : Sy L +

- : S . o : I RN ot
\ ./?ihally, aging alsombecomes a-problem under capitalist
'.(‘ o . e oo M - . 5 . R .

; N - . c wouly :
- N . N 3 PR d e uy N » : ) o



"f thexr capacxty.' As they ggt older 1£ ﬂebomes harder to -

e

»

g

|

- as a large outla) Both have searohed for full trme

0

. ¥ . . - MR

v; . ) ‘ ’ v
‘,." ¢ . . . , .‘

condxtxonq of productxon As producers app pach the age

»

Pf retlrement they aré leas able to perform the operations E

necessary tpdmaxntain thexr livellhood.. Thig is eSpecxall) -

sxgnrf;cant wuen it'is recognized thaf”bost~price preseures

encourage producers to expand producti to the limlts of’

maxntaln the same work load Therefore, act1v1t1es are .’

a

reduced and xncomeg dechne. Producers frod'thls groua
\
becdme prime candlcates for becomlng part of the rural poor.-

Moreo&er, 1t is producers in thls group who- are least abfe

to leaVé farmxnc for they fxnd xt dlﬁflcult to flnd a place

0.)

1n the urban labour market , S f’\‘ x

Two producers in e the RQSSan area face thls problenu

: Farmlng one quarter anﬂ one half sec;xoh ,of land Wlth

\ [ L

'anc1ent machlnery and Lnadequate-bulldln s, their product O

income never exceeds SS 000..;They lack Lhe resources‘to 7
. ’ i .
make any merovements on thelr farms, regardlng SZOO/BOO

en— -

ployment in the urban labour market but nelther hav

-

‘able to obtaln it. Instead thev*are obllged to ac ept /‘

casual‘manual labour whenever 1t 1s avallable.,

case, the procucer was ahle to obtaln work for tho ;con- R

. ,l . / L / V-,/ o “
secutlve years at A llcuor s;ore but the oppor' e

'

tanure was clerue’z him r,e.«r,aaa,e of. age. Both f'rnere re—

'&' - ¢

.uognlre that the\ are amoag the last to be employed SQ,

-

jobs andg amonq the flrst tc be lald off. In thelr present‘

N 4!.

‘.130.



situation therefseems to;be
: '1ncrease thelr 1ncome.f'
The 51tuatlon of agrlcu

subject to hazards whlch,‘un

-

.

v,may rendei the season s work

'

fsequences)of setbacks\ln pro
1product1on and dlstrlbutﬂon

In thlS respect,’lt can be s
e e
depéncent commodlty producer

degree of rlsk hlch 1s a c
/ .

*.opOSLtlon 1n capltalmst soc1e

o
Independent commodlty p

s

and operatlon of the means ©

"_producers own the product of

1product;on and non productlon are for the 1nd1v1dua1 ﬁro~1

.Jducer ‘to bear. It 1s becaus
this way that the effects of
'gnatural hazards,;rllness, et
the. productlve unlt in 1sola

oroductlon is organleed crea

risk for the 1nd1v1oual prod

"may threaten their verx-ex1stence.’” B

e

4no'heans byﬂhhich,they can'r

o Lok

I
T

Ry R DI . : I"‘I._

ltural producers generally

der any system of prqductlon,

°

p01ntless._ Powev r, the CO““D',dd

ductlon w111 vary w1th ﬁhe way

are organlzed 1n a- sOc1etv.-
0
ald that the sltuatlon of 1n—‘

S 1s characterlved by a - hlgb

W

onsequence of thelr structural’

TR

ty;

"\:~. . _‘

® e W<

fu‘

roduction entalls ownershlp

f productlon, las’ a result, St s

thelr labour._ ConSéquentlv
Y 1
e: productlon 1s structured
setbacks, resultlng from
c.; have to be absorbed by
tlon._ Consequently, the way-
tes avs;tuatlon of‘con51derab1e

uctlve unlts, as any setbacks'

s o
Y :

pendent Cdmhodityrproducersv

" C..,Farming Patternsfgﬁ_éiﬁe
l.°»Introduction

Attention in this secti

on is turned to the farming

-
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*¢¥pract1ces adopted by producers 1n the Rossan area.; Thls AN
- w1ll 1nclude a. dlscuSSLOn of - the practlces of conservatlve,“

1ow rlsk expan51on,-m1xed farmlng, and the adoptlon of " av
: o

—

e A : \ " B

”7Qwork*farm pattern of farmlng,l\ln addltlon,'the dysfunctlonal5f‘ﬂﬁ”'

©

'jpractlces assocxated w1th these patterns and how they under—”7=
= Y . @ ' n

1:mrne the Vlablllty of productlve unlts 4h11 also be d’s’“uﬂf”

"' cqued.v“ )’v" . T Lo B

e - Lo .’- S . EEERE T
¢ - P SN .

It 1s argued throughout that the practlces adopted

"Mby producers are\not the product of tradltlonal con—'A.

S

¥§1ousness."Rather,\they are seen to be genenated by the

soClal condltlons of productlon. In,partlcular,-they have,a

deVEloped ln a 51tuatlon characterlzed by a. hlgh degree

of vulnerablllty and rlsk and 1n whlch 1t 1s necessary : ﬁﬂu
_f*to contlnuously zhcrease output and product1v1ty 1f re—*“ff
. T ‘ S Ea S
‘V;productlon 1s to ocgur. f“.;{{“;wgiwwﬁjffg..fv'jlutf-““ o

’ . SN

;f In examlnlng farm practldes 1n the area of study lt’:ifhz"'

“~1has to- be noted that there 1s cons1derable dlver81ty between?rkf

‘operatlons. Product 1ncome ranges from less than $5 OOO*':

s

B to over $50 OOO, and the range of commodltles produced
varlés con51derablx4 Although such varlatlons p01nt to

'fslgnlflcant dlfferences between productlve unlts,‘thém'

XN v '

soc1al condltlons 1mp1nge equally on all producers.ﬂyHow—

0 =L R e S A P P

N
and in the reso;gces avallable to producers affect thelr

ablllty to gope W1th these condltlons. The 51qn1flcance

of ‘such drfferences w1ll be 1nd1cated wherever 1t is con~

'sidered relevant,nwne -
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2 ‘The Practlce of\oebtmmmzatmn SR e L
Benavrour easily equated W1th the per51stence of »fff;pffﬁf.

Qzadltlonal" attltudes 1s a w1despread ‘verbally exnresseo,t

_— reluctance n the part of producers to 1ncur heavy debts ff;}»515

2]

_Thls reluctance 15 expressed 1n such statements as'"Why

':fshould T spend ry tlme worklng for someone else,l'”I want
'>fto be able to sleep at nlght and know that I w111 st:ll igim;ﬁffﬁc
o y - N oL
jh' own»thls place ln the mornlhg,f'and'"l do not want to! runj.tff;fnﬁt
* the rl k of 1051ng my shlrt.u’ }roducers who are rnfdebt

express 51mllar sentlments, bellev1ng that the 1nterest
rates they pay are too hlgh and that others are galnlng

the béneflt of thelr labour.i Desplte the verbally ex—?ﬂrng

presseo antaaonlsm practlcally alf producers have 1ncurret;1
debts at some tlme,‘elther for the purchase of land or

machlnery However,.ln practlce"there 1s a tené%ncy to‘

. I

"“'mlnlmlze debt\and seek alternatlve means of expan51on.. N

,-.4 B .
R

“532”3 Td 51mply assxgn the practlce of mlnlmlzlnq debts to
\l_df an outmoded tradltlon 1gnores the 51tuatlonal ratlonalltvu;J

: AR L

of such behav1our- It was pOLnted out that the condltlons;,fg

R

‘3iunder whlch producers operate are character17ed by a. hlch
degree of rlskp\ As owners and operators of the means of

productlon, farmers have to bear the consequences of bothiV
L Sy - :
f\\ pfoductlon and non- productlon. Any varlatlons 1n 1ncome; v

- whether due to weather, prlce or cost changes, etc.;f ve 1y

;Q to be borne?by 1ndlv1dual oroductlve unlts Consecuen

1r a produCer dec1des to expand productlon and does thls

- © g



"3pT rlsks entalled 1n farmlng, any setback experlenced by"

A
R

e

L SN TSI
‘o RN

through Obtaj“nllng ':!!Qarfs,‘ he 1S maklng.h{ms'e]_fv.more vulnel—*' il

' able to fallure because payments become a flxed part of 'fﬁdﬁf’ﬁf':

costs urtll they have been llquldated‘[ leed lnterest

rates guarantee returns for the 1ender regardless of

fluctuatlng farm lncome“lﬁ

In controlling debts the expectatlon 15 that the~pro~

ductlve changes,fac1lltated w1ll 1ncnease 1ncome sufflclent-

sy

\

ly to-Pake repayment pOSSlble.‘ Vevertheless, given the

-\ : "T_
heavrly 1ndebted producer may be ciﬁcral Fallure to-~

' meet payments could result 1n complete loss of llvellhood

PR RN

allenatlon Of the means Of productlon and proletarlanlzatlonpft°7

0‘ B u i.w - v~

‘ﬂp hldespread awareness of thls danger stems from personal
experlence over the years of 1rratlonal, unpredlctable @“y S
S movements ln prlces,’varlatlons rn output due to the

weatner,‘problems assoc1ated w1th 1llness, etc.;tﬁ'}'g;"u"gﬁﬁfiF"

o . ) S 'L..
In addltlon to thelr own - experlence farmers learn‘ N
from the example of those who have gone 1nto debt and ex—-z'

perlenced dlfflCultleS. Thus, all can p01nt t the example-

\

of a producer 1n a: nelghbourlng‘dlstrlct who "l_st hls

Shlnt.f In tHls Gase the farmer entered barley productlon. '
. f -

on a large scale, farmlng flve and oﬂe half sectlons of

5, e

land whlch was\partly rented and partly purchased through

a’ loan.‘ In addatlon, he was 1n debt for the new machlnerv

2

he had to purcnase to farm thlS land Unfortunately, e2%~°lfﬂ

v

pan51on occurred ‘as. bar&ey prlces feli from Sl 05 to SO 87

per busﬂel. Because flxed costs were so hlgh and could b

, v
oL I8 . . STl e T

ey
e e N

. Z'-r'*-?
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not be covered out of hls returns, he was obllged to scl

0.4

V.most of hrs land and return hlS machlnery l He managea to

- vl,\\ '

i{gfretaln only one quarter sectlon of land and 1nsuff1c1ent‘

‘hls,labour power on a full trme bas1s., The observatlon ord'

-;-’J L
\

otner producers was that "He ild 1t ]ust llke thef, f”?l‘ <

3fleconomlsts‘say" and Stlll he falled In other words, an

.". .“

'-}attempt to become a large and progre551ve"'farmer falled ffjffr'

ﬁ;,:;not,because of any lack of 1n1t1at1ve or entrepreneurshlo,;bﬁf
BRI ™ e e . N
ﬁ.but because plannlng oy the 1nd1v1dual was thwarted°bj ad

©

-r;fiunplanneq, uncontrolled declrne ln prlce : If he ha@ chose“dﬂ_};jﬂ

“AIn contrast other producer:;
g PR Cigt R Sl
G] when barley prlces fell were able to escape the extreme‘d
o , R Ui s o
*?c&nsequences of loss of ownershlp,because thelr flxed COStS

iwho also 1ncurred losses

| .fwere relatlvely low.f In one 1nstance,»the producer hao
”"taxen overanls father s farm 1n 1964 and was cropplng 640

’iacres. He produced onlv graln and followed a.: rotatlon of

_a .
o, ”

wnéﬁt barley barley summer fallow, the latter belng used

- ]
e

l:as a metnod of Veed control rather thqn m01sture conser—’v-
'-vablon,falthougb when prlces were hlgh he cfoppedACOntln—“;“

e

>uously w1th tne ald offFertlllzer.§ lhlS producer han been

",5ﬁarm1ng on. a full—tlme;ba51s for four years when barley

R

h,fprlces fell an effectrln thls case comoounded by a poor'.'-

fquallty crop ” Becausefhls debts were low he was able to

‘- l:v N
TTW:‘retarp ownershlp of hls land and macblnery but neverthelessv'

i v

p
»
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had to take a full tlme job However, he believes that he,?n

would have been able to remaln farmlng on a full t1me ba51s

lf it had not been for the hlgher consumptlon needs o; a*”v

grcwxng famlly._ Eventually, when hlS chlldren leave home, anf

he expects to become a full tlme producer cnce more.: The\fﬂ

-;solutlon 1s not con51dered to be partlcularﬂy deSLrable,~f"

. but 1t does provxde the producer w1th SOme hope for the

future.f--f-;fﬂ’;'f;;tgifﬂlpuf};{” i_f- }i*;_dﬂ-
The practlce of minlmlzlng debts 1s not 51mp1y a oro—ﬁ

duct of exper1en¢1ng or observ;ng the effects of debt on f77"'

others., It also reflects the dlfflcultles 1ndependent ~f’o3‘

o

’ commod\fy producers have rﬁ ralslng capltal (see Chapters-;i{;7f”

Three and Flve) Practlcally all producers 1n the area

-

nave 1ncurred debts to purchaSe land, the exceptlon belna.p”'
three 1nstances ln whlch the transfer of reSOurces between'V—

©

generatlons was by succe551on and the amount of lahd proved
o be adeduate for farmlng. Debts 1ncurred rn purcha51ng
'~,land, usually flnanced by th\‘ﬁarm Credlt Corporat;on,ﬂf

l, rangeirrom apprOXLmately 53&#00 to 516 000 dependlng largely o

o on the . date of purchase. _mhlS does not 1mply a tradltlona?

a .._,

reverance for the 1and 2 rather, ownershlp is, seen as’ con—_d;d
trlbutlng to securlty,‘enSurlng that a v1tal resource 15,_-'
contlnuously avallable for productlon.' Thls 1s partlc— ;

_ularly 1mportant 1n the present srtuatlon of land shortage
s :

o

;1n whlch ownershlp is the only way to guarantee permanent

use. Ownershlp elso contrlbutes to a degree of securlty“,§¢

°espec1ally 1n old age, as land pu1§hase entarlswa. sav1ngs

L] : N . .
+ - - . N -~
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that can be reallzed at a later date, for Wh1]P equlpment R

'anu bulldlngs deprec1ate, land retalns and 1ncreases 1ts

o . -

'value.* Thls 1s espécxally true in the Rossan area where

Ky . » ) { B . s
lrflated land prlces have emcguraged the retentLon of lanu"

.on a speculatlve ba51s.: Comsequently,_w1th the exceotlon.-

-

\ . .
of one. small oroducer on forty acres of rented land all
. ,‘ﬂ - h

',prouucers own or are “in the: process of purchaSLng all or

>.’equ1pment. <ThHe 1mportance Qi ownlng land ‘is reflected An

) wb1ch could ralse the productlvlty of labour. In tnlsf

~is proaucers must galn ownershlp of land to orov1de a

yart of the land they operaﬁe Thls does not ‘mean that
»

total ownershfp 15 always sought. Qental and share cropgznﬁ

'arrangements,'arrangenents in whlch one thlrd of the cro“w

15 oald to the owner, are commonly accepted by larqer”farrs'

and- are used as means of exoan51on w1thout 1ncrea51nq cettsjﬁ
" f v \* R '
_A dysfunctlonal consequence*of purcha51ng land\ls trat

1t absorbs capltal that could be used to purchase eoulcrertg

'sense- tﬂe Purchase of lanc could be 1abelled P?troqressivelt

t1e per51stence of behav1ouf 1napproor1ate to the present

codcext of farmln... Far ers, in fact, bcca551onall glve
g y ‘ ¥

capltal sav1ng as a reason for rentlng land 1nstead of

purcnaSLng 1t.a HOWever, a SLgnlflcant p01nt to bear in
mlnd s that ownershlp of the land 1is prerequxslte to ob-
talnlng much of the farm credlt that. 1s avallable. lhat’

ba51s for obtalnlng the crealt necessary jor expans1on,:

vvet the process or purcha51ng the land undern1ne§ thelr

ablllty to rétaln sav1ngs 'that could be 1nvested 1n capltal
[ ‘ I .

