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ABSTRACT
!

The main purpose of this empirtcal study was to determine

-~

the spattal distrlbution of fragmented farms in the

Hilda-Schuler district 1n southeastern Alberta, to eiplain
their occurrence, to examine the effects which fragmented
farms have.had in the study area, and to lnyestigate N
behavioural aspects'of farm fragmentation.

Farmland'assessment sheets, tax asgsessment rolls, lease
records, and a dropped off, mail- back questlonnaire obtained
social, economlo attltudtnal and behavioural data on
individual farl%rs and' farms. Out of a stotal research
populationof three hundred and thirty-five farmers. the
effective respbnse rate to the questionnaire was forty- one
percent. ' S : . |

An agricultural holding was defined as hayfng*two
components: the land holdings either owned, rented or .
managed; and the operational.headquarters which-consisted of
the‘residence and the fixed and mobile investments. Whenever
all the land and operat1onal .headquar ters were not enclosed
w1th1n a single boundary, there existed a fragmented‘farm
Analyses of the results ind1cated that n1nety three percentlb
,of the quest1onnaiif respondents had fragmented farms The )

"most common reasons pited for fragment1ng the farm wereu“

employment. school needs of the chlldren and

semi - ret1rement.

[l : iv S 2
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' The farmers cited wear and tear /on implements,

-

increased production costs, and wést time and energy‘in:
transporting machinery as disadvantages of operating

,,_di§pen§ed,pg:celsL_Besides_the_disadvantages+»the7£armers

reﬁorted-advaptages to farm_ fragmentation. When.land.
.sdjacent to the~farmstead was not available or had a higher
:llparket price tHan a aistant parcel, the'aéhuisition of’ | ‘
detached parcels enabled the farmer to expand his operation
_ ét'an affordable price. In addition, dispersed‘parcels
increased the probability pf ?atching scaFterge rain shpwers
and avoiding.locaidzeq enyfronmental hazards such as ‘hail.
Based on the literature reviewed and the |

" characteristics of the study area, four sets of hypotheseé

were proposed: i

7

1. The opinions, using Likert attitude measurement scales,
~of the farmers in the Hilda-Schuler district 'towards
attitude statements will correlate a) positively with .
the greater the past farming experience, the higher the”
age grouping, farmers operating detached parcels, the
greater the number of children, the higher the formej:
education level, and_the greater the sources of.
information; and b) fegatively with the higher the
: income level, and residency on the farm. o de
2. That the number of parcels operated will increasé d@ﬁh o
the size (in hectares) of the farm. S A \
3. That as the distance increases from ‘the fahmstea&gal the
- mean parcel size will increase, b) the type of .~ de
production. at - the detached parcel will chan?e (mrable to
pasture), c) the percentage of land ownership will \
decrease, and d) the frequency of fertilizer input wi)l ¥
. decline. - T ST
4. That resident farmers, as compared to seasonal and”
non-farm residents, will a) have a higher gross gamfly
income, b) be of .a younger age, c) have.a larger” farm
size, d) have a lower percentage of their land. rented,
and e) have less off-farm employment. ~ ° | »

S B
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Only two.of the relationships defined in the hypotheses were
_jstatistically.significfnt at.the .05 level of significance.
.They were the associations'between the farmers’ residence
pattern and age, and gross family income level.“}here'were. &
_however, definite trends evident on the other,relationships.‘
Cell depléfion and similarity among the farmers were the two
main reaSQnslfor the associations being rejected. g
A secondary purpose of_the thesis was to ascertain wWays

hich the farmers, private sector, and governmént

ageﬁc é are capable of alleviating the disadvantages of
fragmented farms. Two proposals that were recommended were
changes in the taxation laws and the implementation of

. consolidation and enlargéﬁent proéramsﬁat the regignal,

provincial and federal levels.
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1. CHAPTER ONE
&

INTRODUCTION

Many regional planners and farmers are concerned with

'"Tmproving‘agc}culturaW‘efficféncyi‘réSOUFCe'UtilizatiOh;‘aha"

the standard of“liv{ng of the rural population. Attention to
aéricultural improveméﬁi has generally concentrated on Wﬁys
of ‘adjusting the scale of the farm operation by farm'
'\en'largrement. by increasing gthe intensity of production, and
on-addﬁtioﬁai sources of employment te raise the “income of
'the farmer: Agricultural research in North’Amprica has
devoted'less attention to improvements in the physic;f
layout or the spatial chafacterjstics_of the farhs. It is
suggested here that an integrated planning approach to’
Canadjan-rural and agriculturgl devélopment should include
information on the causes and imp]icatfons of farm '
fragmentatidn.'THis is especially true if fhe literature oﬁ
farm fragmentation is QOﬁrect when it refers_to—fragmented
farms as being ingffigient, expensive, inevitagly bad,
wasteful of'hum;n!and natural resources, and én obstacle
prohibiging the abblication of technological improvements té
agricul{uﬁe. | - ~' |
" Farms are frequently thought of as single consolidated

"ftacté of land surrounding the farmstead. Whereas, in fact,
numerous farms éon;iét‘of several scattered parcels of land,
either rented oc‘owned,"éeparated by land in‘the possession
-of others. In addition, the farm operator may'locéfe

L~
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portions of his operationalﬁcehtr on the scattered parcels

‘or in a service centre Some'*arme 3 reSide in Villages or

towns 1nstead of qn scattered farms eads to take advantage
of their social and economic amenities. This fragmentation

of farms is not only found in the older agrarian societies

of Europe and ASia. but is also evident in regions of recent

_of information on this subject in Europe. A possible

agricultural setglement such as Australa51a and Nor th
America. There 1s, however. a dearth of published literature
on farm fragmentation in Canada as compared wtth the wealth
explanation for the lack of Canadian literature on farm

fragmentation is that researchers might,assume that most

Canadian farms- are consolidated For example Luoton (1969)

B
made the followrng assumption when calcu{ating ‘mean farm

sizes in municipalities of Alberta:

it

"that each farm is one holdjng and, although there
are doubtless farms which are fragmented into two or
_fore holdings some distance from one another, the .
trend in Alberta is for farmers to hold their land .

in a;single block. If it could be demonstrated that
holdfng were fragmented in certain districts then
th el wou 1d"#i ndeed a significant fact because
there s a strong ssibility that the intensity
witds land is used would be affected. In this
: ipen farm size would signify something
fferent from a mean of similar value

in computed for another municipality in
#o1dings were not fragmented." (page 11)

. Therefore.j- i " of this emﬂirical study is to examine the
Hilda-giguler:r? %= ‘t in southeastern Alberta, as a case-
ik . Ve G N
siudy, 1llus€baﬂe the iﬂgnii’pance of farm fragmentation

The Hilda Scﬂul

: 5
is‘tx: ‘is located in southeastern
Alberta east of the’

st h atchewan River, west of the



Alberta-Saskatchewan border, and northeast of Medicine Hat,
Alberfa (see FIGURE 3). The.entire region lies within a
semi-arid climat{c zone, and there ape:nQ ma jor irrigation
projects present. This triangular shggeé area is rural and
~agricultural;- the major farm products being cattle, wheat,
.and barley. Since f921 the rural population has declined
from 3,341 to 1,006 in 1976. There is a total of three
hundred and thirty-five farms ranging in s{ze from

approximately sixty-four to about 18,000 hectares.

A. PURPOSE OF THE THESIS (

‘The main purpose of this thesis is to determine the

. spatial distribution of fragmented farms in a small‘part of

southeastern Alberta, and to investigate which of the causes

and effects of’;arm fragmentation mentioned in thé
literature apply within the study area. This purpose will:be
execybed through the following objectives' |

1. To define and examine the nature of farm_fragmentation;

2. To indicate the relative extent and pattern of
fragmented farms in the study area, in 1977.

3. Tp.investigate the causes and'imp]ications of farm
fragmentation in the“stﬁdy area, Because there is a
;cércityJOF'information on individual farms; a
dropped-off, maii-baCK questioﬁnaire was -used to gather

~déta on‘ the socio-eébnomié'characteristigs of the farm

and farm operator.



4. Another objective of the questionnaire is to invsstigate
some of the behavioural aspects of operating fragmented
farms, by analyzing the responses to Likert attitude
measuremént scales and seQenal-behavioural questions.

A secondary purpose of the study is)to ascertain ways of

reducing the disadvantages.of fragmented ﬂ?rms..The farmers

and the private,sectoruare capable of resolving some of the
problems. Government agencies can also encourage
consolidation schemes. This latter approach has ‘been, and
still is,Aeffectively used in many European countries, and

may be applicable in C%pada.

&

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

The research problem has besn delineateé briefly above.
A review of the literature and a statement of the hypotheses
is presented in CHAPTER TWO. Most of the literature reviewed
- is European because of the lack of res;arch on farm
fragmentation in North America. This chapter provides a
definition of farm fragmentafion. Heviews the literature on
the extént, the causes, and implications of farm
fragmentation and discusses agricultural decigion- making as
\1t pertains to farm fragmentation From the literature -
. reviewed as well as characteristics(Bf the study area,
hypotheses were formulated to be tested CHAPTER THREE
,?dncludes a description of the geographical aspects of

location, phys1ography, climate, flora, fauna, history and
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" cultural landscape of the study area. Research methodology
employed in collecting andxanalyiihg the data, and a general
discussion on attitude theory are dealt with in CHAPTER
FOUR. The analysis of'the attitude scores obtained by using
Likert attitude measurement scales is bresented~in CHAPTER
FIVE. Replies to several‘behavioural question; are . also
examined. In CHAPTER SIX, data on one hundred and
thirty-seven farms ?re analyzed to identify the spatial
characteristics of ihe farms such as the number of parcels
per farm, and the distance’ to the parcels; the édvantages
and disadvantagesiof operating a spatiaily disperseq'farm in
the study abeq; and td suggest some means of possibly
reducing the negative effects of farm fragmentation. A
suMmary of the major findings of CHAPTER FLVE and SIX are
included in CHAPTER SE’;N; the concluding chapter, followed
by the limitations of the study, a discussion of the

results, and suggestions for further research.

ATS
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I1. CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND HYPO*HESES
‘fFarm_fragmentation research in-Europe is exjensjveL b%t
there is a paucity of studies on the spatial.analyges'of
fragmented‘farms fn North America. The‘follpwfng review of
the relevaht.literatu;é will be organized within fibe
re}ateq Categorigs. The. groups are concerned with '1) the
definition, 2)» the extent, 3) the causes of farm
fragmentation, 4) the effects of farm fragmentation, and 5)
agricultural decisionfmakfng'as it pertains to farm
fragmentation. Thus, the objective of this literature review
is to determine resea?ch conclus1ons about the attr1butes of
farm fragmentation. The thesis study area in souﬁheastern
Alberta, Canada. can be exam1ned then for any or all of-
these attr1butes of farm fragmentat1on which may be present
(CHAPTERS FIVE and SIX). Another objective of this rev1ew of
the 11terature is to serve as a basis for formulat1ng
_hypotheses. This chapter concludes with a. statement of the
hypotheses to be tested in this thesis.