-

. [

t



the point'made'by the FederallTask Force on‘AgricultUre,

namely tnat "”radltlonally,farm lending 1nst1tutlons, boti
B »

“publlc and prlvate, have depended almost exclus:vely on .
"hthe value of assets owned by the potentlal borro‘kr as tne
'ba51c crlterlon of hlS ellglblllty for a loan (Canada : «%
hl969 354) Underithese c1rcumstancesvthe advantages ofv

Succe551on over‘the Drocess of fission “in the. establlshmert
. » "
.t?%}
:of v1able productlve unlts ‘can’ .be understood (see Chapter

'5vae).' ”he producers who have 1nvested the gp;ﬂ7‘

'of capltal ln,equlpment and’ bulldlngs, up to. $35

'taken over the famlly farm through succe551on and have- not"

been_lnvolved in the purchase of land Other producersA

‘Jhave gone into debt purcha51ng land and have experlenced
.Qva credlt shortage._ In thelr v1ew the only tlme credlt 15
llkely o become avallable 1s when they have too much monev

.

to need 1t, or con51der themselves too old to take édvantaae -

K
oy

Of-lt}

3. Balancéd Expan51on and the Reductlon of Pfﬁauctlve Con—' ,
-sumptlon' . S R S ' T

RecognLZLng the effects OL cost prlce pressures, ;arm

~
-~

producers do seek to increase the product1v1ty and outputff
of thelr enteroryées. ¢he opportunlty to . do thls and tbee
way it’ can be done are llmlted by the resources avallable‘}_ "f.-v
td the Droducer and the nature of ‘their productlve organ—nﬂ

ization. The,expressed ldeal, a reflectlon of_lelted-
Ry : - 2 : . S : '

L2 \ *

resources and the rishs involved, is for expansion to occidr

\



b ot
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graduallj. For example, a means of.slow, contlnuous GREE

™

pan51on “is through the purchase of equlpment over a. q1ven:
,period of time. This 1s partlcularly the .case w1th tlllim
1mp1ements which” procucers consxder should be replaceo
over a. flve year perlod . The cycle is started w1th the
purchase of a larger tractor, Wthh is pald for on a clsh
Lbasis through short- term bank loans or Loans_from the
-;mplement 1ndustry. Tlllage lmplements, shchhas;edltivatdrﬁ;7h
>1skers, seeders, whach are. now under51zed 1are replaceo_ r-f
at yearly lntervals-or ‘sooner . 1f.surplus 1ncome 1s avalli‘lwu o

" This means that for most of ltS worklng 11fe the capaCLty

,of tde tractor 1S'§nderutlﬁlzed.' However, the practlce

- @ - el

el o
coes allow a steady 1ncrease 1n product1v1ty to occur wr lff
7m1n1mlzlng the level ‘ot lndebtedness., . ". ”f.n“ : ;'

Cycllcal replacemeqt of equ1pment is. ar 1dea1 that

@ »

- is seldom achleved 1n pract1Ce. The tlme.taken to.renew
tractors, for instance, ranges from two years to over twent*a”'
’_flve yearsvh The p0551b111ty of meetlnq thls 1deal depend

on the resources avallable to the producer and the COﬂfllCtlFtA
demands of the’ enterprlse.L Clrcumstances of dlfferent pro—1'

» ducers vary, but even where 1nvestment has been hlqh the
structural condltlons of productlon 1n conjunctwon mmth tnt“

lmperatlves of partlcular enttrorlses exert a consbralnlhc

o io
R . PN . B - L

:,effect on 1nvestment de0151ons.
*An area in whlch 1nvestment 1n nachlnery and eculpment

>has been hlgh is in dalrylng. ‘The four dalrles have in-.



_vested 1n refrlgeratéd bulk tanks, automatlc mllklng equ1p~

N
i

-ment the EXtenSLOn and constructlon of barns, and ouotas

v »

(the rlght to shlp mllk to the processors under the system
-of supply management that ex1sts in the dalry undustry)

JFor-the producers concerned thlS has entalled contractlnq

il

debts of 515 000 to: $35 000 for capltal equlpment. In‘y '

.all cases,'the opportunf@y to enter dalrylng was only .

'p0551ble because the producera were . able to take over . thoxrp

7, parents farm through succeSSLOn. Thls meant that they

"dld not’ have to incur. 9ebt to. purchase land and were abla

-to use thelr lana asw the basms for ralslng the cap1ta1

Y

’necessary to 1n1t1ate productlon.~"

\

Supply management controls prlce but not costs.- fhere}”

- fore, the dalrles are confronted w1th the. same structural BRI
’,preSSures,as other producers. Consequently, sxnce the.

A”dalrles eﬁtered proouctlon in the mid-1960" s,.they haVe

‘been under pressure to conSLStently 1ndrease thelr produc~i
rt1v1ty and output. QIn order to ralse output dalrv producers
have found 1t necessary to 1ncrease their 1nvestment rapldl\h,

in. selectlve aspects of\thelr enterprlses. \These chanq1ng

<1nvestment requlrements can be lllustrated by the examole

-

.3ﬁ,of Paul Freeman,.a dalry producer who 1ncreased the numheri

jof cows he was mllklng from twenty flve to forty., )
. i % . o o
The flrst p01nt to be made is that “the bas;c herd ~size "N

necessary to malntaln a partlcular level of pr0ductlon 1C,

.con51dera£~?\hlgher than the number of cows belng mllked

-,
.

R



Replacements have to be avallable when cows are, calv1nh
~.1ailure to allow for thlS would not only red ce -income onM
a temporary basas but would also force the producerc to
forfelt thelr part of the quota that could not be - flf}ed
In thlS respect, 1t may be added if a cow is lost from
productlon due to’ death or 1llness lt has to be replaced
1mmed1ately even if thlS entalls purcha51ng a new one,

'whichvlt_normallyrdoes. In addltion to lmmedlate re-

'placementv helfers have to be xept for ‘the eventual fe-

Y /

yplacement of cows already in productlon and for any ex—,
pan51on that is contemplated : Consequently,'raLSLng the
number of cowe in productlon from twenty flVe to forty
requlred that the ba51c herd be 1ncreased from flfty flVC:’
to approx1mately nlnety | | ’

"An - 1mmed1ate result of. thlS 1ncrease is that Paul
_‘was faced w1th the problem ofemeetlng the 1ncreased feed
requlrementst‘ Because the demands were already hlgh there'
vas: no opportunlty to 51gn1f1cantly 1ncrease the amount
of time- spent on fleld Operatlons. «Consequently, because
“ he w1shed to'remain., self suff1c1ent in the productioh of »
feed, anc thereby gain a, deqree of protectlon from cost
pressures, he de01ded to abandon~hog productlon, whlch'-
hadybeen a secondary But 51on1f1cant source of 1ncome

In e01ng thls he became more spec1allzed than con51dered

oeSLrable but was able to ma1nta1n>self~suff1c1ency i

N " - H
S < .

feec To fac111tate feedlng w1th ‘a mlnlmum of labour Paul

ikept his cows 1n ‘an open plan bann durlng the w1nter " Rach

y ~
. 2
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N ) ’ ’ VL ‘
o . W e . *

- animal had its'own‘spall which it was free to leave at any

PR . ~

tine to feed and,drfnk'in a'céntral feeding area. . Thdis
saved labour{because feed ‘aid not have to be ta)fer; to in-

dividual stalls. An 1ncrease in barn 91ze was necesgitated.
. .o AR
by the changing size of the herd ‘ However, thrs was a-’

chieved at mlnlmum co?ﬁ because Paul, a skllled karpenter,

- ..

was able to ‘do all the work hlmself and to make use of

L]

secondhand bu1ld1ng materialf , o - !
RS - o o .
Because it was 1mp0551bly tlme consumlng"to mllk forty

S

cows by hand it became necessary to utilize methods whlch

would sxmpllfy this labourlous task ' To thls end, a mll}lnq

"

parlour was bu1lt and the process of mllklng was. mechanlzed;

”he mllklng parlour ‘was arranged Jnto two parallel roOws, .

approxlmately 51x feet apart and Separated by a shallow

plt ThlS facxlltated ‘easy access to the udders of eight _
) )

cows. When the cows entered the stalls they were fed a
\ »

-

. mixture of barley and oats supplemen;ed by mlperals. " The

“amount was determined by the needs,of partlcular-cows and M

fed to them automatically o . ‘gr S g . -

Once the cows. were in. the" stalls, the first’stepdin

N

-the process of mllklng 1nvolved cleanlng the cows' nipples

: i
(prev1ously with hand mllklng the who le udder had’ to be

\
' cleaned) and attachlng vacuum claws- to them. Hllk was

collected 1n a contalner attached to the claws, transferred
T .
to a pail, and then carrled by hand and poured 1nto the ,

bulk tanﬁ Follow1ng the removal of the claws the cows’

Vnhpples were brushed w1th a solutlon to prevent chapplnq,

«



]

tp -the bulk tank, it was'desirableﬂto hAv¢j;¢o peopléé' .

. . . .
X iE . 4 v
. : > - .0
- v
. . LR L N . . 4

*

covcred Jith cream to'maﬁe dieaﬁiﬁg eaeief;fand'dippﬁa\Qs
a solution which prevented the devélopment of .some £orm

©f mastltis. : . ' ; ‘, .
< 5 . o ‘ . . . . . .
Becghse the dperation entailed carrying pails of milk

milking, usually Paul, and his wife or his” father. Whnq

produgtion: expanded beyond thirty cows it was flound nec- °

. L]
essar§ to ingtall a pipe system which moved ;he‘nilk 0,

dlrectly fron the claws to the bulk tank. . This-allode

»

a single operator to perform all the mllklng operatlonq

o '0

in the samedamoun; of time that it had previously taken
‘two. Also, it wasg necessary to incxease the'oapacity of

the :efridgerated 1k tank_becau%e.of ;he iocrease in .
outpgt.J ° . C ) "o ‘
Paul felt that he had ro alternative but to steadiI@
inerease_production, qu\that the naturegog,;zs gnterpriee
dete&ineduthe ar-ees where “immediate inve§tment was re-

quﬂred In 1ncrea51ng output Paul was able to Peep his

=
hd o

lndebtedness below $15,000 because the changbs were made

3

slbwl§ and all!éhe building aﬁd.installation of equipmeht

- 0 .
wag done with family labour.'oin'addition,vit was not P
hetessar& to-purchase new oows because'uhe hefo ei;e'was
increaged through naturei‘reproduoiionf : . R—

. . . . Q .
o Investment demands’deijifsned‘by the changing nature

’offthe entérprise cannot be’avofded. Attempts axg made

to mlnlnlze debts by restrlctlng thé rate of expansxon,
i ‘

acquiring used equibpment, and by producers doing whatever
' ¥ ' - Tez

<

~~ -

I‘)‘il

i



N . . . K3 A .‘ X C ; ) . 10 a .

.
H
EY
1
.

a

~ ' construction work is possible theémselves. 'Where there
. . - : . : , -a‘ .,.‘v . ) ; ; )
"a¥e conflicting repiacement needs for eqguipment-the in-

. vestment is made in the area where returns are most

;directly affefted Thus, the dalry mentloned above, for .

~example,_and others in the area, con51stently defer rtnewal R
. s R

. ef field 1mplements in favour of equlpment dlrectly ln—' :” ';,'
~ é‘ B R
volved 1n mllklng operatlons. In turn, thlS creates further"*

'problems becauSe the producer is not only obllged t0o oper—
ate w1th 1nadequate equlpmept but is faced with the need _

"lto make a larger than normal outlay to replace it when re- =
1, . . w e o

A

§ newal becomes 1mperab1ve. L e
S 'eThngituation is further compounded for .smaller pro- 5:-f-7‘f
©. ducers becausé they are invariably in a position where

'
\

. practically all.of'their'buildings and equipment-need‘ref-run

'placing.j An ;xtxeme\eXample of'the'djfficulties;faped in’

o obtaini ‘and repldcing equipment'is provided by a small : - .