- A. WHAT IS FARM FRAGMENfAIION?

The definitionlof the term ' fragmented farm’ was and
etill is a prob]em.‘Thnoughouf the iiterature numerous
léynonymoqs words have been ;sed, and frequently writers have
“interpreted farm fragmentation differently. Thehefore, a

general review of the various tehms and a synthesis will be
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presented in order to attempt to disentangle ambiguity.
To begin with, the term ' farm' as used in this thes{sﬁ
should-be clarified before defining a farm that is

' fragmented’ . A dictionary generally defin s a.farm as an

area 6fmiéﬁa;fa}ﬁé& as a unit, including fields, bUildings

and animals, by an individual or group of individuals for
the'pdrposes‘of,growing a crop or crops, and/or the ‘raising
of a kind of animal or animals. The term ‘holding’ is often
,used inbtead of the term 'farm’ in the literature on farm
fragmgntation (sée.'for example, Smith, 1959; Nayloq. 1959; 
and Lambert, 1963). The Wé;d ‘unit’ can be further expanded
by replacing it with"single integrateq‘functfoning.systeh
and decisionfmakfng(unit' (dohnston,‘1962; Hill and Smith,
1977). An indivfduai directly besponsiﬁle for the
agricultural operat{on of a farm, whether as éh ner,
tenant or'manag r, is usually referred toAas a far operatdr
in the North Amer i can literature (Bol%man) 1873) .

‘ Compariéons-of'éanadian agricultural statisticsfwith J
other countfies‘are hampered by'varying définitions-é tween

countries, ahd ;he changes in Statistics Canada’'s defi ition
' : . : \ ;

of a farm. Statistics Canada includes fafm size, and an
amount of agricultural products sold in their definition of
a farm. Thesé_parameteﬁs. however, have varied over time:

"Definition of a farm: In the 1941 census a farm was
defined as all the land located in one municipality

‘or census subdivision which was directly farmed by

one person conducting agricultural operations either
by his own. labor or.with the assistance of members 7,
of his household or with hired help. A farm could
consist of a single tract of land or a number ot
separate tracts held under the same or different

%

r
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tenures so long\as the total area was one acre or
mggg in extent and hatk agricultural production in \
19%0 valued at $50 or more. For purposes of the 1951 \
cermsus, a farm was defined to be three acres or more '
in size with agricultural production in 1950 of a
value of $250 or more, Where a farm consisted of a
. —..number. of parts all of which were not situated in
the same gunicipality, the census reported the
complete ¥arm as one unit in the municipality where
the headquaggers were located. In the 1861 and 186
censuses, a farm was defined as an agnicultural
holding of one acre ¢r more with sales of
agricultural products during the previous 12 months
o;ssso or more. The headquarter? rule applied as in
-~ 1851."1 ‘ \ :
. ' l

The 1971 census was similar to ghe‘{gss census except that
an ‘agricultural holding was 'defined as a farm, ranch or =

LRI,
-

other agricultural.opéﬁamipnq For the 1976 census the sales
of'agriéuftural producfs was.rhised to 1,200 dolT;>§yf;r-the
year 1975. Although each censu;'recognizes the existence of
farms with separate tﬂ%cls;.the'statistics pﬁfcrtunately da
not distinguish between. a farm oons{gting of\a single tract
6f land and one with a number of separate tracts.
| For the purposes of this‘thesis, a farm or agricultufal
B hélding wfll be defined as an area of Jand ogérated as an b
integrated functioning systemﬁéhd decision-making unit,lby :
an individual (operatorf or,grpub of/in&ividuals |
(operators), having one acre (.4 heétare§) or more-in size
with;sgles‘of-agricultural prodhétx during .the previous
_fﬁelve~monthsquvfifty dollars or more. In addifiqn, the
farmiwi]l be cénsidequ to Have fﬁo componeﬁts: the land
hold%pgs either owned, rented or ﬁanaged,‘ahd the

'Daviault, R. Agricultur 1 Statistics for Céngﬁa. Ottawa:
%g?nomic Branch, Depar nt of Agriculture, Canada, April,
1. page 1. : o )

Y
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such as li’!stock. seed, implements, vehicles, service

operational headquarters. The-latter compone%t'consists of
the office or communication:centre - the residence; and tne*
operational ce:zre which is the mobile and fixed investments
materials. and associated structures (Eckhardt and Bayne,.
1977 Hill and Smith, 1977). 5

In the context of this study, 'whenever dﬂl the land and
the operational headquarters are no longer togather ipa

3

Single unit, there exists a fragmented farm Most of the
T, =

“literature refers to farm fragmentation as being OﬂlY e

disconnected pieces bf land operated as a single farm a i%?
(Binns, 1953; Fals-Borda, 1956: Naylon, 1959). Sc

researchers made the further distinction that the “S
disconnected pieces of® land were separated by land operated
by other_farmers (Sorbi, 1951; Thompson, 1963; nifﬁ and -2

‘Smith, 1977; Paul, 1977), Fragmented land holdings have also

been referred to as noncontiguous (Smith, 1925; Sublett, ”??‘
1975), and"parcellement' .in France (Clout, 1974). Pieces.

of land are also called blocks, holdings parcels, plots,_

and tracts. (dohnston. 1962; Smith, 1975; Hill and Smith ¢
1977). Although DeBarros (1963) defined a plot as a parcel ,

of continuous uninterrupted land, 1t is. often used.in ‘w;-w
studies discussing miniscule piecea of land (Lambert 1963; <
Williams, 1976) and may imply a very small area Therefore,

it hmy be an unsuitable term when describing ‘the large farm

tracts of the North American Plains

-

lﬁcording to Binns (1953), Smith (1959) Deﬁarros

o™
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(1963), and_)pompson (1963) a fragmented farm consists of |,
_ numerous discrete_parcele of land distributed over a wide
area. 'Dispersed’ was used by Sorbi (1951) when making
reference to parcels scattered at a great distance.
-Apsociated with extensive scattering, in Eur0pe are small
and awkwardly shaped parcels of land which are sometimes a
consequence ef rural population pressure and the division of
land through a gavelKkind system.2 The subdivision of land
(mbreelleMent, minifundis;o) into separate farms is’not farm
fragmentation, but can be one of the indirect causes of it
(Bergmann, 1951;‘Na§lon. 1959). Where extreme land
subdivision has occur}ed. creating tiny land parcels.“some
authors have used the words 'atomization’ and
‘pulverization’ (Lambert, 1963; Thompson, 1963) .

Smith (1975) classified farm layouts into four
different shapes which were: contiguous, road separated,
corner touching, and fragmented. A modification to this
definttion occurred when Johnston stated that a farm is not
classified as fragmented when the blocks of land are.
separated by a roadl"becauee the road acts ae a circulation
route in a stmilar mannef to the internal tracks and roads |
within a farm. Where the blocks of one farm are separatéa—E//
a-river, a farm is classif1ed as fragmented because the
rivers act not as a link but rather.as a barrier” (Johnston,
1962, page 207). In contrast, Sublett's (1975) definition ef

a contiguous tract included corner touching paréels, tracts

- e e - e .- -

2The gavelkind system occurs when an estate is équally
divided among $he heirs. _ _ § .
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of land that are separated by a stream, road or railroad if
the operator can cross over fhese barriers with hls animals
and ?%plements. Two categories of farmland are distingaished
by Sublett: farmstead and nonfarmstead. All the laqd‘ y
'immediately surround{ng the operational headquarters is the
farmstead while‘all the other land is nonfarmstead. The
homestead tract and detached pa:cels were the two
categories, similar to Sublett’'s, used by Hill ahd Smith
(1977). | o

The foregoing descfiption of the farmsteaq,tractvmay.be
adequate for areas with scattered farmsteads, as ih‘North
America, but a majority of the fragmentation studies are on
village type of settlement sUCh~as in France, Germany and |
Switzerland.‘Many farmers have theia entire operational
headquarters within a,vi]lage; and .they commute between the
village and the parcels of land with their equipment and
products. Other villagevfafmers may sp]i{'their operational
centre, primarily granaries and barns, between the village
and the parcels in order to save'oh-transportfng products
and to have equiphent near the site ef the labour (Fiedl,
1973) . |

In North America, the farmers also fragment their
operational headquarters by locatihgtparts of their
oberational centre on dispersed parcels or by'reeidingﬂoff
the farm. Paul in his study omn Saskatchewan farms commented™

that "grain is often stored in bins and granaries on various.

4 b

.parcels of land" (Paul, 1977). Farmers with caitlesmay
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construct corrals on distant parcels in order to load cattle

-

on to trucks instead of herding the cattle to the market or

farmstead.

Australia, Canada and the United States héve_énother
facet of farm fragmentation. Residential mobility has been
well documented by authors such as Hewes (1977), Hi1Y and
smith (1977), Kollmorgan and Jenks (1958a, 1958b), Sahir
(1977) and Smith (1975).3 When the“loqation of the
communication centre or the full time residence of the
| operator is located on the farmstead; he is a resident
farheﬁ. However , . some farmers only reside_on the farmstead
or other parcels'part éf the time and are termed seasonal
residents, while others whb live fulltime in a service
centre are considered to be Hon-resfdent farmers_(Sahib,
19?7)..Seasbnal and non-resident farmers wére'identified as
" sidewalk'’ éﬁd ‘suitcase’ farmers by Kollmorgen and denks’_r
(1958a, 1958b) in their studies of farmers in the.Great
Plains of the United States. 4

As used in this thesis the term fragmentation of a farm
hefers to the situation where: |
1. the land (owned, rented or managed) input comprises two

or more pieces, teﬁmed parééls, tracts or holdings,
o

either sebarated by lénd opefatéd by others, or are

=]

3For further information see Fuller, A.M., Mage, J.A., and -
Fuller, H.A. A Directory of Part-time Farming Studies. Vol.
1. Guelph: Universily of Guelph. 1977.

* Sidewalk farmers are operators who live in a nearby
nucleated settlement. Suitcase farmers are operators who
live forty-eight Kilometres or more from the nearest county

border containing their farm.
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corner t0uching)‘or separated by a barrier such as road
or rail. Types of roads which“can act as a barrier
includé freeways or primary, and.secondary or .locally
improved rQad;, but private foadsjto residenceé or |
‘internai.farmwfracts azﬁiﬁot consfaered tb fragmeht the
farms. Terms such as d%gpersed. detached, énd discrete_
'will be used when discuésﬂng parcels completely |
sebarated by land operated by others; . - . s

2. ‘the operational centre is divided and located on
different parcels or in 3 nucleated settlement;

3. the comﬁunication centre or operator’/s residence is
located permaneht]y in a nucleated settlement (non-farm
resident) or the farmerohas a Séasohél residence in a
serviqe centre or on another paréel'of Tand (seésonal
resident). A farmer residing onyth?rfgrm fof at least

# L Y =3
assed as a residént

¥ B et /

~eleven months of the year is cl
farmer. ~ | | )
 When all the operatdr's land sufrbundsuthe 6pefational
headquaffePS»and is ehcloséd within a Single b6undary, the
farm will beireferred’to as a Consb1idated farh; Examples'of

diferrent types of farm layouts are illustréted in.FIGURE 1.