-
. . 7 ’ .

producer, Rdbert BT “'who moved\into the.Rossanugrea in':‘

£y

1948. ‘In order to start farming, ' he purchased one’ quarter

sectlon of land for $2,500 under the Veterans Land Act, '
~— - . \

.-~ and:an addltlonal quarter section rn31960 for $4,5002 A
problem face@ by*Robertdmand-onegﬁhich hehstill continues

o to face, was that the soil, an Angus-R@dge Loam,ﬁsuffered !
fronvexc€:five'5toniness whichvmade field operations

dlIflCult "Thls~k1n conpunctlen w1th -a . rclllng topography,

a

sloughs, and _woods, meagt thatgthe quality of the 160 acres ﬂ

T

,thatzwere cleared was-low., h.further.dlfflculty was that

‘Robert, as a new . arrival in the district, lacked relatives

-

%% N | : - , '1.‘;

o

g
X
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or close friends from whom he could borrow ma"”;¢oi¥)//
From the outset, low farm-income has =rnsi it =i,

been.supplemented‘by of f-farm work, Robert WO Lt

3

casual, unskilled-labourer in Edmonton”and-Fott Soantodn g

and his wife as a nurse 1n Lamont. Howuver, vhile

-
o

ehtra lncome has allowed payméents oJ the }ané to be marle~, o

_'has not been_sufflclent to, make'heavyvlnvestment in
'lbuildingS'and eguipment possible. In fact, the onlv,new"

equipment that was ever purchased wa's a tractor 1n 1949

Lo

u‘olncg‘then low farm i Come has - meant that—an outlav of R

$300-%00° lS large and Stretches resourceC to'thelr llmlts;
. N - i R

'fConsequently,.ln attemptlng to improve roduct1v1ty, Robext

‘has been obllgeo to purcnase and opera =S w1th very: old

.used tcu1pment, some- of wnlch was oe51gnec to be drawn

-For example, his most recent purchase was a_" /

by norses /
Itblrty yea)\old comblne whlch cost €lOO RObertdrecogniaes
'ctne'neeg.ts{expand output'anc 1ncrease productiuity out/és
/_in_a situation where all his bulldlngs and equipment need
replac1nq Wlth equlpment that is 1nadeouate and subject

'to frequent brea}down, producthlty”'output, ‘and @arm 1nf

<

come :are bound to remaln depressed ‘ That is) he/' caught

in'a v1c1ous c1rcle, hlS loﬁ’lncome obllglng hlm to

v

uarantee that income.will,remain

y

pursuerpractices_that'

’ low. »

ih}S'producer and others are at a point where the
. continuity of”productionbis jedomardized. By allowing all -
of tihreir equipment andsbuildings*to run down, the capital’®

2

"cr.



- N . .
. i . . [
- . N ot . O

ﬂeeded io establlsh a v1able productlve unlt 1s pushed'agﬁp

'=further-from.the1r reach . Producers do not follow thls

. . L
practlce by ch01ce, for they are well aware of the dys—:"w}

—~—*§&HG%&9H&¥—GGHSGQﬁEﬁeeS—Of—%heif—aettﬁﬁS““*Theﬁf“ﬂwh—%ﬁ€%—*—#——*_*;
‘of ‘resources leave theﬂ w1th no alternatlve but to adoyrb;uq

uractlces whlch make thelr 0wn posrtron more and more un-J
- . . . L .

fenable. ”nb'V 'ﬂ“g‘ fﬂf:~f,“ifﬁt SRR ‘*‘-3t7i“ A

As mentloned " the level of producr_iﬁcoﬁe'yarles*coﬁ;
"51derably 1n the ‘area. of study, froﬁ"less.fhah.$3»500°toAw'.y' ”'w

over SJO OOO.- Wevertheless, it 1s found that all oroducers;¢:
. 2 .. SR
are- to some extent obllged to defer the renewal of eouln—

‘ment. 'mhe dlfference lles in the alternatlves avallable

Al e

to 1nd1v1dual producers Larger prqﬁucers may have some ;f

cegree of ch 1ce in dec1a1ng w?afﬂeoulpment is- ﬁo belre{V;f

-talﬁed ‘in productlon, whlle smaller producers seldor have.
. tne luxurx of thlS ch01ce. But even large producers qfe, . ‘:f)ﬁ

" not. always /Eee tc choose. In 1973 74 for example, tne ,”ﬁ"*;'
largest producer 1n the area made no returns on hls in=-

vestment beoause»feed oosps were}hrqh;‘ lee hlS smallest;,

. ' ' ' TS Ll
4. Small- Scale Innovatlon and the 2eduction of Operatinc s
e c,osts__' : S R P S

'Where 1t 1s D0531ble to raise . product1v1ty w1thout

1

‘any heaVV'capltal outlav 1nnovatlons are readlly acceoten}f“

Y . R N

- by all prOoucers.,rlo some exten‘iphls has beer poDslhle‘

-in the 1morovement of llvestock though the nature oF th e gﬁlﬁfij

', h.
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Nowr's
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'7:tcnterprlseJunder capltallst condltlons of productlon may

.@-.comc Lo iniTESEt the 1nnovatlons that can be acccpte

- f .

;WO aspects ‘of llvestock productlon, breedlng and reedlri,f

1 . N .

‘serne to Lllustrate the de51re of producers to 1morove

'.tnelr productlve unlts and the factors Wthh come to Ln—'cfﬂr

W
&

'_hlnrt Sucn lmprdvements.'

"It is apparent to all. producers that advances iR tHdtr
- ‘ -
”tecnnology of breedlng and feedlng can lead ‘to' a. dlrect

ncr aso 1n thelr 1nccmeﬁ Hence, 1t is not surprlslnc

P

«

.tnat producers attempt to put thelr knowledge 1nto practlct.

: N :
grng hnowledge on whlch they base thelr act1v1t1es is de-

o a
Y

’rlred ‘rom farv journals, v;slts to research farms,,and~

tnﬂ practlce,of nelghbours.f'. .!;,,[f;}*'

P

Jie of the dalry producers has con51derable expnr/)
in“ureedlng, and won prlzes 1n tmo prov1nc1al wude con— R

o ...

"*.tests’inviQGT.' In one of these hls herd was second for {v

L a

”ffoutterfat content, and 1n the other, out of 300 en;rles,'

’};’als herd was among tne top flve for aggregate herd im-
jarovement. The producer reads v1del” on the suojec aﬁe.isg;

o e .
"<

keenlyjaware oiatheﬁrmprOVements,tna@~Can be made and
S e T o PO ."t“Aﬁ A
way ‘to.achieve them. DeSpite beinc one‘ofgthenlarcest '

*farmersfin the'area,vhe nas not been able tormake axy e

o

'lmprovements he con31ders d051rable.“

Fe has-ignored imeu

'provements in breedlng practmces whch could be made to

o .
! &

lncrease ‘the nerd s ablllty and endurance of standlna on;

-concrete,vand-to 1mprove converSLOn ratlos and reproductlv -
. > - - . ) . °
capability. Tnstead hls breedlng orogram has fécussed : ?

o



gattentlon on 1mprov1ng the mammary system because such

.0 L 4
l

lmprovements lead to. lmmedlate galns 1n 1ncome.( He }nows

e " ~

natasemen 1s best for 1mprov1ng qhe quallty of hlS nerd

butwat'bao per vial, desplte hav1ngﬂa product 1ncome 1n'

e

A

T

:exbese“ef SS@*OOO he is unable to afford lt.; Tnstegd

19 Ourchasee 310 20 v1als whlch fac1lltate only lrmited

v

'“»flnprovements. T ' "? e “Af"g'_.ffﬂf

t

1:qa;ns; "th cost of semen, occa451onal fallure of fertlllz—__”"'

g L e

Smaller producers 1n llvestock productlon also setk_

}te b;eed better quallty anlmals.i Agaln, the pOSSlbllltyi.

ex1sts OF purcha51ng semen whlch could brlng sxgn1f1cant*/
1 : - B
lnprovémenta 1n such areas as conver51on ratlos and MEIGht

- a

Z}ation to’ occur,'and the tlme lnvolved in the operatlon'%“

”ftlSCOUrage fm prevent r‘mala\iezr producers from pract1c1ng Af{,_

"
e oo
¢

i

'lnstnlnatlon.» They do pract;ce rnsemlnatlon occaSSLOnally'

t\v\ . . . oo

_qtt generally rely on the serV1ces of\a hull

S~ S

”Lrn example of the galns that could be ebtalned thrcucnc

this ﬂethod is provmded bv a farmer ~who started a\cpw—calr

1\\

Aoperatlon ‘in 1965 Prlon to spec1allzatlon he rollowed\ﬁ'

:the- Lradltlonal clver51Fled farmlng pattern whlch 1nvolved

»

1lk1ng twelve holsteln~Fresrans The latter were hreo

-Cto an urgus beer bull 1n 1065.- TWO . years later He lntro*f
ctced a Hereforq and flnally in 1970 .2 Charolals.yfAs a,

'"result_pt thlS program ne”has been able to ralse t%e aeraae;

.weignt of calwves. at the enc of summer rrow 450 poun@s to

‘o <

?GSPZDOUnds. "In. terﬁs\el 1073 prlces "this resultec 1n an

W o

'lnclcased 1ncome of apprOhlmately $lOO per calf

o

.:L'



bgmllarly,.farmers are well aware of the inqreaSe-in B

3

: tnelr lncome by adonilng better feedlng programs."The

aovantages that can be achleved 1nclude rapld welqht galns,ﬁf

v

. Lo 'y o
jv1th the e>ceptlon of the dalrles,'the facilltles of pro—;

barley and concentrate, a max

meat scraps, v;tamlns, Bﬁd.me'

healthler llvestock and better quallty carcasses., Yet,»

) oucers do: not. @rov1de an adeauate ba51s fOr‘ﬂeveloplng

"suchva program.* For example, a small hog producer comblge

S SRS - . :
'catlon for,weanerb, on the

bafls oF welght, desplte belng aware that-the most raplm

‘-welght galns and the best backfat ratlngS'could only bc;x

B . ) B
'.acaleve\ *v‘h1x1ng feec on thé ba51a of proteln leve7

. ‘ . T
month to fatten, 1nstead of a’ pOSSlbl? four and one hal*f
rontha.{ Jot only do the hogs take longer to fatten,a thev“

-

L 4 . »

Thi's producer recognlzes that the advantages of SClentlflC

v

feealng practlees can only be galnec lf anlmals ar Afeﬁ;

1naLVLotally in pens.‘-However, oecause he lacks ehe fac—

e o IS

bftﬁllltleq to do thlS, hlS hogs take flve ané one half to Sik

ar€ also unable to get the best 1ndex ratlngs because thv

-

1cve‘ of bac}fat 1s hlgh. ‘Lhe producer does 1mprove the

ua11t§ of hls anlmals through purchaSLng better guallty

s
’VSOWb anc'through Lreedlna,_but is unabl 'to do anythlng

aLoat nls feedlng practlces w1thout a. conSLderable capltal

*<outlay; Lhe same 51tuatlon 1s faced by other small hog

t,roducers.

R . “ . o » s . o

In adaltlon to the restrlctlons Lmooseﬁ on the. adopt-“”'

]

i';»% I

"Ton of knowa and benef1c1al lnnovatlons by the llmlted

re of soya'bean, rapeseeo,,,7



fdevelopment of the organlzatlon O 'pkoductlon,~small pro—

fduCers are frequently obllged to e duce thelr operatlng

" \ L

"

¥

‘costs by dlscardlng productlve farmvpractlces,v hat 1s,_f

v,

\
-as‘%ell as’ deferrlng the renewal or\@xpan51on of flxed

ycapltal farmers‘co fronted by a. casﬁ shortage may feel

obllged to qompensate for thlS by maklng reductlons 1n ex-

e ~ . t . ", K ‘>.\:>

';pendlture on varlable caprtalv whlch %n turn leads to a;‘

'.T.dlrect reductlon in. 1ncome.‘ For example, the small pro—'?:'

ducer mentloned above conSLStently reduces, below the op--

N

‘ytlmum ratlon,uthe amount of concentrate used>w1th barley

”ln prcparlng feed fo: hls hogs. Thls practlce whlch'

47d1rectly reduces welqht galns and 1ncreases the amount of

\‘....'

‘tlme neededébefore £3é4%0gs can be marketed is a conse~*'

3

*dué/ce of-a. low product lncome of $6 OOO and 1ess. In fact,

. he. varles the amount @f concentrate used dlrectly wrth hog

P

f&g@ |

fneCLssary to replace a fertlljzer box whlcn nac

'\ . e I o . . ’

A further example of the“way small producers reduce

-thelr operatlng costs is by reduc1ng or abandonlng the ap—="'

Vpllcatlon of herb1c1des and fertlllzers desplte recognlzlng'--

e

’?that ylelas wlll be dlrectly affectea. The reasons for
*adoptlng these retrogressrve practlces stem dlrectlv Frow

'thelr 51tuat10n., In one case a small producer was ln the

./_Y.

:vunenv1able p051t10n of belnﬂ unable to- afford the §3OO

3 k]

mbevonc repalr .uor-could he af ford the $ 50 necessary for

Etpe fertlllzer 1tself Fe saw hlmself 1n a v1c1ous c1rcle,f

needlng.aigooc yrelcfbeforﬂ He could af ora<fertlllzer75

e . o L N . . . o C el e
oL

deterlorated



unlarlg found that hlS 1ncome had droppe 

“‘ofanﬁai 1ng in productlon.'

yet unable to get a good ylpld w1thout 1ts uqo. ‘I% an—- -

othex case a producer who had been USlnG fcrtlllzor re-
‘ : 4

to a levol thnt

fo*cuo him. to roduce hls oneratlng costQ.-fHe-considetou._

'alslng a lan to flnance hlS operatxon but could not so0

*nof ha would bg able to. repay 1t. ‘Lonseoucnt]v th@ onl«

> . . . ¥

‘uav ne could reaucé operat;hg coets and Stlll rﬁcolvo %)P”

Jncomelwas bv not aoply;ng fertlllzer. Agarn; thl .oro—
N . ‘

_cuc:r has well aware of tne qysfunctlona1 con%oau@nc; ‘Oﬁf

J (-3 ¢
A

.hié'actlons but fo\t constrafhed to adoot a practlce vhlclf

Lq,knew woulo Lurther reduce his - income.

Both large and small producera fall to taKe aovantaqe

»g’of the many avallabLe 1nnovatlons whlch would Contrvbutc

Hiféctlv o hlcher product1v1ty and output Ir addlolon,;'

lOW‘lncome producers who are faced w1th a caqh shortaaD

Fré uentll reduce operatlng costs by adootlnq practch

chh clearlv neduce product1v1ty and lncome. -1hese-fa ﬂcrc

+

byjquaranteeing“to reduce thelr»lncome even further,,out

they . SbO tueSL actlons as prov1a1ng the only opportunltv

Confronteo xlth a 1aclf o-if'

1 5sv1ngs,.producors forego the use of 1n“ovatlon “hlc:-theyn

-

"anohfuoulq increase thelr 1ncome. It is not. tne-oe*versxt

Fy

QA

cf tradition t t e11c1ts QJCH Dractlcas bat econov

necessity. .o L ';' T L ST .

201,

Care woell aware that thelr actlons undermlne thelr operaolon_‘
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EI Lunited Cooperation Between Productive Units

'
\

he restricted resources availabloftqkprbduétivwwunitx

and tne risk involved in 'pwoduction oc¢cassionally laad to
K . o .

"

\

Jldmited forms of cooperation. In the RNossan_arca. the tforms
tirls has taken are .conditioned by the prevailing relations

.
. R v

o pir;-‘,ductioni
. 2 153 .

Tt i3 readily appgfent to producers that:the higH

~laprtal cutlay for équipmcnt'and the %hortaqe of labour aroe
sound argumgnts in. favour .of @ntering 1nto cooperatlin

agreements., ibr anmyl a combine iS‘a,relatively CXDeRs1lve

‘,\
-

rlece or aulymcnt which 1nGLV1dua1 producers use ‘for onl\

{ N . <
twe Dr three weeks during the year. It would, therefore,
L P ' I S ‘ i e . * N . . ‘ . - R ; .
seem advantajeous. for producers. to share. the expenses in-. .

surred by purchasing a”combiqe'CQoperatively; Moreover,

there was a tradltlon of snarlnq 1n the ownershlp arc

Obzration ot threshlnc machines which prOVLdeq a Orepoﬂon+

g,

8
T

o

{ch cqoperation; In fadt,‘whén,combines fifst4bocamn'

popalar, between 040 and 1930 hore were somne 1nqtance&

27 ghared ownershi , bhut consiﬁerable'animosit Was' ener -
S P era

"'overjﬁhe allécation.ofitime foi:the use Qf the'im~‘
clement with ﬁhé.resﬁlt_th@tfsuch agreements wéré‘quiCkly
:eppiﬁatéa.  Tﬁé Q;f‘lculty ;rocucers have iﬁ coopefatlng
viﬁp résgéet3£5 ¢éﬁbines 1sva-product.ofttechnolpqlcal
”cnahgeiwithin the . lndepenaent comnodlty form of prqductlon.g'
Iﬁ cdﬁbi;iné; tﬂg machluv‘moves over, the flelp collectlnq

'tbévcut”grain oM windrbws; whereas with threshlng, the

grain is.cut, stooked, anthauled-to the machine; Grain



\ ,‘ o .

] -

left on the around is extremoly vulperable to the effeocts

of snow as even a - light covering will prevent combiipes frop’

getting into the field. 'quseQUQntl§, combining tis te
- . - . i R :

¥

.

]

e _copnleted ina twos oto thrego-week pﬁri@ﬁ raniniﬁﬁ'ﬂ"
. o . © 1}
the dangers-of an ecarly snowfall which would proeventy) the

"

) ”

-

cro. from . being harvested. Because  there wero,po«p
. . . - . . e . :

P

. T ) ) ) . .
CHLAring agreements supporting- cooperatiorn in the us

i

L ines, 1t was possible for one producer to succe¥
\', . o N PR . . . N ,

narvest his[crop while.another’, shafing_thc combai

. 1 . .o N .
lose hias.  ~As a result, producers have sou
ounershis of their own combinesg. ‘

‘he-over whelming tendendy has-Been for producers o

their ‘own egquipment rather than to. rely on. any
“iwrm of Cooperative agreement.’ There are coxcetftions to
tihiis., For example, ten producérs formed a maching co-

7g¢rat;yéﬂtgvpgrchase a gra#iiééeaer, fence pounder;, and.;
aista¢k m§ver“n For the individual piodﬁcer this prqyides
ta;césé tQ §quiwmen£_wh;éhlis'nét_yitalAor‘dsed-fféquéptly )
~u§5:gﬁ to ju$tify ;urchasingiitTOn ar iﬁdi&idual bésis'

utowiiich can’ save a considerable amount of labour time.

‘s Zar as members of this cooperative are caoncerned, this

was possible because the edquipment involved could he shared

. S st N NG e ey R o
wlthout creating. any major problems e thé allocation of

ner. L This.was deliberate, ard they consciously avoided™

.,

curchasing eguipmenrt, such as a combine,@$§gfh
. » . R - E . .
. N N,

el S ! S . R N
EOLITS 1IN 1TSS uwage. j AR . N

would. create.

©



n . : ) g

o1 a hroader scale, in 1973-=74, farmers -coeperated

R A
. ’

in th oétablishment of a'sbed‘cloﬂnjnq'plunt in'}hw “VA”-‘f o
The total cost of this'wds £Q'Uo $110,000 0€ which two . \
qujTE would be ﬁ@iﬂ Dy the'@ﬁVernmﬁﬁf AT STy T T T -
muéurb;ralsod the-othorﬂthirﬁuv‘Iﬁbtidlly‘nrganiﬁod hy' vk 
metbersy of ghe Uni‘a%m_rbcaifébéénizafion,thiswwas‘dono _ ﬂ&
o N ) . - - : . \‘
bv selling 3100 shares. T | J ‘

: : N , /
‘In both of these examples, cooperatinn is premised on

vhe inCependencé of farmers taq pursue’ théir own productive
_.',."‘.. Te . . S
Soacti ities. It reﬁlects'the'desire_pf'ﬁroducers to take

ﬁjvqntage of cht—savinq ngipmeht,Whileimaintaining the

an«ucnugnt Commodlty form of productlve rolnfzonshlp

.Consaguently such sharlng is conflned to a: ]1m1tﬁd range
of eguivpment and Facilities. '. » . ‘ '

There are two instances in-swhich proguecers -ard currently

pes

irvolved 1in limited forms of product and equipment sharing.
Cre anmple invel. es-two Lbrothers who have farmed cocpor-— ¢

dTl"el” since 1939 and'a son of ona of th \\:fothers wWio

red them in .1965, Cooperatidh between the brothers

Gdeveloped out of the vrocess,of fission.
S . . :

Prior to their father's death one of the sons hiad

(

(./
v
0

ccrdrted farming a scparate unit with the use of his fathoer!

facliinery.  Wher fhe  father died angthef son took over tno

oriqinal_farm,-uut The uractlcp of arlnc continued.

basically, cooperation is in the purchase cf machinery and

its use in fiel onerations. Fxpensegs and lakour are

v_”arpu, thou i there is nco .rigid caléqlati?h of the latter

2]



. : . S = ' a0ne

s - ¢ " o » )
and the product divided among the. three producers.  tow-
. i 5 ! "' ) ) ¢ . , ‘. ) . “
ever, even in thig case the extent of cooperation is limitoed

. ‘ . o ' L e :
as the main source of income is livéstock which' 1s produced’ .

. i - o " ) ‘_, .
cand sold on an individual basis. That. I1s, most of the

field crops, baxl ey, oats, .wheat, and hay, arc Usaed as tood, .
. o . N N

though‘surplns is sold'as an edditionél source of income.
in cffect,“this means that thc sharing fhariaous occur is
lgtlll orie nted to the ex1stence of lndependent prodqptlvo,
urits. Thls llmlted cooperatlon 1s roflect ed . in a low'?,
1evel of income of 1nd1v1dual unlts, $5, 600. to 6,003, ancql

in the nocd for one of the producers to supglement his

o

tlpcome by driving afschool“bus.
In the other example, David Roberts, a producer_oper-

atinq a beef-grain enterprise, has entered into Limited\

informal agreements w1th his brother, a SlSter and broth
in-law, and a cousin.. With hlS brother, who»Sells:his
labour on -a fﬁll—time basls, 1n a fertllléer‘plant in Fort,_ -

§§skatcheWan, David shares ownershlp of a hew tractor and
LN

9»_ in return for labour prov1des feed for’his brother“s cattle_

E)

Also, David neeps a small number of cattle for hls 51ster
e
-and her husband in exchange for thelr labour, espec1ally

1

'quring.harvest. 'Finally, since 1972 he«haé rented one half

sectlon of land w1th a- cou51n and Sharee the labour and
,exrense 1nvolved 1n cropplna graln.’

Qavio is vell aware of the advanﬁages of sharing and : =
hasiattempted.ro gersuade several oroducers to qum a pro-

ductive eooperatlve.‘.Though the]other farmers-involved



. - by ' . |
. s .

» ‘ » ' " B P j
advantages of forming a production cooperat ive
I

could sec the

. r
they. were not prepared to enter into any agredoment s whrioh
. N Fi "
: - . ‘. Cos . : !
entulled foregoing ‘individual ownership of the neans. ot
B " -

. ) . ; .
e praductbione—dhe reasons for not o doing this vary thouyh

- 0, " N X v
they all scem to b rooted in the character of product ve
roelations. A COmMMONn. reason qiw.-il for not forming a cooper-

abive farm is-that differences in land quality and physical
i . ‘. | L

dsscty make i1t Jifficult to decide OP an egquitable distri-

Dution of income.  The example off thi* cousins cooparatinga
‘ _ ‘ _ ~ . !
|

, ‘ _ _ b
in grain production epitomizes thF problem. Thev rented :

thie lard andd thereby avoided any problem associated with

. . . . o s : N ' 5
Jvariationhs in land quality. “foreover, they also rented

a tractor, dospite one producer'S'havinq‘a'perfoctly good
one, because they could not agree on how this would ceffecti
- - \ > O :

S

.distribgtion of income. In particular, David's cousin
S ‘ ) : .

offered Lo1pay‘for-palf of-the fuel cosgs-but would not

of the tractor.

pay anj thing for tire depreciatidn
. i . - o
Prooducers are alee reluctant to give up the frecdom -
.7 action. that they associate witn thelr independence.
fn partizsular, thoy seer o recaln thelr freedom to secll
- . : . [ ' i . g B ’ .
tneir land wien they want to rctirp,‘%heir'llfe savinas
. . . - o . . P
in effect, and, more recontily, to retain ownershipg of +thear
: o ' "~ ST ‘
oé ) . 2 - ¥ ‘.
r speculative pPpurposes.

land f
¢ cooparative agrecements fAre those

« - The most acceptable

which-are. premnisec on the continuing indevendence -of -pro-.
. N . o ' S . :

“ Juctive units. In thi% respect co?peratlon is seen as.a
reans. of improving productivityswhile minimizing costs.

/



. 1
) “

These ugzgumtntﬁ allow individuyal propducers Yo function
”’ ' . ot

. N o ! ,
more ettectively without giying up ownershiflior control

of the means .ot production. Moreover, oven whiore cooper-

dation jnvolves sone produot sharing, the basio pndepend-

1 4
cne of productive units remains intact. Thy creasans
. 0 [}

given tor not cooperating turther are invarial:ly pract real,
-J' » ‘

tnvolving different- interests wiiich nre rooted in the

private ownership of the means of production,

- - N ~
i . : “ ' . ’

. ‘. . an ' L)
Mixed Farming Practices‘and Theiy Limitidtions

0.
- ' - $ )
. N - . . ¢ s . . .
NLotraditionally importang means of reducing the higlr
. ‘ R . .
Gegrae? oL risk aSSOCJG}eﬁ with agriculgural production i
a ST : L
\ .o - X . .
*hrough the adoption of as/pattern-of mixed farming. o
* . . B - v
..O . . .
the persistence of sstrdcutrally induced uncer-»

cadse of

tasinty, the behaviour that constitutes this pattern is

continually regengrayed. However, the emeragence of moro
. g *
speclalized farms of f%rming indicates that strgictural

. !
G¥ressures are undermining the possibility of such . a re-

- . ]
spronse (see Table 29). . '
"

, )
In Chapter ¥ive 1t was pointedr out that the Rossan

’ ®
area was characterized by

4 highly diversified form of

Tarranag. Tncome \from a variety of sources wds a means .
nr mrotgscting individual enterprises from the price fluc-

N - . e R : .
cuations of a particular product.. In the past, this was
. . ® _ . A

»
o -

complermented by a reductign of ‘personal consumptionewhich
allcwed savings -te Ye channeled into investment. This

pract&ge‘hag coﬁbihued,,despf%g rising exvectations, anc’

- - C e

4



: > © Tong
H * i ) M
4 lﬂ.‘ ' - .
i .
: P
AN ! . » /
\ - T ) - . '
e b )
TADRLL 25 ., _— oA
Types-of Interprise: Rossan, 1973 .
“Product 1ype : umber . ‘Product Type tlumber
- - - . - \/\ n
© hd . . .
'Speciaiized_‘ T S N A _ Mixed ' . 23
*Hairy - : SR-T' N Beef- Gra;n : 12 -
X ' . ’ " P . v N : * 0
*peef - R : 8 . Hog-Grain . 4. e
arain . . 5 **Other. o 7 - s
; . C g . .
o ¢ ' . ‘
s R
X 7
" f " -
< ‘ ‘ -
*With one exceptlon, dalryﬂand beef ptoducers attempt to
. i)
be self-~ %ufflc1ent in the production of feead. L
. e - . | « : N - [
swThis o category includes farns xhlch “roﬂuce more than two
Cerodit}es{,'”b ese may lncludebgraxn, hogs, beef, sheep
cream, turkey. '
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. -y . : e A L . e Lo . . .
,ndaary operatlons. ~In these'operatlohs.a degree of.protec—n
tlve alver51f1catlon 1s malntalned by remalnlng selr'suf—

flClent in. the productlon of graln and hay that 15 used to"

a,

fe d llvestock hls lS done 1n .an effort to av01d the'