¢
o«

' e

B. EXTENT OF FRAGMENTATION N
Fragmentagion of farms is prevalent all over the world 
(Binns, 1953; Parson, Penn, and Raup, 1956;-Chi§hoim, 1972).
Social écienfists have prdvided some information, primarily
on the European situatidn, on the amount of farm |

T >

b
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fragmentation in: Britain (Edwards, 1978);: France (Bergmann,

1951; Gatty, 1956; ‘Clout, 1974); Spain (Naylon, ‘1959; Smith,.
t959); Finland (Pihkala and Suomela, 1951); Greece -
(Thompson, 1963); Italy (Sorb1 1951) Netherlands (R1enks.
=1951f§ Sw1tzerland (F1edl 1973). and Germany (Erhart, 1967;
Mayhew, 1970)..Although studies by dacoby'(1959) and Lambert
(1963) are essentially concerned with conso]idation. they do
refer to the amount of farm land in need of consolidation.
Jacoby suggested that approximately fifty million hectares
in Europe were Fragmented, and. a later report’by.Chisholm
(1972) estiated it_to»be one third to one half of the
‘agrioultural land. However; European countrtes haQe.vd
consolidated many farms.sinoerthe writing of most of the
" above literature. - . » |
Beyond\EuFope, there’is a scarcjty of ]iterature on
fragmented agricu}turat holdings' for individual countries,-
.and what does exfst"consists mainly of one paragrabh '
statements. A few exceptlons to thls are: Australas1a
~ {Johnston, 1962; Hill and Smith, 1977); Columbia |
(Fals;Borda, 1956) ; India (Zaheer 1975) ; damaiCa (Edwards,
1961); Nigeria'(lgbozurike. 1976), southern Afr1ca (Stevens
and Lee} 1979); Taiwan (Vander Meer, 1975 W1l]1ams, 1976),
and United States (KolImorgen and:denks,_1958a and 1958b;
,shith 'i975- Sublett, 1975; Pyle, 1977). In Canada, |
fragmentat1on has been examined by DeL1sle (1978) 1n eastern
Ontario and. southern Manltoba, Ironside (1979) in southern

1

0ntar1o Paul (1977) and Sah1r (1977) in southern

+
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lSaskatcheWan[ Boylen (1976) in Alberta, and Redpath {1874)
- on Nova Scotia. DeLisle (1968) conducted a ]argen stud& on
the-effects of farming detached parceis on farms in the
_ dairy belt of eastern Ontario. |

To describe the present extent of fragmented farms’in
the world would be an immense project reguirtng several
volumes.tand'would be very time consuming. However, a _»Q
Mgenenat indication of the extent of farm fragmentation in
" the world should be mentioned and this s presented in fABLE
1. This data is not comparable because the sources of
information vary, dates of the data are d1fferent and some
f1gures-only apply to small areas within countr1es Although
.the table is out of date, most of the countries st111

experience extensive fragmentation of farms.

c. CAUSES OF FRAGMENTATION , | '
Analys1s of the ways 1n wh1ch fragmented farms havé
developed is essent1a] in ascerta1n1ng its consequences
Origins of farm fragmentatlon w1l1 be broadly grouped into
three categor1es 1) phys1cal env1ronmental 2) social .and

econom1c and 3) psychologlcal ; V",‘ g

.Phys1cal Env1ronmenta1
| Spat1a1 var1at1ons 1n c11mate so1ls, terra1n, and

other phys1cal character1st1cs of the land have 1nduced farm

fragmentation - (Thompson,,1963) Farmers fragment their' land

'to catch patchy rains (Hi1l and Sm1th t977) or to inCrease

the probab111ty of av01d1ng local1zed hazards such as/

© »

N
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drought.;flood, frost, hail, avalanche and high winds
(Fals-Borda, 1956; Fiedl, 1973). Local variations in soil
‘and 1n water conditions can be obtained with a frad%ented
arrangement of parcels. Different soils perm1t the farmer to
produce a range of crops, and to acquire land with different
productive capacities. On the plains a farmer may diversify
his opera£1on by placing livestock on 1and of pocrer quality
while leaving more productive soils for hay or crops. In the
mountain regions, for example Columbia, Switzerland and
-Norway. some farmers have modntainaoastures, lowland crops,
and wooded lots (Binns, 1953). Using the terrain to
diversify and fragment their operation, they are. provided
with'income, food, and a balanced workload year round
(ThOmoson '1963) Also. land adjacent to a' farm might be
unsu1tab1e for agr1cultural purposes because of rocky
outcrops, alka]1ne soils, steep slopes or: water]ogg1ng

.. Fragmentation of some farms is created by physwcal
cond1t1ons not’ connected with agriculture. These cond1t1ons
1nclude the construct1on of roads, railways, 1rr1gat1on "
r.works, canals, fencestaenclosures,_a1rf1e1ds, bu11d1ngs,
game reserves, m111tary 1nstallat1ons. and recreat1onal
‘parKs (Binng, 1953). Any of the'above causes may produce an
unintended but unavoidable fragmentatron of some farm )
ho]d1ngs (Thompson, 1963, page 9). .

~Social and Economic

Social and economic reasons are among the most cited

factors djrectly or indirectly.inducing.the fragmentation of;
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agricultural holdings. Seventeem causes were mentioned in

the literature reviewed. They are:

1.

\

“u

.

%gh»énd a la¢K

Population pressure
A étéadily increasing rural poﬁﬁlaf
of opportunities for employment outside agr?culture tend
to "increase the ratio of'farmefs to land and capita].
reducing the farm size, and often accompanied by
fragmentation” .(Hi1l and Smith, 1977, page 158).
Decline in farm population . |
"Fragmentation in some areas is associated with a |
decreasing ratio of farmers to land-and capital ... In
thjs-Context-fragméntation is usually asserted to be an
unfortunaté consequence'of farms becoming larger by fhe
acquisition of non-contiguous land" (Hill and Smith, |
1977, pagé‘159). Sahir (1977) commented that.the size of

the farm is a majo?’determihént of the number of

v

~parcels. In addjtﬁon, Edwards (1978) investigated the

- changes in farm size in Somerset, England and'found'a'
‘positive correlation between farm size and ‘the number of

. fragmented parcels. However, Hill and Smith (1977) and-
IgBozurjke (1§76) suggested that there are other major

factors besides farm size. . »

Gifts and inheritance traditions

'Fragménted farms can be an indirect consequence of the

gavelkind system where the division of real estate would
| , e

be divided equally among the heirs (Binns, 1953; Smith,

1959; DeBarros, 1963; Thompson, 1963; Mayhew, 1970; .
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Fiedl, 1973; Clout, 1974; Zaheer,‘ 1975). Fragmentation
can also occur under the tradition of primogenture where:
the estate is inherited by thegeldest»son.:Yajima7(1963)
states that an,examole of this can be found in‘dapan '
prior to World War; II. N )
Open-field system |

Some fragmentation in Europe is a legacy of the
open-field system of cultivation (Lambert, 1963; Mayhew,
11970; Chisholm, 198727 Smith, 1975).

Townward drtftqof farm population

In many countrtes, for example Greece, the village type‘
of agricultural settlement has existed for years but
some countries have ‘scattered farmsteads.'WTth the
‘aggtomeration of servicegfuncttons into urgan centres.

many;farmers'have moved from the farmstead to take'

advantage of economic, educat10na1 and social amen1t1es

of an urban centre. Once a farm becomes fragmented the .

farmer s res1dence may be more advantageously located
near a serv1ce centre. Income can be 1ncreased by taking
employment in an urban centre during the off-season

(Gi11.1971).

W Age and income

Emp loyment off the farm provides add;tional capital.to
.young individuals eager to establish themselves in
farming. Farmers who bave bought farms'wanting to
increase thefir d1sposable income to pay their mortgages

or to ma1nta1n a desired standard of living may
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contemplate enlargingntheir agricultural holdings.
Middle-aged or older farmers, free of the -
responsibilities of raising children and/or large land
or- machinery liabjlities.<may be-satisfied with their
present farm size and standard of living (Smith, 1975).1
Anether group of farmers considering semi-retirement or
retirement, poss1bly due to declining phys1cai stamina -
may sell out or rent parts of the farm to other. farmers
~or to an heir.. ' .

Land availability | | *
Acquisition’offaddttional parcels of ]and is confined to
\land which is ava1lable or offered for sale (Sm1th

'1975 W1ll1ams, 1976) When a farmer is ready to. buyg
the ne1ghbours m1ght “not be ready to sell. Pressure*to
enlarge the farm to ma1nta1n an‘acceptable standard of

| living, in e1ther densely or sparsely populated
.~agr1cultura1 reg1ons, may force a farmer to acqu1re land;
wherever 1t is ava1lab1e (Sm1th - 1975). |
Resources at the right moment - o | SN
Even if land adJacent to the farm becomes ava1lable anat
“operator may not have the f1nances or equ1valent credit
at that part1cular t1me - t

H1gh price of land - 31

High. pr1ced land adJacent to the farm m1ght be moré -,
costly than would be the diseconomies assoc1ated w1th
'. purchaslng or rent1ng a cheaper detached parcel |
Specu]atlon and compet1t1qn for land increases the Iand

e
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value which in turn encourages land sub-division.

Proximity to relatives

1 a-farmer has relatives-at another -location,-it may be. - -

worthWhile acduiring land nearby because he can then
include social visits, have relatives watch over the
land, and possibly reduce machinery}movement by
borrowing the relative’s equipment. Another associated
factor woutd be the improvedvchannels of .information.
abost land availability in another region..

\

Reduction of_ labour, time and travel

It is sometimes more efficient to have buildings such as

granaries or storage sheds on scattered fields to reduce

the time and labour of transport1ng products ‘and
1mplements to and from the operational headquarters
Relat1ve1y cheap and abundant energy

Prior to the ' energy crisis' North American farmers

—

were able to travel ]ong d1stances to scattered parcels )

because of relatively cheap and abundant . energy (Sm1th.

-,1975) Ch1te a source of fuel in Columb1a grows w11d

at certa1n a1t1tudes, therefore farmers acquire 1and\,/

there 1hstead of purchasing costly fuel at the market

(Fals Borda, 1956).