: _.bn .
ef ects of prlce fluctuatlons 1n these commodltlec wnlch

mlqnt OthbleSO undermlne .the’ v1a3111ty of productlve urlts,‘

ﬂke practice cf malntalnlng thl dlver51ty reducns the'”s-e,ﬁ-ﬁ

alns lﬁ product1v1ty ‘which: may be derlveo from speclali-"r‘

'zatlon fbut the value of such beneflts are ouestlonable 1t

»

:the eklstche of the enterprlse is jeopardlzed

&

. -

o L

' 'rarmers’feel tne ef‘ect of confllctlng tendencxes 1n

'trvimé’to malntaln tuelr llvellhood In the flrs1 olace

they are keenly aware of the need to. COntlﬁuously lncrease“

a . -

..,uroductLVLty ano output 1f they are to. malntaln thelr 1ncome.
':It ‘is’ thlS whlcn underlles the process of speclall7atlon
_Qn the other hand they recognlze the rlsks aSsoc1ated w1th

?Farmlng and’ the helghtened vulnerablllty brought ubOUt bv‘v
'speCLallzatlon. '"helr aporoach lS to strlke a- La ance and

tr 5to t ke 1nto~account both sets or demands.f'However,xa”v

o

Lalance at one p01nt in tlme 15 eventuall§ unmermlned by

-ewolv1ng structural pressures and producers are cont1nuous~

ryjobl;geu,tohbeoome'more speélallzed atktbe,exnense of N 4
5their protective diversity.w-TheAalternatiVe'to‘thisfis,u

NN ST ST :
the acceotance of a decltine 1n 1ncome

Lo g

©

c Th eycerlence of the dalrles is the clearest example

Cof thesérpreSSures,w As‘was'mentiOned earljer, ailﬂthe

-

Cairy producers recognizé that coritinuous expansion of



e : . L . R P '

output is néceSsary ;and'all‘havefreépbnded,td this im~

i

p ’of thelr herdc and thus have been confronteu with
% K . : L

1nereased demands forofeed and pasture. 'Eor examble, one

o

frOQUCOf 1ncreased the numher of COw he wasfmilkihg~from

- e

ementy—f' to fifty, but falled to adeduately estimate

.the amount of extra ﬁasture ‘he needed V'To compensate for

tnla be had no ch01ce but to take land ouu of craln ane'_'

hay prqduction, w1th the- result that }e has no. longer self—

" sufficiént ‘in feed.. Another dalr producer met an 1ncrease‘

'.;n»demand for Leed by renklng one barf sectlo of,lana.
. Ihis landfwas‘lost from productlon in 19/4 wheﬁ 1t was.

SQId7fdr‘acreages, forc1ng hlm to Lecome rellamt on the.

o nalf sec tlon heé. 0wne At that tlme total herd size. was,

aéprximatel' s;xty and the land hﬂ had avallakle maq

L -
suj:1c1ent to. prov1de all tne feed he needed -However,.,

ﬂhe;ﬁic have to abandon hog oroductlon,‘xhlch was. a supple~:A

fmentary'act1v1ty, to remaln self sufficie ant in feed.* All
) R . <J- . .
the.dairw oroducers consrd red that the expansion~thev3

I
. \ o

*a\w to accept &lll eventuallv make thev totallv rellant

en otner souroes of feed. \one of them enjoy the proS@eet

a
o ! Iy

'of.uecomlhg cooendent Hecauqe they',ee lt ‘as reduc1nq tbelr

. . o o : ol
chances of surviva1.> e o ' R
Tas. Othzer livestbck‘prbducersﬁ particularly those-in - &

: S -1E8s ‘ , ;

‘cow-calf and beef operatlorb, with.their heavy demahds on

N

»pasture, face sxmllar Aiffz xltles in trv1ng to reﬁaln the

'security of diversity. one. form of diversiulcatlonL‘fOr‘

Lte

efat'vegﬁ D result of thlS is that they have all ‘increas sed

oYL



-wilnto the area and the subSequent loss of pasture land

' e N T e SR \_/

"examp&e,'involves the sale of - graln and beef Producers

have‘adopted thlS optlon i an attempt to balance the'

effects of fluctuatlng beef and graln orlces However,

o
-

‘as! herd slze 1ncreases the rlslng demand for feed and

pasture reduces the amount 6f graln awallable for marketlng

ne oroblem 1s exacerbated by the movement of acreages

v

-Gavallable for rentlng .Nevertheless, cow calf and beef
-’_‘{,-«’]r
;operatlons attempt to malntaln dlver51ty vet meet the need : R

for contlnuous expan51on.;/f . fh.f}fof
'doa producers also oursue ‘a. pollcy of dlver51flcatlon,:gfj'”

l"

‘-‘malntalnlng self- sufflc1encv in. feed and selllng surplus

le

"gra;n. vﬁor“eﬂample «one small producer,‘marketlnq approx-

;imatelchOO hogs per year,_cdn51dered that he would have

v

:been-outﬂof bu51ness 1n 1913 7.4 when graln prlces were hlgh
£ he had been dependent ogjexternal sources of" feed
~Nevertheless, thlS producer was. not partlcularlv haopv
:about hlS 51tuatgbn as he conSLdered that he was 1051ng

5 .
‘“mone) by feedlng graln to- hls hogs when he could have been

'}max1m141ng his” 1ncome by selllng tne‘graln dlrectly.biThe‘
*bpportunlty cost was® such as to mahe the abandonment of

'~noc proouctlon Verv attractlve, )et"such a move‘wa".re~p.

‘51sted Lecause he remenbered that four vears earller graln

. ° e
: prlces were rock bottom and that he would have bee “upﬂ ‘
'agalnst the}warl" 1f he had been dependent on graln/pjo—ﬂ

‘.bduction- Anotherlsmall hog gfaln producer av01de the

-fproblembof feedlng hlgh prlced graln to low prlced hogs by 5

e [ o Lo . A . - L - . :
E . . P i ¢ . - [N . e, -



"",xxlcn “ould allow’hlm to keep llvestock All produCers

'abandonlng hog productlon completely until. hog prlces'roﬁei~~‘

and/or graln prlces fell Prov1d1ng spec1allzatlon has@ﬂ
“:not progféssed too far thlS type of movement 1s poSs1ble
because of ﬂhe small amgu t of tlme,lf0ur‘and atnalf_toff
Six months,‘requlred to ra\Se a lltter of hogs

W1th the exccptlop of a 51ng1e'grarn producer, all

the farmers in Rossan attempt to protect themselves from;‘

vfltctuatlng éosts ahd/of)prlces by some form of dlver51f1—

catlon.b mhe reason for thlS exceptlon was not dlsdaln for_"

';”tne practlce but rather a lack of fac1llt1es, fences, barns;

x
°

. conSLderec the protectlon offered by some form of ai ver-'
slxlcatlon ceSLrable even” though they recoqnlzed that

‘_nlgmer ploduct1v1ty and output could be achleveo throughf-

°
P e

'fgreater»spec1allzatlon.t°dowever, the structural pressuresH
:fur ' lylng tbe process of spec:allzatlon comes lnto confbrct
:”hltn the deslre for clvers1flcatron. Producers feel ohllgeu
;to Decome more spec1a112ecvanu therebl adopt practlces

:-rWnlcb rncrease tﬁe vulnerablllty of thelr productlve unltL:”””.

tﬂxhe present pattern of. d;verSLflcatlon contlnues not Se—V'

cause oi the oers1stence of tradltlonal values, but because

"f7of he. cont1nu1tv of the conéltlons of productlon to whlch

°

T

tne response is an. adaptatlon.' S e

'”7 Tne Full—Time Sale 0r Labour and Its Lffect .on Farm l&i
Practlces e o B o

et

A flnal means of coolng w1th low farm 1ncome lS for

o

_;members of the productlve uult to sell thelr labour power f

A




. L

u',whlle ma;ntalwmng farm productlon (see Table 26);prhis

course of actlon is not partlcularly new -as. 1t has always

?

‘been common, é@pec1ally for males, tp supplement thelr
1ncome through casual or seasonal 1abour., Slnce the early
. J 7 )
M‘iflftles thls casual pattern has been replaced by a sltégv

Juatron;ln_whlch 50%«of the male farm producers sell thelrif
'labour onﬂa full tlme ba51s Of the W1ves of fulL—and T
:'part h@ne farmers only two had full tlme non farm ]obs,

'fand t%e)bthers supplemented thelr 1ncome through the sale1A
e L . t o

. of.nmway and-Tupperware products.,"

B~
S ..

TABLE 26

'Farm‘sze ahd'Sale'gg Labour:"rRossan 1973

1-Time Full-Time -

Product Typei"”*ﬁ F rmers . f;Sale~of3Labourb_ :
Spec1allzed . ‘4.5105' _'7f e
Z,Dalry o e 4 R o -0

Beﬁfuaup' v PR . s
“_v_é_rain | : 3 . 2
Mixed - .15 ‘
Beef graln 3
uog-grain 3

)
v

T Other L

Farners make’lt clear that 1n adoptlnq a work farm
pattern they nad llttle ch01oe. Those who started Farmlnc

<

551nce 1950 through the process of flSSlOn have adopted thlS

-



pattern from theuoutset. 'Thew have never been 1n-a’p05*j

Lrtion to establlsh~v1able productlve unitcs. Other pro~

E

-cuCers who have adopted thlS pattern have trled farmlng

.gon’a full tlme ba51s and faLled ‘The'lmmedlate:reasons
- , o N

'for fallure vary but 1ncluoe falllnq prlces, ioss beoause:

:-of adverse weather, 1nab111t> to renew tqulpment -and"

rls;ng consumntlon needs of grow1ng famllles. Partlcular'

£

'-motlves vary, but 11mLted 1ncome and sav1ng ablllty of

he;r productlve unlts underlle thelr dlfflcultles

-Whlle tne adoptlon of a work farm pattern prov1des //’\\_/

ansupplementary'source of 1ncome Lt-also makes4fapﬂ1nq

1'more alfflcult. «The problems that arlse stem fromnthe"”

b

RS
.

fact that full tlme labour necessitates a. deflnlte and

< .

regular allocatlon of tlme to non- farn work. For most
- producers thls entalls soendlng a mlnlmum of elght nours_v
e -

per dav actually worklng, and in addltlon to this a-

ot TN .
: i . oo !

further one to two hours commutlng.

(-4

Obv1ously thlS places a con51derable pny51cal strain’ e

:on.bhe producer.» For Lnstance,'a smallvproducer wcrklng

“in somonton and who malntalns approx1mately tuenty cattle .
h;ana some nogs flnd% that uurlng the w1nt§r he sptnﬂs elqht -

nours labourlng in the hdmonton leestock “arket, twornours«

o

-travelllng, and at least four hcurs feeglng and waterlng

hisfstocks a mlnlmal worklnq dav of at least fourteen
a - B N
hoursiilaurlng sorlng thls same producer w1ll soend elght
:hoursfor more d01ng4f}eld WQf§ for as . long as two or three
'jﬁeeks[‘ Thefsituation durihg'harveSt is SOmewhat better»forh.ﬁai

<



'__baled' hauled and stacked ' Flnally, the- land is cultlvated

o . . e : -0 N " ! ) v ~ ! * i
it‘ls'COmmon practice to také holidays at’ this time.
. , t v oL X N . . : v o N
' ilevertheless, this producer as well as others\will spend

'51xteen to elghteen hours in the fields.
K A51de from the phy51cal straln, the rlgld demands of
ha non- farm work schedule are in confllct with. the farmers

needs to be able to ad;ust thelr activitieés to 5011 and

Q

growth condltlons. As a. result, producers find themselves
farmlng by the calendar 1nstead of by local condltronsv
"and are often obllged to forego some fleld operatlonsh
| Fleld work forithe cultlvatlon of.wheat oats;uand
itarley 1nbolves approxlmately ten operatlons ' The‘landg
fls cultlvatec or ploughed as soon as. the flelds are -dry
'~e;¥EQh in sprlng, usually durlng the last week 1n Aprll
or in early %ay', thS is followed by narrow1ng to level
the ground dlsklng to pulverlze tne sorl harrowmnc,‘and
‘seedlng -For wheat, seedlng 1s usually completed by .
1about the lSth of Nay, whlle the seedlng of barley,'whlch

<

igrows faster, can be left untll approx1mately the lOth
of June;- A rod weeder may be used if the weeds are up
T_before the graln, otherw1se the herb1c1de is applled

~vhénhgrowth condltlons are approprlate in July vDurlng

narvest, the gralr has to re cut comblned and the strav

2

onge before rleld act1v1t1es cease for the w1nter
The dlfflculty of completlng these operatlons 1s
,epltomlzec by a graln producer who has . adooted a work farm

Jattern Lacking tlme, he 1nvar1ably flnds hlmself seedlng



. . . . ' . . N
by the calendar lnstead of by the growth conditions ot

weeds. For example, in three consecutlve years, lQ70 :to .