Mechan1zat10n

N

Farm entargement has been part1a11y prompted by the ' g.

'1ncreased size and expense of farm 1mplements Small . A

farms need more land to make efficient use of'large

expensive machinery (Sublett, 1975).
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Greater rfgbility ‘

Coﬁntries with meehanized agricUlture and a good
transp&r{atién»nefwérk»whieh~gllows-?grmers\to-moveAw
themse lves and equipment.quickly and easily from parcel
tb paréel.

Security and investment %

Land is sometimes thought oflas security and a source of

capital investment. Investment firms are not always

ﬁdavailable. and land is more stable in value than

©

currency in many lesser developed qountries, thus
peasants will fbank’ their meagre savings in available

parcels of land (Fals-Borda, 1956p Gatty, 1956; Zaheer,

11975). This might cause land prices to increase.

Social advancement

In some countries theresfs prestige asébciated with land o

ownership. By burchasing land whenever and yherever .
possible, an jndividual may be able to improve his
social status within the community because he owns a lot
of land (Lambert, 1963). .

Market instability _

Low prices for agykcultural products and uncertéin
: - . ~

markets'for géods may -persuade a farmer to diversify his
operationawhich may iﬁdirectly lead to # fragmented
farm. An'example of this would be a grain farmer

acquiring pasture ‘land on the mountain slopes fpr

- livestock.: v S
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Socio-pyschological Factors

The social and psychologioaf aspects of individual
farmers influendls their decision-making. The decision to
C purchase or rent a detached parcel of land or to become a
' non-resident or seasonal resident farmer is influenced by
hie attitudes, vatues, goals and perceptions of his
environment. ‘An example of the above may be a farmer's

attitude toWards risk aversion by fragmenting his land to

1

avoid perceived environmental ﬁazards. Another farmer may
refuse to rent or‘buy adjacent land bécause of certatn
dislikes about the land or land owner. According te-Binns
(1953), pyschological faﬁtors such as the landowner'a desire
to effect a faiq division of land among heirs frequently
jleads to fragmentation. Heirs may feel they have the right
to demand an equal share. There is also the attachment to
sthe 5011 or the importance of actual possession of land |
(§argent '1952; Binns, 1953; Gatty, 1956). Other farmers may
t{&\ des1ré economlc advancement by farm enlargement.

In many instances more than one Cause, physical,

séc1o economic, or socio- pyscholog1cal, can be attrtbuted to’

e

! farmh tagmentation. The cause or comblnatlon of causes
variz; between agrlcultural reg1ons depend1ng upon
vartat1ons in economies, 5001et1es, and physical-setf?gagjf\\\‘//
‘and upon variations- in attitbqes ahdfbehaviouf between \

~farmers. The phenomenon of fragmentation can occur under ' /
d1fferent forms, of land tenure and dur1ng either land
subd1v1s1on or farm enlargement. o

i
J
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D; EFFECTS OF FARM FRAGMENTATION

The literature stresses the Problems associated with
operating a fragmented farm. Fragmentation . of iand'and farm
buildings has been usﬁal]y-refsrred to as inefficient,
expensive, an irrational practice.‘and wasteful of human and
natural. resources. It is true that difficultias arise from
operatfng a farm comprised of a number of physicaily
separated parcels (Binns, 1953). Situations where a farm
consists of numerous widely scattered parcels have been
cal-led )exceSSive’ fragmentation. Usually this degaee of
'fragmentation is such that the natural advantages are .
outweighed by the negative effects. Although.most'of the
effetts of fragmentation of agricultural Hegdings are
adverse, circumstandes-exist in which positive advantages
day outweigh the disadvantages. A limited amount of |
fragmghtation can be desirable or inevftable (Lambert, 1963;
Thompson,_1963); A general list of the negative and positi?e
effects, found throughout the liteﬁatuge, of farm o
fragmentation fo]lows.f

Negative Effects

Environmental, economic ahd social disadvantages arise
from operating a fragmentéd farm. The environmental
disadvantages will be discussed first. Principles of soil

conservation are neglected when a haphazard arrangement of

5
.................. '

SFurther discussion on the effects of farm fra mentation can’
be found in Binns (1953), Gatty (1956), Smith (1959), Zaheet
(1975), and Hill and Smith (1977). . ' ‘
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parcels does not take into account the slope of the land
permitting soil erQSion (Sargent, 1552). Disease, pest and
weed contro1.grg,ﬁendered useless because some farmgrs
neglect or reduce supervision over. distant pafcelsi
part1cular1y when they are smaT] and inconveniently situated
(Fals-Borda, 1956). In add1t1on, sma]l 1rrqgular shaped
fields increase the amount of valuable farm land‘sacr1f1ced
through the multiplicity of canals, paths, roads, and
demarcation boundaries (Thompson, 1968; Clout, 1974).
According to Chisholm's (1972) observations on a sample of
scattered pafcels in the Netherlands, the application'of
fertilizers (manure). decreases with distance from the
farmstead‘whichrmayff@dicate so{l depletion of distant
'pércels. This relationship exiéts\gﬁpause travel time and
transportation costs increase with distance from the
farmstead. A study by Hill and'Smithl(1977)l however, .
indicated that Australiah farmers did Hot exhibit avstrong

~ distance-decay effect when‘using chemical fertilizers.

Stevens and Lee (1979) found that dista e did not provide a
satisfactory explanation of variations in y1" i ,é‘éase
study in Lesotho, southern Africa. Nevertheless jfyhas been

‘claimed that neglect or the reduction of labouhfgnput into

: d1stant parcels leads to Q\waste of resourceS/ﬁhrough

1neff1c1ent use of the soil (Chisholm, 1972/ Zaheer, 1875;
DeLisle, 19787 o o

There are‘a number of econom1c d1sa9@antages to th%fé

farmer with a fragmenteq farm.»Zaheer 74ated that a

/
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fragmented holding "has a retarding effect on the
agricultura) economy" and "is a(high cost unit and much less
viable than a consolidated'unit".(1975, page 839). Time and °
energy is wasted transporting additional help..themselves.-»
their animals, fertilizer, implehents, and seed to and from
the farmstead and from one detached parcel to- another
(Fals-Borda, 1956; Thompson, 1963; Fiedl, 1973; Clout, 1974
Smith, 1975). Extra costs are associated with the loss of
time and the transporting of inputs and outputs &
Superyision ‘of .1ivestock and crops becomes more-difficult,
and therefore, increases the likelihood of theft and
vandalism to the property (Binns, 1953 Fals-Borda,‘1956).
Extra help may be required to watch over the livestock and
crops. Scattered parcels increase the;costs of buildingland
maintaining fences. There are also difficulties in -
optimizing the timing of operations or organizing activities
for.all the parcels (Smith, 1975;‘Hill and Smith, 1977),

Serious access roblems have to be contended with. Many

parcels are comple 1y surrounded by another man’s property
and access requires permission to cross the neighbouring
land. This can lead to land bandonment or a delay in the

execution of necessary operation If the access roads or

paths are narrow, in poorICOndition\\r absent -mobility is
restricted especially in poor weather\conditions (Fiedl

1973; Clout, 1974 Sublett 1975) In addition, certain

6Extra costs include fuel, lubricants, and road wear and
tear on the machinery. See Sublett (1975) for a detailed '
discus51on on these costs. . ) .
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‘roads and~bridges may have tc be redesigned to accommodate
large'machinery (Sublett, 1975). |

In mahy'European and Asian countries the 1andscace
resembles a jigsaw puzzle made up of t1ny.,irre§ular shaped
 fields seldoﬁ/:%rm1ng consolidated farms Awkwardly shaped
and miniscule fwelds:prevent taking advantage of
technological improvements aud regiona]’planning (Fiedl,
1973) . Mechanlzat1on of agr1culture is difficult, if not-
‘ imposs1ble, to introduce because the use of mach1nery is
;Jese\efficient and less econom1cal on small parcels
(Fals-@orda,.1956: Gatty, 1956). Furthermore. modern
ﬁachinery may not have sufficienf room to maneuver.
‘Therefore, areas ipaccessible by machinery may have tc be“ 
cuftivated4by hand Improvements in the']and such as o
1rr1gat1on and drainage schemes, and soil 1T9rovement
require permission and close cooperation ofhmany individual
tenure holders which consequently impedes reg1onal planairg‘

Soc1al dlsadvantages occur w1th f&rm fragmentatron
Social conflict 1§_the most_obv1qus.effect.,Confl1ct can
eruptjcver-trespaSSing‘or,tryiug tc'reCeiye permiesfqn to..
cross a neighbour’s land to reach detached barcels' Also,.
access and rights to water resources give rise. to dasputes
or even l1t1gat1on (Sm1th 1959) If fragmented flelds are
- not c]early or legally demarcated, endleSS‘squebbles or
legal action over boundary claims betueen ;embers of the

commun1ty somet1mes occur (WIll1ams. 1976) These disputesi‘_

can cause a strain on soc1al relations of the entire



commun1ty Traffic congestlon can create confl1ct between
‘the farmers and the motorists. Slow mov1ng. large farm
mach1nery on.public roads presents a traff1c hazard: to other
‘motor1sts and they become irritated because the 1nplements
hinder the flow of traffic. Farm‘machlnery on‘the road’ |
durlng sunr1se and sunset. espec1ally 1mplements extend1ng
into .the oncoming lane pose a ser1ous traffic hazard
‘The forement1oned negat1ve factors can reduce the

~product1v1ty of the land, result in a form1dable waste of
labour, time, and energy, and lower the 1ncome of the
operator. Zaheer‘cgmmented'that' "In areas where so1ls are
ooor and theﬁaverage yield low, the d1sadvantages of
v'fragmention are fbrther7intensified."_(1975, page 88).
Although the soils are. inherently fertile, the-dryland
‘farmlng belt of southeastern Alberta and. southwestern
Saskatchewan exper1ences severe mo1sture def1c1ency

. cond1tnons which lowers the average y1eld

Beneflts of Fraqmentat1on o

 Farm fragmentat1on is not always d1sadvantageous Thls
view is only just rece1v1ng_the_attent1on it deserves ’
(Fiedl, 1973; Smith, 1975; Hill and Smith, 1977; Pyle,
1977)- Var1at1ons 1n weather and- so1l capab1llty are two
important reasons. Acqu1s1t1on of a detached parcel is a
 means of rediucing fisk by 1ncreas1ng the chance of escaping
local1zed weather hazards S1m1larly a fragmented holding
has greater diversity of soil.types and grow1ng cond1t10ns
(Hi1l and ‘Smith, 1977). In addition, the farmer can stretch _vv.g