1973, the sprlng was too dry. and theoweeds did not grow.
rr‘herefore, he was obllged to seed hlS land w1thout cul—'

tlvatlng agaln for weed contrél. If “he hao been farmlnq

N
/

‘on a full-time basis he would have been able to put off

seedlng for another two weeks, but the demands on his tlmo

“stemming -from his off—farm work schedule made this. in- - -

possible. A dlrect consequence of thlS was that herb1c1de

had to_be used to con%rol the growth of wéeds, thereby
¥

increasing the cost of productlon.f More 51gn1f1cant’in

the, prekfnt context was the producer s fallure to apply

berblcldes on two occa551ons because the weather and the
Lt & .
.crowth condltlons of the weeds confllcted w1th the tlme

he had avallable to. perform the ooeratlon. The end result
::uas an estlmated 30 35% reductlon in- yleld
= Durlng harvest 51mllar problems arlse.v Although éron R

a

ducers in a work farm pattern take thelr holldays at thls
tlme, there lS ‘no guarantee ‘that the weather w1ll adjust

to tnelr SChedule. 97l for example, another prodhcer

@

,*as able to crop only 30 acres of whe t out of 480 acres

because durlnc the time he tock his holldavs the weather
"'wasvunsuitable.' Moreover;vapart from his sufferlnq the RN
deterioration.ofbhls'crop due_tovits heing left in the
field ouer.winter; he was‘obliged to spendihis~time in. .
'sprlng harvestlng lnsteaclof plantlng a new - crop DThei

result was tnat he- lost a'year S crop because re had enough
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time to ‘seed only 35 acres e LS

. y 2

xheqe problems are faced by all producers involved in

a work—fanm pamterna' In addltlbn, producers find dlfflculty

in adequately’ superVLSlng their llvestock especially durlnq‘

Y

spring when they are calving, and 1n ma1nta1n1ng_bu1ld1ngo,
"fenceé; ahd equipment*“ Farmers. do qeek to'compcneato for |
this b¥% purchaslng labour sav1ng equipment and -in adjuqtlng‘
.tqelr enterprlse to thelr work routlnes. kFor‘lnstance, one

'producer has cut out all field work and develOped a small

jbeef enterprlse.. however, Qhe dllemma remalns as produc—
_ers are contlnuously obllged by cost-price pressures, to’

inCrease the output'of‘their‘enterprise, and thérefore_the
demands on. tﬁelr labour tlne. '
N\

The. adoptlon of a work farm’ pattern is & dlrect result

" of the low_income_and ‘savings of_farm producers. It is ‘an
° . . . . : & .
option~which reflects the gonditioﬁs df their'existence and
: . _ :

_iS‘only rollowed when other alternatives fail: . It is an

.

ptlon which fac1lltates 1mmed1ate retentlon of ownershlp
‘65 bne“means of productlon, but whlch Has dysfunctlonal
jconseéuences that further undermlne the v1ab111ty of pro-—- ©
ductlve units.. The dysfunctlonal practlces clearly stem'
from the condltlons under which they are forced to operate.,
(Prouners were alwaye.aware of the detrlmental consequenceq

“of thelr actlons but felt power-ess to do th;nas dlfferently

Lacking the tlme to farm adequately or . to expand pro—_

<

-uuctlon, prooucers 1nvolveo in 2 work farm patterﬁ fan it

v1rtuallyalmposslble to ralse thelr 1ncome suff1c1ently to



.
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become full-time farmers. Furthermore, the income derived

¥

from unSkﬂ’led labour is low, and they cannot hope to ac--
e savings for~expansion-from this spurce. The

cumulate@
dlfflculty of’ ach1ev1ng thelr asplratlons to become full-
tlme fatmers is reflected in the fact that those who have
‘ventered a work-farm pattern in theflast £wo decades remaln')
part- time farmers. The only exceptlon to th;s is a pro—
ducerlwho todk advantage of 1n€lated land values to Sell
3hls land and started farmlng ;n another district. Of thoso.
remalnlng in the dlstrlct three see some chance of becoming:
full-time farmers when the consunptlon needs of thelr '
grow1ng families decllne.' However, thls reflects the

’ marglnallty of thelr posmtlon. ,Inteffect‘ the“adoption of
'thls pattern seems,'for most, to be a step towards total
alienation of'the means of productlon. Ind1v1dual pro-
ducers will undoubtedly survive for the duratlon of thelrv -
proJuctlve llfe,pbut the chances of flnanc1ng a new gener—
ation of producers seem to be practlcally absent N

8. Aspirations and‘the Pursuit of Farming I
’ - . ' A\ ) .

\

It mlght be argued that attempts to continue farmlng,
w'desplte mountlng dlfflcultles stemmlnc from the condltlons
of thelr ex1stencL, reflect the pexr 1stence of tradltlon
‘1n that a more rational response woulld be to abandon farmlng
-'Completely. ThlS would espe01ally seem to be the case for-
fthose producers who sell thelr labour on a full time’ ba51s
and/or those who have been ‘unable to renew thelr equipment.”

Toe



To some extent. this. aréument seems t0“be‘supported

AN

by the fact that farmers are 1nev1tably the ‘sons of farmers

and have learnt thelr skllis in the context of tho farm

v

PR 7, S

family. It -also finds support in such statements as

.- ’ U !
"Farming is iW my blood," "All I want to do is farm, or |
"Earmlng is a-way of life:" However, to stop at this point

\
-”15 to lgnore the 51tuatlon whlch confronts farmers in

¢

.

SQEKlng alternatlve forms of employment and does not take’ 1
1nto account the: dynamlcs of thelr non farm experlence in

shaplng their asplratLOns. ' o ' - |

Farmlng is not Smely an end 4n 1tself but is also

-

a means to other ends.' Producers accept what are generallyy

seen as middle- -class . goals 'such as 1ncome securlty durlng
A -o
oy

worklng llfe and old age, prov1d1ng a good standard of .

|
1
i

llVlng and\sducatlon for thelr chlldren, hlgh level of !

-

ncome and consumptlon which 1ncluded good hou51ng, clothlno

B furnlshlngs, natural gas, electr1c1ty, indoor pIlumbing,

~

i
etcl,

. \

I

and tlme for holldays and lelsure. ‘These desires are re-- |

. . R - |
flected 1n the fact that producers w1ll adopt alwork farm |

pattern rather than unduly reduce the consumptlon needs of
Ry ; o /f\
thelr famllles.

As they see lt thelr materlal de51res are .,

tnose of c1ty folk. There is frequent reference to the
! 4

nelghbourllness ‘and cooperatlon of the old days, and old-

timers are llkely to remark that: desplte the materlal im- .

provements the cuallty of llfe has deterlorated " "No one ",

orops by any more. However,.thls is not ‘a goal that

everyone strlves for. The "way of llfe” that people strive W

4 |
N . - . ' oo . . M ) o

© |
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A\ o

for includes a high level of 'material consumption and .there--

. a!
] . . B
fore a high leye€l.of income. Consequently, it is not sur-
u : B -
. . [P " . -~
» prising to find that the reasons given for remaining in’

Earmlng have more to do wlth the alternatives at, their
disposal than with the value of farming per se.

In thls respegt 1t is releﬁant to point out that
degplte the coq‘kderable array of skllls that produc
have developed in the course of farmlng,’such as buxldlng,
welding, malntalnlng and repalrlng-mach%pery,Lthe§ lack
formalgqualifications. Moreover.,, with one exoeptioh who
had passed grade 12, no }armer in the Rossan area had more
than a QEQdé lObeducation; Lacking formal education,
farmers flnd ‘that the opportunltles open to them are ex-

tremely limited.; In the area of’ study,cfor example, the

occupations of part—time farmers included unskilled and
. 1 A -,

seml skilled laktour- on productlon llnes, labour1n§ on con- |

°

"structlon sites, night watchmen, road graders, storemen-

and salesmen for an implement dealer, unskilled labour in

o -

the llvestock market and janltors. 'Generally, the jobs

open to them are for unskllleo manual labour at the‘lowest

N

socio- economlc levels of soq1ety. : ’

0 -

Such opportunltles prov1de little’ lncentlve to abandon

farming.v‘Nevertheless, SO%Jof the producers do sell their

labour on a full-time basis.. Their;experience freguently
prov1oes further 1ncent1ve to remain in farmlng., For

example, producers ‘who were employed in a nlckel reflnlng
: - 3

plant were unanimous in flndlng that their work was

9 v

‘n



repétitive, monotonous, with no opportunity'fof'developing

any skills or pride in their work.v‘Also,’lacking formél

education, their chances for promotion were limited td a

few superVisory pQSltlonS, though even these: were barrec‘

W

tO'some because yoqgger people were senior to them. ‘They‘- _”ff
also. felt they had little security, recogniiing thag:they |
could be laid off .when technologicalSchanges rendered their
vlabour superfluous. y sl e |

%oreover,°eight ~hour shifts which rotated on a weekly
“ o~

e

bdsis, thereby allowing equipment to be‘operated‘continuous‘E@
ly, completely disrupted their family ana community life.

'ihe weekly varJations in shifts neant that they were only

: . @
f¢ee one - weekend per month and that they:were either sleepina
'r.working at the times they cquld have been w1th theix

~families. This problem is particularly acute when their

. children are-at school.. The same difficulties affected -
their invdlvement in the comnunity ~o In fact; 1t-was the

practice of the. community organization to schedule beel

festivals, ball games,’ pionics, and other actiVities in -a

- way thatyWould allow all shift workers to partiCipate_‘f’toD
some extent in the course of a year. BRI
The alternatives open to farm producers are limited

L. -

because the skills tmey have developed in the course of

their productive aCthltleS remain unrecognized. Farm;rsl
recoqnize that their limé&ed for$;l education condemns(“
-them to work that is’ poorly . paid,alacks security and “the ' @9

pOSSlblllty of advancement, and‘isroften repetitive and

a

b
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”3&‘ klng 1n lnterest. “ConseQuently}7it‘hardiy éeéﬁs'gdr-
prlslng that they attempt to remaln in farm1ng° Many,:rn
“fact,vexpress a de51re to abandon farmang but reallstlcall§
--recognlze that there are no worthwhlle optlons open to

them. This- does not mean that farmlng contlnues\ln?eflnlte-
‘:lf,.as tne 1ncreas;ng dliflcultles 1n malntalnlng farm

_ product;on slowly.force many producers to take the least
:desirable opt%on;.‘ BV 7,‘ L . “"‘ ?‘ﬂ :t

. ) . J . . ,.il ' . _l 3 4‘ N ‘_. : . » . . Y . ‘ » . . v - -
D. Summar L .. o ) S S o IR ‘4!

°

1.

™

By v1rtue of their class p051tlon,,independentlcommodity

producers_are‘faced Wlth an lmperatlve to contlnuouslv 1nf

crease output and product1v1ty under condltlons of un—-

]

certalnty and risk; ,The varletv of. 1ndLV1dual responses

areﬁshaped»bv~these condltlons 1n conjunctlon w1th the

‘demands of their partlcular enterprlses and the resources

at their)disposal : The practlces whlch producers adopt in §

response to these condltlons can be characterlzed as a
'conservatlve, risk- mlnlmlzlhg approach t& expan51on and
change.k This® response is’ tradltlonal 1n the ‘sense that .
it has been EOLlowed before, RERRE ol 1ts per51stence ‘is not" ’: -

~ due to the ex1stenCe of any tx\ultlonal con501ousness.'
' )

o

‘Qatner, it reflects the contlnuous adaptatlon of producers

" to problems confrontlno them.
It is apparent that all includ{ng the smallestpro- .
'ducers,'were’acutelyvaware of the need to increase'pro—

ductivity and output.' Producers'sought to'take/advantage’



f]of lnnovatlons but the extent to! whlch thlS could be done‘ )

"ﬁ was llmlted by the resources avallable and the organlzatlon '

N [

e

.of partlcular enterprises.‘ Moreover,‘twe llmlted resources

T

of producers forced them to reluctantly adopt practlces

whlch undermlne thelr own. pOSLtlon.‘

°The conservatlve;_rlsk mlnlmlzlng approach to farmln

'lconmalns 1ts own llmltatlons. Although the . pattern of

rarmlng may protect the producer from rapld allenatlon of

Q_the means of productlon, it also guarantees that savrngs

Wlll remaln low and the ablllty to cope w1th evolv1ng

cdﬁdltlons of productlon w1ll be 1mpa1red.. Consequently,

’a 31tuatlon prevalls in whlch 1t may take Very llttle to

T’

«\adopt compensatory practlces whlch may further undermlne

Y

turn a small surplus 1nto a def1c1t 5 2;3."A

, ' =4 e

As a reSult of" tnls situation’ producers frequentlv

a
3

f&nd themselves ln a p051tlon where they are obllged to

s

°

thelr pOSltlon. I partlcular, slow expan51on 15 replaCcd

by, a slow reductlon 1n productlve consumptlon. .In-dOLng,
\ ‘_{ ° .

tnls, producers attempt to av01d any . practlce whlcb hlll

lead to a direct decllne 1n lncome.-'They do thls b)
" =

oelaylnc the replacement of bulldlnqs and equlpment. For'

the smallest producers thlS optlon is’ oftén no. longer

suff1c1ent and they are forced %gbfurther curtall pro~

ductlve consumptlon by reduc1hq exoendlture on operatlnq
costs. lnlS latter practlce mav well become self per—3

petuatlng because 1t leads to a dlrect reductlon in 1ncome

°

_and,therebycundermlnes the opportunlty‘for,subsequent.

©
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All: producers engage in’ the.practlce of. reduc1ng
‘personal consumptlon.i.Ideally, thls is ‘a temporary ax- :1
r.-pedlent, but the effects may eas1ly become cumulatlve.“;_”

;The smallest producers experlence thlS effect most serLOus—
ly.' By runnlng oown all thelr eaulpment and reduCan o -
Dendlture or operatlnc costs the capltal needed “to :set them‘>
‘gon thelr feet”'retreats even further from thelr reach

rney are always closetto 1051ng ownershlp of the means oF,'

'.productlon, wonderlng how they w1ll manage to ‘survive an-,

N S PR R R
A means of retalnlng ownershlp of the means of oro—'

other year.

ductlon and of avertlng, to some degree, the practlce of

recuc1ng proouctlve ‘and personal consumptlon is the adoptvor

o
a.

N of a work—farm pattern. _rhls practlce creates conSLderablt'

“phy51cal ktraln and adversely affects farml tlyltlesd’

‘vas well as family and communltyédlfe. -It»ls t a deslred,,f

optlon;‘ ~rather, it is adopted ou€§of nece551ty.f Initiallv ,
nlt is con51dered 65 a temoorarv expedlent, but the falluref

-

of producers who have. adopted thls pattern to become full—

':‘tlme farmers suggests that it merely delays the brocess oF-‘

ﬂprqletarlanlzatlonu_ A quallflcatlon in thls reqard is the
'pOSSlblllt§, recently Qpen to producers, of selllnq thelr_
'iand for re51dent1al purposes and of purcha51ng farms in
>.dlStrlCtS where land prices are lower.‘.f_ ‘ R

| The practlces adopted by producers in the”area'of

study. are a product of‘theaevolvlng condltlons of production°



Y

”undermine‘their existence, producers are. obllged to pursue

o

&

_actlons wthh undermlne thelz own’ ex1stence._yIn thls

. in capitelist_soCietyl Confronted w1th developments whlc

sense thelr underdevelopment, thelr "backwardness,‘kis aa-

K

product of development ’ The patterns of actlon emerglng

from the productlve act1V1t1es of'_ndependent c0mmod1ty

g@ducers are not to be slmply mlstaken for the outgrowth

g

w o
I

R? -
gf tradltlon.»-Instead they reflect a dynamlc resoonse

v

.to evolv1ng condltkons of productlon. They are.the‘menl—_'

“festatlons of a contlnuous struggle by producers to

vmalntaln thelr llv°llh00d under condltlons of productlon

re

whlch c1rcumscr1be thelr every act1v1ty l¢ 1s.these

COndltlons whlch mould thelr actlons and the outcome of

‘gires.

’ actlons already-taken, regardless of: thelr personal de—

I
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CHAPTER SEVEN

. . . " . cowcLusion = (rC§\:' o S

The alms in thlS the51s have been to determlne thep/

.

5001a1 tondltlons of aqucultural productlon and to shom
thow these condltlons determlneﬂthe development and under—'

development of“productlve organlzatdonu QIn pursuanq thésor
. N : .
ims’ 1t aas been recoanlzed that agrlcultural pro&uctlo

@

cannot be comor hended 1n 1solatlon From the oroductlve

»

ce

‘basis of socrety as a’ whole lhereforey»lt was neceSSary
. C e,
to employ a conceptual framework whlch av01ded the ten—

’oenoy 1n anthropology to divorce subject matter from its

< . < . S

w1der socletal settlng R 'f,Jt I

B

6

he framework of analy51s has been-productlve or

“lass rtlatlons. These relatlons are seen as’ structurlng
societv as a whole, wh le the dvnamlcs oﬁ relatlona bt~¥,

a o

tveen classes structures its development. In partlcular,

it was shown that a\class of 1ndepenoent commodlt) pro~

"

ducer' was establlshed 1n mestern Canada as a means of
x‘

llvlﬂg metropolltan 1ntefﬂsts in central Lanada Moré*o

‘over, desp 1te the changes in productlve organlzatlon that
'havepoecurred, tne_relationshipfwas shown to be_continuous

over tl ’ the vast majorltv -of farmers remalnlng 1nde—

o

b»nuent tommodlt" hrodtcers. It may oe aoded that- tLls 15

s

B the most'widespread productivetrelatlonshlp 1n'Canaalan
.égriculture-generally (see -Johrison 1972; Rverson l 5 ).

-
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'vThls 1ncludes all those productlve unlts, commonly rLfPLlC

to as famlly farms, ln whlch the farm faglly owns- and“ﬁ

. o

operates the means of productlon.
By plac1ng productlve relatlons at the center of
_analysls, producers are 1ocated in. the structure of socrtt

o

fas a whole and a means is prOV1ded for relatlng the

- structural condltlons of ex1stence to lndLV1duaL DrOdUCtl\O

“unlts. The cqncept of 1ndependent commodlty productlon

N dlrects attentlon to tne socxal dlmen51on of- productlon

because 1t recognlzes that farmers produce commodltles as
art of a soc1al d1v1510n of- labour. ‘This does not mean~.

mhat 1n01v1dual producers who enter thlS relatlonshlp are

not engageo in some productlon For household consumptlon.
| )
In ract the hlstorlcal varlatlon in’ household consumptlon

in the area of study was p01nted out : The p01nt is s¢moly
that the concept refers to the soc1etal dlmen51on of prch.

vductlon, brlnglng out the 1nterdependence of productlve
,unlts in a soctal division of labour. I
R | : . _
More’ 51gn1f1cantlv, the concept recognlzes that tne

‘lelSlon of labour between productlve units and the proctss
ef exchange is founded in relatlonshlps between owners ot

the product of labour.' Thls 1nvolves a relatlonshlp be—

«
o

_tueen the ollgopollstlc corporatlons of agrlbu51nes o ‘

-

nnlcn are. based on capltallst productlve relatlons, and' :

©

fthe lndependent commodltyuprocucer; of agrlculture. TIn

'turn thls reflects a more general d1v1510n w1th1n the con—

temporarv capltallst economv between oow1nant monopollstlc
: : C

3

- A
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'+ and subordinate competitive sectors. ~-“he role of’ qove rn-
ment in célonizing theﬁWest epitomiZes"the historicﬂéub~
orélnatlon oF Canadlan agrlculture to other commorc;al

ahd*industrial ;nterests'(Fowke 1946 4)

. The'outCOme_of'ﬁhevdynamiCS’of'claSS'interaotion untier

cohtemporary conditicns of:productionfi§‘thatlindependept

‘Lomr091t§ producers experlence contlnuoue cost-pric
-4

i (9] . -
pressures‘f-noreover} the only way ‘tiat contlnuous repro-
cuotlon of thu relatlonshlp can be achleved by-individual
as opvoeed to colféctlve actlon, 15 through chéngeé in the

Oy
‘o

'W

oauezatlon of Droductlon whlch lncrea Se, roductlv'ty and

autput. Fhle means. that contlnuous 1mprovements in th

- i
.

teChnologv of productlon are a structural lmperatlv for

'tue Der51stence or the clase of 1ndependent commodhtv pro-

|

ducerst . : '_ o o

A further consequence of the soc1a1 organlzatlon of
pzoauctlon in caoltallst 5001ety is that a hlgh egree of
*uln rab llt} and’ risk 1s focugsed on .independent comrodltv- Y

o '

oroducers, Agrlcultural output is subject to a con51der—

o
I

able degree o* uncertalnty in any_soclety, tnough the way’

setbéoks-are'felt'isgdetermihed bynthevsoCiaanature'Of
. ° ) 4

production. Independent commodity producers in capitalist
.society own the»means of productlon and the product of. °

tnelr labour. hhls means tlat the effects of any setback.

a
¥

'ln orocuctlon throuch Lllnecs, ‘poor crop conditions,’etc.,

‘are'focussed on isolatedvprQ@uctive units. JCJreditors,

.

it may be added, kear no part of .this risk. = . .



f - .
o

‘Fpom the analy51s of the soc1al condltlons of 1ndo—

w

‘tpendent commodlty productloé it is apparent that producers

are. confronted with -a structurally 1nduced 1mperat1Ve to

‘o

make changes in the organlzatlon of productlon under con—
dltlonSjof_high vulnerablllty and risk. If lndxviduals

arevto'become_independent commodity’produccrs.they hareﬂto

3
¢ ° .

. 3acce3t these historic all; determined conditions of thoir.
’ N 8 e B i -

existence.rbéardless of their personal-desires. Collective-

ly taey mayvstruggle to change these condltlons, but as

individUal_producers they are-obllgeo to purbue thelr goals

o
»

within the relational étrnctﬁre of a oarticqlar soc&ety,

It is these condltlons whlch shape the actlops and the

_Outcome of actlons taken by individual produqers, and

-

iwnich underlie the development“andvunderdevelopment of
the Qiganization'of.productioﬁ,of indeﬁendent commodity

producers. . .. S SN S

v .

. In the area of stady vroducers recognized the ceon=
§ . ogni '

ditions of their existente and.dttempted'bo“adjust to ~them
R L , .
. o Voo .

'*turough their farm pra“kicee _It is tneir str1v1pm to do

[

~
N

EDlS whlch underlles the gradual transformatlon OF t1e

v

small glver51f1ed gZArm of the 1930-s intc its contemporary

a -

‘ specieli;e' ounﬁerpart.e This; it was enqgeeted, ié én“
;;“’ insgénceioﬁ-tne transformefion_in fhe organization‘ofvpfoe
g euction?from ﬁhe"lgbourainceneive}hOmgstead'intoftnc‘
'ﬁodern cepikal—;nteneire family‘farﬁfA'These cnanqes, it
N -~ . e S ‘ 2
@5& be’edded, have_QcCurfed'Within the fra@eWorn of the.
e :independent cdﬁmodity'form ofméroductive,reiaticnship;

. . - LA
I S - L. . oo
o . e

.

(9]
T



ooxlstlng hlth patt erns pf modern1t§ are’pdttorns

4 M
of farm pract1Ces whlch may ea51ly be mig taken for tra- .

3

gmt%on. ‘In the area of s;udy ghls 1nvolved.what was ‘termed

as a conservativc; risk»minimizing pattern OE farming,

hhl ch was seen to contaln 1ts own llmltatlone 'Whilo 10—

. . .

Sducing 5pe possibility of rapid alienﬁtlon frrom . thé wmean's

o7 production, “the practices involvead onsure\that savings o,

v . “

'will remain low and suusequentlv ‘the dbility of produc0qsl

to cope with difficulties is impaired. As a result, pro<*

dUCLIS are fre quentlv obllced to adOrt QLaLtl ces whialy

s

‘furt“lv unde vmlne their 0051tlon. In particula%,Aslow-

o - -

eXpansion 1is easil} replaceé by a slow'roductlon lh rro-

j3
o
@]

tive‘Consuﬁétion, which, with the smallost pro‘lcefs,
often includes a‘redﬁctipn in_operating costs,-iSuch
DI?Ltheb, at various-tihes .werewadopﬁed bv‘all ﬁrodﬁéersr
tho ough it 15 among the smallest farmers that they aooeér |

most-frequentiy. _ . , . -

" TheSelpatﬁernsvof practices are not the product of a
. . .

traditional approaéh to Earming (see”Chapter.Two). They

reflect a Cont1nuou5 Qy amic reqponse bv plOCUCOrq w1cb
the qourbes and altevnatlwoq at tbﬁlr @lbposal to the

-ex1stingfc0nditions_of‘pro&uction, 'Théir persistence over

time poinks to the .continuity of the conditions shap 1nqv

the continuous regeneration of the -activities ihdiqated S

these patterns. )

Rather than evidence ofe tradition it can be suggested

thiat. these responses are indicative of the limited ability
o } | B . - 6
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of the angpgnuent commdgwxy form h% productive‘rrlatlon—'

sh;p to provide the baSLS for the‘organlzatlonal ckangnv

.

neCstary for survival. The.difficulty iskreflccted'in”

'the_inte g neratlonal transfe T of pronugtlvp units
a :l .
Personn 1~ constltutlng the succeodan goneratlon of Lro~

Jducers have tradltlonally be een the sons oﬁ‘farmers who

Aocveloped tnelr asglratlons and skills in the cbntext of

r

che farm family. Fhe availability of'new personnel is

vital to reprouuctlon of productlve rela*lon h6wever,u

they are depen ent on the creation of new’ economlc po»1tlon
for the reallzatiqn cf their aspirations and skills. ‘Trad-
itionally, it was shown, this occurred through the process

.of fission eor successicn. - Because of the fragmentation of

resources entail@d,vthe process of fission is proving to
be an inadequate asis for establishing a new productive

unit. Sucae551on is-a more succes ful mean cf transf xrlnq

‘rGSOU:CES, prov1d ng 1ntsrgeneratlonal confllcr can le

resolved, becdﬁse the lanu kLase prov1(es'access to credit.

However, where falms areusmall and do not provide a basis
O ,

for llvellhoo€ for the present farm famlly thelpdSsibility

P

N

rqfvsucc 551Qn\3§Lms remote. viff'i _-H; : . . o
1e sroble# of 1nte1goneratlonal transfer and the

fw&perslstence oﬁ/dvsfunctlonal rarm practlres refl cf trs .

2 bas;c>llm1tatlon Qf 1ngspengent'commodrty production in‘

Laoltai st soc1etv - They point to a contradicticn between

the aplllty of productive units, kased on the lahour power

of the farm family, to generate and retain savings in a
- A R : . .
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) -

t

5‘-‘4
situation where tho capltal requlrempnts of farnl?a ﬂg

constahtly incrqulnq (Anderson 1947:g8;» Landda, Federal

2

\\ij;& Force on Agflcultur 1969:335). .Reddctidﬁs“iﬁ pno~

uuctlvc consum tion ano thc adOJtlon ot w01}~tarm atttrn
P )2 § 2

4

etfgct a process of proletarlanlzatlon in- whlolglabdh;

' » -
-

h¥: plnuent commodlty form of- productlon his fatlllfdtﬁd

Ctne tran f@rmatlon of th‘\

O
’

rural world.“ It has prov1d0u
.
the Lramework for . the evolution of the' capltal 1ntén51vo

.

»

family farm’from"the labour*intensive'homestead. 'However,

the /Xi"

lnCloablng ttlcultlaq faced by lnaependent commoult\

&3
.

grOQucers point to the eventual demlse of th class unless

s

the strugtural condltLons of Droductlon are altered (see

°

Johnson'¢972) . : . '_ © ,vv‘ffv~ SRR ;

-diverccd from ownersnip ofwthe means. Qﬁ productiOn. ~The

k4 ) . . S

- * &

It is suggested that the motlve force dlrectlnq the

Eransformation of agriéultural production is,the‘sﬁruggle
bepweéhh;las,ééé rr‘hl“s daes not méan that classes .are .con-
’séious of tt elr %trucbufél unity:or tgﬁt they‘act é a’
11t in gursulng their inte r;sts.fbfé'fact,‘althouqh-ihw

, : . -

- -

-

C‘UOUuPPt pommod;ty DLOuACLI are a class imn terms of pro-,

PR @

3

ductive relations t?ere are ”onfligtlpg.xnterests within

.the class that Obscure@thejbasic social cleavage. [As was:

scen, ‘there is cenflict- betweer commodity groups, Letween

producers over the allocntion of lanc
ations over -the transfer and utilization of rescurees.
- Howéver, analysis’in terms of productive relations makes

it possible te see how such conflicts reflect the hasic

s o g : i

, ‘and betwebn Oener—/

A

235,

e



o 'ih'isolatiOn from*soc1ety aS’afWhole. mhlS conCeptual

e

,characteristios, and itS'development are tepebuent on its

L3

Jtructural conditions: of prOdUCthn 1n Capltallst socioty

( hapt&r Flve) Lo M

The dynamlcs of clasq 1nteractlon exert heqtmony ovor
the dlrectlon of. cnange in: tht org@nlzatlon of dqucultural
ﬁroduotlonl' It hes lad'to5the’oyolutxon.ofxthe.capltal—

-
N

Lnten51Ve tamlly farm‘from the-labourlintensive homestead

w1thln the framework of the lndependent commodltv form of -

rwoductive relationship. “In additidn; the‘dYnamlcs of -

class 1nteractlon underlle the dlfflcultles faced by pro—
./-

ducers and-’ thL contlntous regcneratlon of seemlngly tradx-

. T )
tlonal farm vractltee In. thlS sense both tho development

anu the unéerdevelopment of productlve organlzatlon are ‘the

Pl

product of evolv1nq structural pressures of capltallst

- .q'

society, v e .