/ . . v 7 .
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out his peak work periods such as planting and harvesting, {
accordlng to the altitude‘and‘exposure of wvarious plotst |
(F1edl 1973, page 33) In mountainous regions farmers rely"A
on mountaln pastures for l1vestock grazing and bottom land s
-.for crops.. This can increase thelr income and 1mprove the1r
standard of l1v1ng at a subs1stence level (Fiedl, 1973). A
‘is1m1lar arrangement is feas1ble in other areas of var1ng
J‘topography such as hilly and rolllng landscapes
The -following advantages_are essent1ally of economic
and social value. A land parcel adjacent to the farmstead -
might:be m0re‘costly'than a—distant one. The Cheaper,
:d1stant parcel 1s only benef1c1al if the d1seconom1es of
fragmentat1on do not surpass the pr1ce d1fference (H1ll and
Smith, 1977) Farm enlargement is another means of meet1ng
rising agr1cultural costs W1th land avallabﬂl1ty be1ng
l1m1ted purchase or rental of detached parcels "enables the
farm operator to ach1eve the necessary expans1on of his
unit” (Pyle, 1977 page 3) The d1spers1on of the res1dence |
and the operat1onal centre alsp~has some advantages Farmers”'
. res1d1ng w1th1n ‘a serv1ce centre can enJoy the economlcal
.educat1onal and soc1al benef1ts of an urban life, thereby \
4ﬁmprov1ng the1r consumpt1on eff1c1ency but possibly reduc1ng
” product1on eff1c1ency (H1ll and Smlth 1977) Travel costs

-v‘and time- to engage in non- farm act1v1t1es are reduced then.

and in certa1n cases a non-farm res1dence may be. at a better
"' economic d1stance4 to -the scattered parcels than would a ‘

/.

farmsteadclocat1on Accord1ng to F1edl (1973 page 34) the
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fragmentatton of bu11d1ngs is essentlally
beneficial. It allows for a more intensive use of
the tand by providing necessary space and equ1pment
on or near the actual site of the labor.
F1na1]y, an. advantageous soc1a1 effect of fragmented
: hold1ngs worth ment1on1ng is ‘that family funct1ons and
interests .are dtffused throughout the'regton,~wh1ch may lead
to a greater development of primary group relationships
(3m1th~ 1959) . | !
“Although there are .advantages to a fragmented farm it
would appear from this review that the negattve effects are
-more frequently menttoned and are of greater s1gn1f1cance

How a farmer approaches most of these d1sadvantages or

. benef1c1al effects depends upon - ‘his dec1s1on maktng process,

wh1ch w1ll be d1scussed next “
E. AGRICULTURAL DECISION MAKING

Along w1th the phy51ca1 env1ronmenta1 social ‘hd
J'econom1c factors.’agr1cultural pecxs1on mak1ng is also
influenced by the socio- psycholog1cal aspects of the farmers -
(see FIGURE 2) The<att1tudes. valuesuand goals of
,'j1ndyy1dual farmers, as a factor in the agr1cu1tural
dec1s1on mak1ng process, have only recently been
1nvest1gated by geographers 7 Harvey (1966) in an extensive._:
-art1cle on agrtcultural land use patterns, referred to | B
"agr1cultura1 patterns'asfbe1ng the result of numerous:

-——‘-—-----—--‘—-—-

7For a review of approaches to, and models‘of agr1cu]tural
decision-making see Ibery (1978). A further review. on -
. attitudes and behaviour in geography can be found in
Go]ledge,'Bn0wn,?and Willia eog1g72) : _
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THE AGRICULTURAL SUBSYSTEM
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The factors 1nvo1ved in the deve]opment of the agr1cu1tura1

landscape, including the needs of society, values and att1tudes,
and - the constra1nts of the phys1ca1-phen0mena1 -environment,

Source: Hurst, 1972, A Geography of Economic Behaviour, p. 82.



33

individual decisions and "any theoretical model developed to
"explain’ agricultural patterns must take account of
pyschological and sociological realities” (page 373). In

Smith’s 1975 article on Fragmented Farms in the United

States, he stated that: .

“More recent research has related geograph1c

variation to individual choices...Farm layouts

" result from innumerable 1nd1v1dual choices. and

judgements. They furnish the framework for’

evaluating and interpreting other cultural

expressions in agricultural lands" (page 69).
Only-by evaluating and.jpterpreting socio-pyschological
factors along with the ecenomic orientattonlof the farm and
'tﬁe propert1es of the natural environment, can the '
agr1cu1tural geographer be able to better understand local
and‘regional variations in the agrncu]turaltact1v1t1es.

Some of the'socio-psycho]ogicalffactors influencing

;farm-fradhehtetioh are: attachment, attitude, choice, gbals;

perception, risk and uncertainty. Farmers may desire

different‘soils’or.desire each heir to equally share in the

- inheritance. If a farm is too small to provide the desired
standard of living, a farmer may have an incentive to obtain

more' land even if it‘is not'edjacent to the farmstead

'(dohnsten,'1962) Yetm1nster farmers in Dorset Englahd were

quest1oned about plans for buy1ng and sell1ng land.
Butterwick and RQ]fe_(]QGS) found that the older farmers had
the attitude that land was regarded as ‘'something close to

sacred’ and to sell inherited land was to admit failure,

- while the younger generation (under fifty-ftye years of age)

B v general]y,considered land as another factor of produetién"

N



“ 'along withvlivestock or machinery. Fa@h operators have ‘
attitudes which predispose them to behave in certain ways or :
make certain ch01ces Choices in land acqu151tion are ’
restricted to known available land Knowledge of available |
land partly depends on the farmer s sources of information
and his ability to dse,that information (Found, 1971; lbery,
1978). Alstudy'onjthe choice of residence by wheat farmers
in southern Saskatchewan was conducted in 1971-1972 by Sahir'
(1977) This research suggested that personal dec1Sions
"frequently are more strongiy a55001ated with moves off the
farm than the socio-economic differences of the respondents
lSahir, 1877, page 61). Kollmorgen and denks discu551ng the
mobility of farmers and farm fragmentation, commented that H
"manyvamenities are gained by living in town, a location
often preferred by women...." (1958b, page 220).

) Risk and uncertainty play an important role in,
agric ltural decision- mak1ng(Wolpert, 1964 Chapman 1974). .
A far:er s perceptionvof his environment may partly

-determine his-aversion to risk and uncertainty. Response to
environmental risk, for example frost or hail; influences

"\some farmers to acqu1re detached parcels to increase the

probability of escaping localized env1ronmental hazards |

(Fiedl, 1973).

) Machihery breakdown and landlord-tenant relations are
other areas of uncertainty. Rough roads between detached

parcels can potentiallyndamage machinery. Verbal rental

- agreements with a neighbour can have greater uncertainty
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than with_e relative or vice versa. v

A Likert attitude scale was used by Boylen (1976) to
invesfigate the'attifudes of'Alberta farmersltowerds
far;iand tenure attr1butes Seyerei defhe“efffthdeih
statementsrwere related to farm fregmentation'such.as risk
and uncertainty, farning efficiency,_land availability, and
- land ownership. Theyuindicated a soCielistie bhﬁlqsophy
towards making a prof1t from land sales, that the'SUpply of
land For farm1ng was. un11m1ted that aned land was not."
farméd more efficiently, and d1segreemenf thatyland‘ |
' ownership meant certainty of haQing land to farm |

Att1tudes towards risk aversion and uncerta1nty,
fermers percept1on of their own env1ronment choice of
agricultural enterprise or res1dent1al locat1on and the1r'
w1111ngness to adopt new rnnovat1ons are-only‘some'qfrthe~
-pyscho}ogicaljespeefs:associéted.witn tne‘decision-making
,preCess of farmseperatons'(lbery. 1978 ). Decjsion4making by
a farmeriis an indjvidualistic;process because: of yariatiens
~in atfitudes between'farmers end_their‘operafing B XJ
envirorments. To better understand and analyze the |
| geograbhiC'patterns in the agriculturaT landseape‘
geographers need to g1ve greater attentlon to- the e”

socio- pyscho1og1ca1 aspects of farm1ng
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. F. HYPOTHESES _.
The;focus of'thts thesis is to examine the spatial.
_structure of the farm units in a smatl part. of southern
Alberta; that isy to determine the dtstrwbutlon of
fragmented farms, explaln their occurrence. and 1nvest1gate
‘the . 1mp11cat1ons assoc1ated with this type of layout in an
agr1culturally advanced soc1ety such as rural Alberta,
.ACanada Based on the information from the literature
rev1ewed and the character1st1cs of the study area the
follow1ng hypotheses were formulated: |

1. The opinions, using Likert attitude measurement scales.

of the farmers 1n the Hilda- SchuTer d1str1ct towards

attitude statements will correlate a) pos1tive1y w1th
 the greater bhe past farm1ng exper1ence, the hig v
age group1ng, farmers operat1ng detached parcels,' he

greater the number of~ch11dren, the.hlgher the formal

education level,‘and the greater the soufces of
1nformat1on, and b) negat1ve1y with the h gher the
| “income level, ‘and res1dencyﬁon the - farm.f |
2. iThat‘the.numbeq of parcels‘operated wtl] increase with
therstze.(in‘hectares) of the farmv | '
3. That as the ‘distance 1ncreases from the farmstead a) the -
mean parcel size w1ll 1ncrease b) the type of |
production.at the,detached parce1'will-Changev(arablefﬁo
.pasture), c)tthe percentage ofiiand ounershtp will
} decrease;vand d)'the'frequency of ferttlizer inputdwtt1

decline.
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That resident farmers, as compared to seasonal and ' i:;
.non- farM residents, will a) have a higher gross Famiiy )
- income, b) be of a younger -age, c)-have & larger farm -~ —
&size, d) have a lower percentage of their land rented;;

and ‘e) have less off?fgrm enbloyment. S T



I11. CHAPTER THREE

STUDY AREA: THE HILDA SCHULER DISTRICT
This chapter describes the geographical. aspects - of location,
physiography, climate. fauna, flora, history and cultural

,ilandscape;of the study area.

A. LOCATION . o -

Located in southeastern Alberta, Canada, the study area

is a triangular shaped area approximately eighty Ki]ometré§~‘n

long (north-south) by about fifty kilometres wide

e (east- west) with the South Saskatchewan River forming the

‘hypotenuse. More precisely, the boundaries are: on the west,

the South Saskatchewan River; the Alberta- Saskatchewan
boréer forms the eastern iimit and the southern perimeter

is ‘the sdbthern limits of township thirteen which coingides

: Y

.w1th the southern limits of}enumeration area twelve of the

vf976.enumeration‘district 812. This area cqvers about

260, 320 hectares or 2,603 square kilometres(FIGURE 3)

Sevefal factors were considered when choosing the
location, size and shape of the aforementioned study area.
Firstly, this area contains no major irrigation projects. ~>

The author did not want to 1nclude an area which has

~experienced substantial land idbkovement such as irrigation -

If the natural env1ronment is a factor in farm

fragmentation, then irrigation schemes might modify its

effect. Secondly, tb maintain consistent administrative ‘5&

. ' L " S
e _ L .
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uﬂ1ts, the area is wholly within the planning boundaries of
the Southeast Alberta Regional Planning Comm1ss1on, Census
D1v1s1on One and Improvement District One. Finally, the
Alberta-Saskatchewan porder was chosen because the thesis is
concerned only with Atberta Also, the political and legal
1nst1tut1ons govern1ng the ownersh1p and leasing policies of
.Saskatchewan may be different from Alberta.

The area appears to be adequately representatlve of the
ranch1ng and dryland farm1ng in southeastern Alberta. Th1s i
evaluation is based on personal exper1ence, agrlcultural
census data, and by comparing the eﬁvirbnment of the study
area to-the rest of southeastern Albeataw The study area is
within the same soil,‘efﬁmatic, and vegetation zone and is
similar in topography to the rest of southeastern Alberta.
Tweﬁty-eight percent of the rural population of the study
area is invo]ved.in farming and horticulture while Census
Division One has t?irty*thhee'percent accendihg-tb the 1971 _
census.®Also. the 1576 agricultural census data indicates“ -
~ that Improvement Distnicttbne, in which the study area lies,
the major farm products are eattle, wheat; barley, oats and
' tame‘hay. Census Division One has the same major farm -

products. ® " LT

8The study ared’is w1th1n the 1971 enumeratlon d1str1ct of
812 and includes/-the following enumeration areas: 13, 15,
16, 17 and 18. THe 1976 enumerat1on area data on occupatlons
was not available.

-2This is based on Table- 24 from Census of Canada,.1976
Agriculture: Alberta, Catalogue 96-808, Volume 13, Ottawa
Statistics Canada, 1978: 24-1, 24-2. , o
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B. REGIONAL PHYSIOGRAPHY

Southeastern Alberta isvsituated’in the western most
'prairie level, the Third PrairielPlain, of the Interior -
Plains (Putnam and Putnam, 1970)' Except for the tertiary
outcropping, and the upper Cretaceous and tertiary bedrock
in the Cypress Hills, the distr1ct :s underlain by upper .
Cretaceous bedrock composed of non- marwne_sandstone and
shale, and mainly marine shales. Most of the area has been
glaciated therefore the bedrock is mantled with glacial
it1ll ~deposits varylng from gently undulat1ng ground moralne _
.to hummocky ablation mora1ne Als;: the landscape is )
ocoastonally interrupted by‘glaciolacustrine and
glaciofluvial deposits The Cypress Hills uere unglaciated
dur1ng the Wisconsin advance and today prov1de a park]and
oasis in a rather treeless pla1n (see FIGURE 3). ' | ' \\;‘

?wo prominent features rise above the short ghass '
o]ains: the Cypress Hills rjsing 1,065 to 1,465 metres above
sea tevel,or approximately'550 netres aégVe the surrounding .
_ plains, and the Milk River ridge, an’etevation of 1,250 .
metres. with 274 metres of relief. Incised thto the till
'bplains are the South Saskatchewan River, the Red Deer River,l
the MilK Riuer]'and locally extensive glacial meltwater
channels Apart from the smal] area south of the Milk R1ver.'
ridge which drains 1nto the M1ssour1 dralnage system, the
whole area 1sJessent1ally dra1ned by the Red Deer RTVJL and .
South Saskatchewan River which are part of the Hudson Bay
,_dra1nage basin. Closed 1nternal dra1nage basins are'usually;

~ s : v . Y

£
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small and local. Surface waters consist of small lakes and
innumerable seasonal ponds. Brown soils(uominate the region

except fobr the dark brown and thin blaek soils found in the
Cypress Hills. - | |

C. LOCAL PHYSIOGRAPHY ,
Bgdrock and Surficial Geolggx

The d1str1but1on of the bedrock and surficial depos1ts

[}

‘1s 1llustrated in FIGURE 4, Quaternary dep051ts are
under lain by upper Cretaceous bedrock cons1st1ng of the
Bearpaw (marine);’FerembstI(nonfmanine), and Oidman
(non-marine) fprmatiohs. Consisting Qf.argil1aceous
sandstone, bentonitic shale, silty shale, and thin
concretionary ironstone end:bentonite bede,'the'Bearpaw
format1on covers moqt of the study area. Oldman beds are
mostly. 1n the southern half of the study area and composed
‘of sandstone, siltstone, shale conta1n1ng concret1onary.
ironstone beds, and some_poél. Para]lelihg-the'South 3
Saskatchewan River the Foremost formation consists ef

interbedded Sandstone ASiltstohe; ahd shale,containing‘c el

seams and concret1onary beds - L A '. '\\

Ground and hummocky moraine dom1nate the central \
portion of the study area while glac1ofIUV1al and ~
g]acioJaeustrihe‘depqsits are found in the north Ad jacent

‘to the Many isTand take the surf1c131 depos1ts are

. lacustr1ne ‘Less exten51ve aeolian and alluvial depos1ts are:~?‘

Q

located near the South SaskatchewanAR1ver,

IR

34
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FIGURE 4 BEDROCK AND SURFICIAL GEOLOGY
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Topography and Drainage‘
Topography is mostly level w1th areas that are gently

undulatlng (see FIGURE 5. and" PLATES 1 and 2) The only
vartat1on‘an topography are the. South ‘Saskatchewan River
which 1s about 90 to 120 metres below the pra1r1e level‘ and
" the extant melt ‘water channels such as the one by Red Deer

2

Lake. Most of the area is at an elevat1on of, 769 metres to

s .

831 metres ‘above sea level. Approx1mately 882 metres is the'
"’max1mum elevat1on Along the r1ver in the northern part of =
the study is the lowest elevat1on of about. 615 metres. The

~r1ver valley is narrow one ta two kilometres w1de except
‘to the south near Medchne Hat where the valley is . . .
approx1mately three to f1ve K1lometres wide, Apart from the
small internal dralnage bas1n of Many Island Lake,’ the South Q
SasKatchewan River and 1ts trlbutarles are the only major .
dra1nage system. . Bowmanton Reservo1r Chapp1ce LaKe Many
Island Lake, Sam Lake, and F1fteen Mtle Lake, are the main
year round water sources bes1des the river. Most~of the-
1nterm1ttent sloughs dry up by late summer |
Soils - o 'J. - '.' | PR

' 501ls of this area belong to the brown soi | zzzf:i?d
the organic matter content s relat1vely low, howe he
natural fert111ty 1s adequate to produce good growth w1th W:j‘
,‘suff1c1ent moisture ‘A llme concentrat1on, 1nd1cat1ng a -
degree of leachtng, can‘bccur w1th1n twenty to forty
"cent1metres ‘of the surface Mo&t of the. central port1on of

",the study area is glac1al loam Approx1mately s1xteen
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FIGURE 5 TOPOGRAPHY AND DRAINAGE
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N.T.5. 72™N.W., 1974
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B PLATEiJ. Rolling Topography Near‘Chapice Lake Lookfhg North

PLATE 2. Aerial View of Farmland on Level Topography
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Kilometres north of Hilda, there is a‘small area of
stabilized aeolian sand dunes. To the north a strip of
alluvial soils have formed. Glaciofluvial fine sand and

"‘1acusfine clay o¢¢ur around Many Island Lake. The

distribution of various soils is shown in FIGURE 6.

D. CLIMATE
_This area has a semi-arid continental climate

‘Characterized by bright hot summers, and sunny, cold dry
wintef‘weather. The mean monthly temperature varies from
approximately minus thirteen degrees Celsius in winter to
twenty degrees Celsius;iﬁ‘the summer with an average annual
temperature of about 4.3 degrees Celsius. An aVerage length
of 100 to 120 frost free days gives this area the longest
growing season in the Canédian Piainsm An average annual

' precipitation raﬁges from twenty-seven to thirty-five‘
centimetres which mostly comes in the form of rain during
the summer months. Highr summer temperatures, 120 frost free
days, a low annual‘precipi;ation, and frequentvwinds,
broduces a yearly soil moisture deficit of twenty to
twenty—fﬁve ceﬁtfmetres mostly. due to the high Eate of ‘
evépotranspiration: Therefore, fhis'semi-arid climate causes
5 Seyere limitafionvtoiCFOp growth. | ’ |

Prevailing winds come from the west‘and‘southwest.

Velocity varies from'a‘monfhly mean of 16.9.km<hr in August
to 20.0 Km/hr.in April. Chinook winds, warm Pacific air

masses being carried over the Rocky Mountains, sweep down on

q
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-to the prairies raising‘the temperature of cold winter days
ten to twenty degrees.Celsius,.which also helps remove_snow
oover to permit winter grazing. Another winter weather
‘phenomenon is the blizzard which brings blowing . snow caus1ng
otent1a1 hazard“to livestock and other w11dl1fe Averages o
of temperature precipitation, sunshine and wind fog, a
 twenty-five year period are presented in TABLE 2.

! N -~ : v

| E. FLORA

W1th1n ‘the area of survey. the upland vegetat1on zone
is a mlxturehpf brush and short grass. Gram1neous plants
dominate the vegetation type. These oharacterist1c short

grass spec1es are blue grama grass (Bouteloua qra01l1s)

common spear ‘grass (St[g_ comata) June grass (Koeler1a

cr1stata), western wheat grass (Agropyron sm1th11) and

Sandberg’ s bluegrass (Poa secunda). Some non-gramineous

species of the short grass association are club moss '

(Selaglnella densa), Wild rose (Rosa woodsii), prickly pear.

cactus (Qpuntia poly_gontha). cushion cactus (Mam111ar1a

v1v1gara), and pasture sage (Artem1s1a frigida) . ‘Where

'alkal1 flats have developed alka11 grass (D1st1ch11$

, str1cta) grows. Although the vegetation is short and sparse,

'the exposed bare soil receives protectlon from eros1on from

the extensive root systems of these p]ants ' |
The vegetat1on in tphe coulee bottoms and alopg the

r1ver contrasts sharply:with that of the pra1r1e Varlous

spec1es of ‘trees and shrubs grow as ‘the so1ls become‘m01st
L E A .

N
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and more organ1c Dominant specﬁes lnclude buffalo berry

(8 Shepherdia rgente a), saskatoon berry (Amglgnghle

“alnifolia), wolf willow (Eleagnus _tatg). choke cherry
(Prunus virginiana), and cottonwood ‘,.92___.?_,_,,.9_10_5 sargentii).
Other forms«of aquatic and semi-aquatlc vegetation are also
'present Append1x A prov1des a general list of the flora in

southeastern Alberta. oPLATES 3, 4, 5 and 6 illustrate some

of the various types of vegetation.