The adoptlon of a framework based on productlve or .

class relatmons seems to provlde the’ basls for overcomlng

the- tendency in’ anthropology to v1ew 1tq subject matter

o

Jeolatlon leade to an analv51s of change whlch portravq

.

.tzn transrormatlon ot the. rural world in terms of the ln-

i . e

uact of an externql qystem, or acculturaltlon_(rennett

1967: 4@2) Tne_perspectlve adopteo here“avolos the )

N *‘.

dlftltultleb of thlS approach dlscusseo iﬁ Chapter

Al

WO, -

b} expllc1tlv recognlzlng that the vely exlstence of tarm

>

. - N )
gronuctlon 1s sOc1al 1n that its torm, iéﬁhtundamﬁntal

relations in "society ‘as a.whole. As3was‘§hown, thls:was

- ta ) L Lo R - <




4

u . Al
re7d1ly apparent in the creaf&on of a clas of indepondbnt

commodity - producers in western Canada ‘as part of an ex_
panding. economlc frontper. .ﬁthef example. lncludc the

crtation of the reserv%tlon system for Vatlvo Pecople and
v . - ’ 4

_the presence of povgﬁgy in a' SOCLetY,thdh_neCtSSltatLq‘ o
) v . . . : . u ’

its existence. . s
‘ ¢ .

‘ Furthermorc, it -is necegsary to‘av01d the errors of
normative determinism in which the- existgnce of patterns
of behaVLOur is equated Wlth thelr deSlrabllltv (see "

*thaptcr Two and Barth 1967 662) 'Thls 5 ?yectlve, in con-

> °

junction w1th conceptual 1solatlon, serves to mask realitv v

Ly placing proQucers outsidv £ soc1ety and showlng them

“ B - B 3 . . -
eto be a cause of thelr.ow
¢ .
a°mone general orientatio

wardness. "This is part .of

e. situation of underx-

pr1v1leged groups, such as ve, People andvthe urban
o

poor, whlch ignores the structure of" soc1ety in whlch .

asplratlons have to be pursued It reflects an ldeoloqlcal

yiew ot a classless soc;ety in’, whlch anyone can be upwardly

_ °© g . B
- mobile iﬁ they €¥y. .° . = L, ' . p
o Kriowledge of* the 'structural position ofrpgoducersﬁin

soc1ety prov1ces a ba51s for understandlnq the sltuatlon

of agrlcultural producers ThlS structure 1is not ,to be
o + 14

_seen as determlnlstlc An any mechanlstlc sense as it 15 a -
S

o

mlstorlcai and contlnulng product of‘man's. act1v1t1es.

Vlthln thlS structure producers pursue ‘their productlvt
F -y ° )

activity w1th the resources and. altermatlves at thLlr

o s

L3

disposal. Traditional ané modern patterns of actlon 1nd1cate

Y B 4 S



e

a continuous' struggle by produeers to malntain trelr

o ° - & L .
liveliheood under historical conditions over whicn thov

) -

have little corntrel. T+ is the stryctural conditions

vroauction th

a
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My master's thesis was a.critical analysis of accul-
turation studies of North American Native People. tn this

study I came to the conclusion‘that the underlyving trame-
. o -’ - co. . - .

wOrk was -an inadequate, basis fof analyzing questions of

L .1 2 o ST Lo

soclo-cultural ¢hange ory for understanding signiticant-

social issues in a contempeorary centext. . Mor cover, T came

o« v

to believe that the assdmptions underlying :hu_structurinq

acculturation studies vere part of. a wider normative per-

(o8

“speoctiverwhich was géneraLly dominant' n social science.

My subsequent work: has Leen sha ped by this critical point.

e

ofjdeyarturé;.for in uevelophxg afpfoqram_fdr'doctoral

rescarch b hab conce and “1th ‘establishing a viable alter-

native to ex 1st1nq theorleq of change
-

Choice of the'"smallufarm”,problem as a practical-
6. " . - ’ _— toL
. . . : B - ' v ‘ . v . ' s ) .
schalglssue towards which nmy qesearch could be ricnted’
was- related to these tthl otical concerns.,‘ln the fall
05{19?% I_mpved into the Rossan area to live, with the -
N : : . : ’ . ’ B
}Ohup tatlon that T would" lop a.rese arch proposal con-
cerning=Native Doople'in northern Alherté or Rritish

v

Qolumﬁiau ’Through casual ffie%dships{dgveloped.with 
nbiqhbourS'i Lecame awvare @f*thc-diffiCult'Cirqumsfaﬁ¢é5 C
undc:‘QPich farmefs]iﬂ thé arva we{evlabourinq,..rqggar;
Eicular;_l remember Sgenﬁingianggdayvaffefndoh:wiggaa

. : e : ,

~small, part-time farwer who ended a Glscu% 1on on ﬂhrmlnu

‘%

tJ
(O8]
A)

S
pex



by uu]cgtgdlx aylnq that he had aLwdysIWOﬁkpd'hﬁfd-but‘
knew,‘tha.t.he was gettlng nowh re and thdlt hés dldn t 3\13(‘\\
what to dd‘nekt: ‘ ; . . . L i,' .
“&ﬁf, ‘JE Qayythroﬁghxﬁhc‘latte?ﬁahd‘othSr guchﬁcndbﬁnﬂors
fha£‘¥ ﬂggan‘po_fqglizo ghatj£ho.cxéﬁplés or dltfi¢uli\
‘wcre,pa?t'bf é}:réhd'sobiai iéSQQ, namely, Lﬁo "SMglL farm"

o

”lollgh; Also

- : X

itseolt favourdhly

intenag@a to

wlear L\amwlc Q{_a

- Gysten of soct Lv’

uation.naece

atle toe

4

NISANS O\IOI a birict.

ttweliet that the

-

ayn important

‘tht

..v« < ' ) -
dsike thiat orf

. S
- situntion. ot small

A onroduce s of

it
to

IS U

Ltat >d a .the
comprehdnJ.
perdSal‘of

aoene

C‘lt ’L\'&3

. : . . B’ S ‘
Lecame appa‘r nt thdt this problem lent

the'fhbbrétlcal ques tton& which' 1

' e TR . .

T Jare to. see smal'l farmers as o

pinss-thangah vart of the prOd ctx\o

SR o . _ o
and ghat an understandlng or. thelr sit—.

oretical orlontatxon whigh, was

t‘c 1gn1{1 anxe éf-this anolvemon

the literature supported my

- . .
ral acculturative model of changesplayed
: e : Y T
devalopment.

.

‘the

n interpretations of rural

etc.,

- the. urban P

was

Peovle, oo.r P

farmer s vlddly portrav‘u as beina

own petvérsitvL

theiy

N

ared

1t was on thesco GYOUWLJ that I,de Clded to orientate
oy dJoctoral resecarch towards rural sobial chango and to
Jellect data relevant te this from. the a in which T

tine.  Ohce. this decision was

ary to scekr 9roatcr inVolvcment‘witH

N 3

HKOSsan o areda. IPltldll\,
with the f Llonds I had dov lopcd for
o ; .

producers

taken, 1t was

ine the

I was no longer

o

necoss:

this produced a certain ambiouity



E . B ol
- ' » : i

simply d,né’ﬂbbour hutvnlso ﬁ‘studént of’rurhli}ifo v ith

an autlvo'lntcr st in leaxnlng abouL thein situation and

in tlthcrinc information from thew which wuuld{tuxthox my
. Ju§ . . | »

!
"

-

|
. ' A _ o oL o
studilos., .Thebsitu@tnon p:csented Eat/a qenera; HOSDJbllltmoﬁ.
R . . . . . _ .
|

I ¢ould. have concealed my interests by_nop.st;gihg~thom

%

‘o by purporting td pursug‘a'related topic such as con-

drnerion of a local history. Tho‘alternativojthch”lf
tollowed was to he completely open.about my work..m An
N o . : S N
acvantaygs of ‘being open was that.1t»continuously res ultvd‘
in guestions being asked.about-the'naturé and wurpogo ‘of
. . - N te . . /. .

'my'work. 1Dcspiteyideals‘of cdntributin/ to thoox thll
' o . 1 IR

uUVLlomentS in anﬁhrogology and, mbre polntedly"tbwards

'
o

: ' /
a clearer unuexqtandlnq of thg 51tuatlon of agrlcultmral

producers, - the 1mmud1ate re allty'was the pres ntatlcn of

o e

fingings in é dhctoral thLSlS.' Under such c1rcumstancb

. ' ’ o
Gquestions such as. hom my work was to be us ed and ifiit would

bonetit thne fafmer“ woxo nO(/heCCSQBYlIV'LOPdUCJVP-fﬂ a
. fel ol . B » ’...

satisfactory-aﬁswern

An o initial i 1xult§ croated bvpmaking‘my,intcntiom

Ce

explicit was that T was lmmodlat l) laboled as an-'expert,

"dosultk a’ singular lack of;knqwledge’concerning agricul=-

o .tural production. -This was & disti nct disadvantage,
pocause many farmers. had extremély d;sgaraginq’attitudes

abionat cxpertsmbécdusé'they £ Lt thdt zxpcrts held tPem in
. . - y . . N N I * -, )
oo low ugtecm'and’lqvar tabily foered adv1co which was com-
! ° . N . " . .

>létely»od§§of tune Wwith the realit;cs4ofvtﬁéir lives.:’



‘At the ocutset, 1 was uhawar; of this though it was dpﬁd;ohpf‘
‘ &ha; thuru’®a§ a cons lderablp rellctance ‘toxéonvérsé Ercoly
with mo,.cspéciélly’about thd problems that thoy pe r%onally
'gxporiénécd. Ikw;ver, once 1t becamp apnarent through m\

;w.ti’on:;» that I did not flt thlb qt rootvpe tholr resoerve:

uLbdpyodLgu and I was wolcomed lnto th community.w.xh fact,

.

in >uL5uxuent monthq farmors frqugntlv ‘recalled theirvr

1niLiaLifailUro tc interact freely wlthAme,-éaying thrat
uer, |aX .

. . ' 2
.th‘>‘.3u thou(Jt I would not tako them serlously.

”he»pxohl am OL increas 1nq my’ contactq wlth farmbré

e
»

’fwhu:primnrilyrachievéd'through becomlng a momLcr of a o
communi ty 0101n1 ation 1n January 19772, At‘tHat'tiﬂc
theactive mombcrs11p consisted'of fiftqen’familics, thougi

the demands.of shift word :whﬁe their'éttendan¢o at'monthly

‘LLtle and wdrﬁ¥be¢5girragular[ .A potpntlal ll“ltatlon of

thp'orgdnlvatlon was. that ltS mcmborthp oxd not present

-a11 thc'typcs‘Qf Larmq present in the qutllct. ‘Onlv WO
S L © o -

«o1 Ehe member s wore fu11 tlwo far crs;

nine wcrqvfarNCUs

who;als@_&@ld thdirflabour:on a Lu 1~ thC LaSlS,,tVéxVCIC

I3

Tl - tine 1abourers_“hg;had arve n up fayming, and two were
: ) . . . . . N

non-farmers. Howe vor, the community~qpoh$hred.dan:én,'
*Mistfdriv,s, balh games, picnics;_etc., were.att. nded by 7.

s R ‘e s )
A C on51(orakly mluﬂr ranqe of faml Q?f Vence, by at-

:tdnding thesé functlonv I was’ wkln to meot most of tihe-

faMilies “in the districf( In addition,,throuqﬁ‘friéndship
4 LA 11 : e tr hip

h i . - L . . ’ _$- E PR : :

witi:.a neigiibour who was a ﬂumber of tA _Church of God«I
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' K . ; .
me t othqrffamxlios whos¢ reiigiOUﬂ\COnVlCtiOn>

1n1ﬁ

2
I »
o L. RN

organ17atlon.‘“ . - - » ~

to, avoid-many of the act1v1tles spon orud bv Lho ponmu

Throuqh these variods means I'waq able to estal lish

‘ . N ¢

contact with'forty«far ers of whxch twenty-two were pax%‘“”

3 .
: . R

: ' ’ . N % 4
time and'elghteen were full=time, six full tlmc lalbulxx

who nad abandom o farming, ard six rctircd,farmcrs. .The
rarms in Qh;s‘total 1nglud ed a full pange~of the typcm o

.proddct outputa«. dalry, beef, grain and varlou comblnatlon

of mixe d farming.

.

I aLrangcd to V131t all of theq fdrms ddd have _their

opo atlonb e\plalncd to Pe. Also, I gart1cxmated lP a

3 : ! L

« , .

varie ty of taQRv such,as cultivgtinq, bailing,fhaullng
alps, feedlng,llvestdck, etc. whidh hélped to increase -

my_famlllarltv Mlth the. oporatlon .of ra farm. Durinq these

viSips‘I did not directly record convorsatlonq meauq T

o k o N .
balieved that_tﬁis would cause Hlscomfort Lonsequuntl\ -
‘T simply attempted to recall what I had le arned ahd hake

”

S notes of tn; @ whcn I was alonﬂ.‘ However; tOwhrds the ‘enc

of ﬁy;stay in oasan, in the Sprlng A 1973 I felt a ‘

] o B o oo '
degree of'dcceptanéo-Which allowed, me to’be more direct in
R L s e . - y . .. )

M 5

recerding "information.. This allowed me. to cohdu:t‘a-serios
of semi-structured intcrvicws;with'thirty‘full—time, part-
time and retired Earmers which were meant fo dete rrine more
. o . N _
la*czratgl§ the. e\tent to “11 h the Qoncluslons I had.

el

SJ

Ched Verc'supuonted. "The roaugat For'an interview was
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#4 . S . . . v

v \ . " B . i

qvnvlally accepted! and an invitation was oxtb‘*bd to oone

carly to see the farm and join . the family for the dvohinq- 
S a R .

smeal. - In selectina 1M{llos Eor thd’lntcrvlvwv T 1tfompr\0

A}

vto 1nglude full- and part tlmp farw rs Ln‘0qua1 proportmon,

«

"and to Lak intqﬁpcéqunt vapioqs types ofﬂfarminq, 1wvnl<
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