F FAUNA -

Although this sem1 ar1d reglon appears to be unable to
mainta1n an abundant wlldlife, it does support a number of
,hspec1es of amQh)b1ans, birds, fish, insects, mammals and

rept1les (see Append1x A). Evenr: though the plains bison
(Eié__ nggg) no longer roams the plains ' three species of
dhoolates -- .the Rocky Mounta1n mule deer (Oq’goileug'
»hem1onusl. Dakota white-tailed deer (Qgggg__ggg' |
virginianUs). and American pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra

,;\_\.»

mericana) - cobt4nue to inhabit the regign.” Along wtth the

Y -

:vherb1vorqysxmammals there are several carn1vg§ous mammals
. such as the pralrIe coyote (Canls latrans) and the Tlid
\ barred bobcat K m rufus lle ns). OtherMmmlia\Lmn

to the river valleys and uplan!L are the rabbit b

provvde food for several varietles of snak'

pralrie rattlesnake (Qrotalus vigidyg) and: bullsnak'e-; .
(Pituophis catenifer). \ . 1 ‘
, < , , L

.4
= , R
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. "+ CPLATE 3. Aerial View of an Unmamed AlkaM Lake .. .
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Numerous frogs and toads prey upon an abundance of

insect llfe The clear- w1nged grasshopper (Camnula

| ,Qel'lumd a), Boxelder bugs ‘Legtocoms r1v1;tgtu s), ag%
, squitoes (Aedes s _g& «ve readily devoured by reslgé‘
migratory birds. Sharp-tailed grduse "(Pediocecetes . ‘
- Qha51anellu ) frequent areas with tree and shrub vegetation
On the open pra1r1e. the:pot holes and sloughs provide an ii
excellent-hao1tat for waterfowl such as the~Canada goose ‘. |
(Branta canadensis}, ducks, and a‘nultitude of shoreline L

R}

species. Varlous species of mussels. suckers mrnnows and
B
sport fish can be faund in the South Saskatchewan Rwer,“ The 4

'

main sport f1. .are northern pike (Esox luc1us), goldeye

(Hiodon alosoides), and walleye (Stizostedian Yitreum)!gtahe‘ -’

sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens),-is the largest fish in the

- -
G. HISTORY OF THE STUDY AREA - oo ?‘xm ,
NS ¥ ‘

Capta1n dohn Palllser travelled th‘gygh southern
Alberta durlng the dry years of 1350 to 1870, and proclalmed

river. Co

rthe reg1on. later known as part of the ’Palllser,&rlangle '
Lnsuitableﬁfor farming. This was also the view of H.Y.‘H1nd,
.commissloned by the Government of Canada in 1857-58 to
report on the region .of the Assinlﬁoine and Saskatchewan -
fR1vers Hdwedér, Professor John Macoun explored southern
‘Alberta durang the 1870’s at a ttme'when the area was
experiedf# ,a wet cycle,,and reported that most of the

f
short’grjrs country was su1table for séttliement (Putnam and

g ,.'-
3

. . ) _  .'.,'|
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Putnam, 1970). With the Dominion Lands Act of 1882 and the
Canadian Pacitlc railroad reaching Medicine Hat in 1883, the:
.cattle ranchlng industry expanded quickly into the area. The -
Domtnton Lands Act established regufatlons permitt1ng S
twenty-one" year leases for up to 100,000 acres (40 469
héctares) hold1ngs w1th rent .of one.cent per acre per year
Within three years the lessee could pUrchase up to flve dfséf
percent Af the,Jeasﬁpold for two dollars an acre ??=hq met

all the lease requirements. In 1886 the lease renta#“m

raised to two cents per acre. Later, in 1896 new reg

were introduced which. ooulﬁﬁferminate leases'for the'. B et

purposes of homesteading, pre-emption, or railway grants, .
but the ranchers were ‘al lowed to purchase ten percent of the
leasehold for approx1mately one dollar and t‘.ﬁty f1ve cents
per acre. The cattlea1ndustry was consrderabl‘lhpduced due
to competition from homesteaders, drought._falling.livestock
prices, and the extremely severe winter of, 1906-1907
destroying numerous cattle. | ‘ |

| In'approximately 1909'the homesteaders'began-arriving
in the H1lda Schuler area with the mairf #hflux in the ‘decade
1911 to 1921. Dur1ng this time there was bumper crops in
1915 and 1916 h]gh war pr1ces on wheat and the
introductioh of‘the combine whichy incrqased ‘the spread of
farming In 1923 the Canadian Pacific Ra1lway constructed a
spur 1iné into the area. \j s T 5 '

From 1934 onward the rural populatlod'has steadily
decllned However , the farms have become larger by absorblng.

o
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some of the abandoned land, thle the remainder returned to .
the Crown Some factors caus1n¢ the decl1ne include: the ‘
drought and depression of the 1936 s, low wheat pr1ces. v
Wor1d War 1I; agricultural mechan1zat1on the'ﬁ;vement of'“"
.lmany-servace funct#ons-from»yrllages and small townS‘to“”“
larger centres, and the attraétlon of rural people to the’
city for employment or cﬁﬁyﬁ pooximity to improved service
facilities. The populatlon growth trend from 1901 to .1976 -
- i for the townshxps in the study area and $ome of southeastern '
Alberta s urban centres. is presented in TABLE 3. Between |
1921 and 1876 there was a loss of 2 335 people in the study
area. In contrast, the urban centres of the region have o
dramat1cally 1ncreased The hamlet of H1lda has decl]ned in
popul,41on wh1le the, hamlet of Schuler 1nd1cated an increase'
between 1941 and 1976. | . ' )
| Today, the un1ncorporated hamlets of H1lda and Sghuler
(see PLATES 7 and 8) prov1de low order goods and services to
. essent1ally an agr1c0]tural commun1ty Both Hilda and ' |
'* Sphuler have the follow1ng fac1lit1es a general store a
: ‘? post off1ce, 9 school, . gas stations gra1n elevators and .
qturghes Also. Schuler has a curling rink and communi
. ‘ﬁﬁ?iﬁfyand H’“:, has a hotel. H\gher order goods and services

-

are-ngad1ly avgafable in the clty of Medlcine Hat

gf} wl»eat is trl&'gredam

, EO .ﬁ ’

2. land o?“the study dr%a 1n 1977 The study area contalns' P
ALy
large cattle ranches, up to approximately 9, 040 hectares in

-t
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- . : - TABLE 3
K - o " POPULATION CHANGE
~ = ‘,"\
. ' ' : POPULATION CHANGE
STUDY AREA . o 1921 1941 - 1976 oo . 1921-1976.
"TOWNSHIF RANGE =~ ' "No. ~ . ‘Ne. ‘ No. Ne. 3
13 1 78 18 4 L =74 -95
13 2 94 .97 , - 38 -59 -63
[ 13 3 124 105 C 3% © =90 =73
.13 4 9% 48 .9 -75 - -80
13 5 111 ‘ 89 68 -43 -39
14 1 19 15 6 T -13 ~ -68
14 2 49 .42 : 21 -28 -57
14 3 89, 50 27 * -62 -70
14 4 , . 51 FE . 0 ., 51 -100
14 5 25 - " 19 22 -3 L2
15 1 162 S132 .12 -150 . =93
15 2 287 w161 _ 42 - =245 - -85
15 3 91 78 25 -66 -73
15 4 87 41 25 -62 -71
fs 15 5 19 *0 : o . ~19 -100
16 % 215 309 © 188 ¢ =27 . -13
16 175 154 35 -140 . -80
16 3 58 _ 59 30 -28 -48
'16 4 ‘26 ;17 8 -18 . S -69
16 5. 0 .0 0o 0
17 T 1 4 291 . T " .129 . -162 X -56
17 2 162" e 34 -128 -79
17 © 3 T T A% 2 - =320 =94
17 4 L, ' »3" ’ 0 B D ~iog
17 5 15 : 8 0 ‘ 15 & .. <100
18 1 319 204 - 45 R L 86
18 2 256 146 L 119 -137 s -S54
18 - 3 { - 82 26, . .16, - =66 - -80
.19 - ' 103 .60 - a7s -76 -74
19. %2 24 0 7 T4 -26 ., ~100
19 23 8 6 _ 0 "= 8 T as-100
20 ‘1 143. - .. 108 © 43 -100 =70
21 1 48 14 0 ~49 -100
- rd g - 7 ¥
TOTAL - - 3,341 © 2,498 1,006 -2,335 -70
-+ MEDICINE HAT 9,634 10,571 ‘32’,‘%\ +23,177 . - - +241
REDCLIFF =~ * o 1,137 1,111 3,006 + 1,869 - " +164
BOW ISLAND . . . 427 201 1,296 + 869 +204 .
‘DUcHESS '~ 4 92 T 149 343 -+ 227 4247
IRVINE v 7 386 240 73 - 135 L 38
EMPRESS . e, 394 34 T 238 - 186 -~ -40
‘HILDA I s "~ s, .71 . 80 na. - . ' na.,
s ) g el . “ 113 121 . © - na. na.
-Source: Stathtic Cnada, Population Csnsus, 1921. 1946, 1976°
" Note: 'nma. mesns not lva.i.labh. s
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size, land which is mostly&leased. Cereal farms.range from
about sixty-four hectares to 1,150 hectares most of which is
. owned. Some farmers grow crops and.mgintain livestock. One’
- of the larger farm operations with both crops and -livestock.,.
had‘approximately 3,200 hectares of owned land and about. -
14,%80 hectares;leased. ‘ o \

Another industry within the study aréa is the
extfaction and production of natural gas. Two méthane gas
plants, owned by Dome and PetroCahada. are located in
township twenty - range one. The majority_of the employees
reside in Burstall, Séékatchewan with comﬁgny Housinq being
available at the plént site and in~Burstal}.-NumerOUS' T |
pipelines and buﬁb{ng stations ére scattered throughout the
region. Accessfbilit;"to the gas plants, the farms, and the
hamlets of Hilda and Schuler is provfded by a pareé,
two?fane highway and a grid pattern of gravel roads. Highway

f , ‘
41 allowsifor good north-south movement. 4

L J



IV. CHAPTER FOUR

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND ATTITUDE THEORY

The methodolbgy employed in collecting and analyzing the

data, and a discussion on attitude theory are presented in
thjs chapter. Farmland assessment sheets, tax assessme?t
rolls, lease records, a rural directory, and a dropped-off,
mai]—ngK duestionnaire were the principal sources of
information. Questionnaire design and statistical methods
used are also discussed. Since the questionnaire requests

atfitudinal and behavioural data, there is a discussion on

the definition of attitude, the assogiation between attifude
- .

- and behaviour, and the measurement of attitudes.

&
A. SOURCES OF DATA - o RREPNE

'Literature'on-tgg?poncept of farm fragmentation, and on

the physicaljénvibonment of the Hilda-Schuler area is

“ readily aVaiIable in published reports. Statistics Canada

has generalized data on social and economic characteristics
of farming, but they do not provide information for
individual farms or farmegﬁ. To'obtafn social, economic,
attitudinal and behavioural inforhaﬁion on individual
farmers and on their farming operation, five prfncipal
sources*ofuglata were used: farmland assessment sheets and
taX'assess nt rolls from the A}bertgifepertment of
Municipal Affairs; lease records from tQOAlberta Department
of Energy, Mlnes and Resources. the Med1¢1ne Hat and '

'61 . .‘ ';'Z‘. ) >
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District}telephone directory; and a dropped-off} mail-back

questionnaire. Figld investigation was carried out in order

to familiarize the writer with the study area.

3 r
v —

B. THE RESEARCH POPULATION

| The tax assessment records prdvlded an excellent
start1ng point in ascertaining the total number of farm
units within the study area. These files conta1ned an
‘acturate list of individuals.own1ng or leasing land, and fhe

data was listed alphabet1cally and®y township and

Each entrx‘g1ves the name and postal address of t'i i
individual be1ng assessed the number of acres owned or
leased, land assessment and the tax payable. Each entry
wouldﬁusually only list the first two 1nd1v§duals who had an
1nterest in that land, 53\thereul’or‘e the tax assessment c0mputer
f1les andy government lq@se records were s,arched for
1ndnv1duals not l1sted The 'telephone d1rectory was used to
confirm the addresses The membership lists of the B.T.-
Grazing Association, the Drowning Ford Grazing Assoc1afl6n, |
and the Many lsland GrazingkAssociation were also examined )
for individuals not listed in the tax assessment rolls. A
total research populatlon of three hundred and thirty-five
farm1ng units remained after all the dupl1cat1ons and

non farm1ng categor1es were ellm1nated 1o Examples of those
exc luded were: gas and oil compan1es, church organizations,

and the Alberta Depar%mént 'j.ays and’Transport

. "".a
.................. Rte

10 The Hutkerlte colony w1th1n the study area was cons1dered
?go be a si gle farm un1t . . ) R
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C. QUESTIONNAIRE‘DESIGN

o When choosiﬁg a method to collect data on a large

number of §cafteréa féfm>0nits. tﬁé'dropped¥off,VMail;ba¢K"

questionnaire was preferred as opposed to personal

interviews. Thisltechnique would be less expensive, easief

to tabulate, easier to contact the pqpu]at%on, rqggjge less
‘time, provjde uniform question presentation, reduce o

intervjewée bias toward the interviewer, and allows the
, resbondents to complete the guestionnaire as slowly'of

rapidly’as they'please. However, ;hié_ggchnique is nb%v
without limitations: low response rate,'réspondént prejudice
against questionnaires, imberséna]iza}ion, the reseapcher’s
1nab111ty to probe into repl1es. and error. E:ror can be -
attributed to any o; all of the follow1ng error due to -
non- response questlonna1re unre11ab1l1ty or Tack of
val)d1ty,"respondent unreliability or m1sunderstandingl and
bias in tﬁe inierpreﬁing or coding the.responses (Oppenheim,

1966' Berdie and Andersdn‘ 1974) These difficulties cart be

- e e - ... - --

* is concerned w1th stab1l1ty or: cons1stency over time, that a“

person reading a question will interpret and respond to it- - : .

respondent understands the question as it is understood by -
th?se conducting the research, if the responses are to be
valid _ :

.
< - —

-

the same way each time he reads it. Validity means that the ,,“‘.
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Based on farm fragmentatijon llterature and preliminary
tntgrv1ews. a number of quest1ons were collected and
formulated into a prel1m1nary questionna1re for pre test1ng
Both a pre-test and the final questionnaire followed‘the
guidelines\recommended by Oppenheim (1966)A Fishbein (1967)
Summers (1970), Babbie (1973)," ‘and Bérdie and Anderson
(1974) ‘Both auestionna1res-cons1s of five sections.
Sect1on A was the Likert attwtudlngiymeasurement\scale.

Questions in Section B were on the farm gperation, and on
.»Ehghsocio-economlc background of the farmer. Sectlon C was
‘ffaﬁswéﬁéa by all respondents who leased or. rented land in

1977. A1l respgndents who owned land in 1977 were asked to
. answer Section D. The final page of the quest1onna1re.

g;ct1on E, ‘was a general sectjon for comments and
‘ recommendat1ons See Append1x B for a copy of . the f1n1shed
questionnaire.

Pre test _
| The purpose of a pre-test is to reveal ambiguous, .

unnecessar i ly offensi&e. and irrelevant questions that may
exist in the questionnaire. Pre—testing.uas first COndUCted
on colleagues in the Department of Geography, a memb2$§of
the Southeast Alberta Reg1onal Planning’ Comm1551on and the
d1str1ct agrlculturalwst at Medicine Hat. Theh..a sample of
f1fty farmers per1pheral to the study area, -to have |
respondents as slmilar as poss1ble to those who Jbuld be
receiv1ng the final quest1onnaire. were tested. The

fol lowmg day the conpleted questionnalres(ge. ret_‘rieved.:

v

. ;: | :,. , . it l: ﬁh
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‘confidentiality of the data. and mailing tqftrdétions

itself need nbt interfere with response rates (Bordie and |

» . ” . ‘

Respondents ‘were asked for comments on format, and which

questions needed clarifying. Several grammatical errors were

Andicated. Pre- testing was conducted during August and the |

first week of September. 1978. <L S

Responpes to the forty siXx returhed questionnaires were
compiled and analyzed i2 Some of the open-ended questions
were reduced to closed-end questions. By using the criterion
of internal éOhsistency.‘the Likert attitudinal scale wasv
checked for the prpper a551gn1ng of numbers and to eliminate
non- descriminating statements. Out of an original

3oe nb".r

twenty- five attitude questions, only twenty- two ‘were used in

“the final questionnalre Attitude theory and the Likert .

atgitudinal tecHQiqu Will be discussed later in this

chapter 1 '!f : L | ‘f;

ﬁlgg_ Qgestlggnair o o _ | 1;]

' Anfintroduotory letter and a stannld lddr.ssed return
ed#qﬂope were included with the eighﬁﬁpg?e fiqsl e -
Aquestionnairer.3 iSee Appendix B: fol> ;ﬁe;lntrdghctory N ‘.

» - .
cover letter 1nclUded 9&hh~.' ,Jof the, study.
who was requesting the data.'auspicos under which the study

v‘a

was conducted, how the data w1ll'"be utilized. sthe

(Babbie, 1973). To increase the response rate a
sle-addreSsedE stamped envelope was provided-

: 9
* - 3

--------—------——-

"12The other’ fourcquestionnaires were not included because
~ three were. left at hames and- the respondents were not at

home at times of calling, and one was improperly completed-
13 "Recert studies have shown that questionnaire length . iil

Anderson. 1974, page 61) | o _ 5?’,

@ . . ..
. . - . r, . R



_ explalmnq the purpose of the quest1onnair

reply in arder to 1ncrease the response ratﬁt ?

'umts. a to)tal of 155 (46 percent) que\:dt‘onnaf
t

v ' A

%ﬁ_ ‘ f".,' : ‘.: ) . .L’
- A"?drOpped-off" m'ai"l’-back technique was used to “

/

distribute the final quest1onna1re. The questionnaires werq
*‘ s

personally delivered to the rbspork!ents with the request 'Q
that upon conplet1on they be returned by mail. Each L %

respondent wa‘s infarmed. that a letter was e losed
&né hundred and

eIthy seven farmers were contacted by this method during

the month of October Questwnnafres were malled to the

) 3 farmers who were unavaq Lab]e A1l the non- respondents were -

ma1led a follow-up letter (see Append1x o to encourage a

. .’.
Out-of ‘the entire rzesearc£ population of 3,,35 farm Cos

remrned of which e\ghteen were reJec due; toMe

answers Th1s brought, the effeotwp response rate to

L 1B
_forty-one: percent 1fty-f~oﬂr percent which diql not"

°

' .reply may bias the analys1s of the returned questionnaires‘

' because those who rephedﬁmy be a sagnif‘cantly

'unrepresen'tative portion of the populatlon in terms of the
characterishcs bem@ measured ‘ < \"~ v '. , L
Some of ‘the farmers returned thetr questlonnalres blank

'w1 th a reason for non- coooeration at ached Reasons given

for nonresponsewwere questions were too per: do not

‘ have the t1me was too( conphcated and sgmeﬂed because_

'they thought 1t was. assoc1ated wi th the government Stnce
farmers (e frequehtly sent questwonnawes. some fa!vmers may"
.

have refused because they’were tired and- frustrated wi th

. LN
- -y . T~ ) N Lo v,/ . . <
- g " S
. ~ . R . ° .
+ o - e

<«
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LY . ’ ' . . R
answering quest1ons‘ One farmer thought the quest1ons were
“IdlCU]OUS Thvs type of comnent was best 1]1ustra¢ed in the

« iSeg___x

"‘n" t \,

-‘

- (see F 1GYRE 8) o
&_‘t

L

""y‘ .

first step was to deye“lo'p a codmg manua to S
prepare the data. from tha}retur%questlohhmres for ) -"
véi :

as .&1 nedp to e’ach _
. . ”,;J. ) e .
¢ r;esponse?caftegory *Qf ‘e'a‘ch’of the 'Ql.o *"'1énd§ﬁ"qfét “tlons Al 1.
g . T \, : LS
L codmg, conputer card punchmg ind, ver v?“m were done by

¢
(3

« '-,, the author Also° by usmg tl'p,.Geography "gepg_rtment s

L.

f

‘caputer anﬁysﬂs A numer1ca]

1M

¥ « @
v dOHN CARDSCAN 0 program. the data was checK‘e iegam for

.....

-

mproper card- punchmg In the oa»'se o?-open ended qupstmns.

o _they Were oompj led by hand. :ﬁ lﬁind1v1dual responhe”‘fon al?
s ' . ’ '} o +i i

s ‘},he oben endefd quest1ons s _-:‘_'. and responses of a

smxlar nature\,were gnbu ed together ‘ ' \ :
o v “The:. Stat1stlcal Package for Soc1al Sc1£tist,s (N1e et .

-5~,_'a‘|, 1975), on the un1vers1ty s conputer, wa-s used to derwe

-\

"’smple frequenc1es and descr1pt1ve §tat1st‘1cs ‘for aH the .
1var1ables, and cross tabulahons (contmgency tables) for

.the 1dent1ficatlon of relat1onsh1ps between certain’
. q

var1ables to answ‘ar research obJeetwes and "hypotheses L

ment1oned m CHAPTER T\VU .Chi-squared values, at the ..05
‘ , ‘!si"‘ g :

&
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" FIGURE 8 “QUESTIONNAIRE REFUSAL BY FARMERS
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level of mgmflcance ﬁlere used to test these
relattonsl'nps 14 When using -
mor & o’n the cells had expect_.
depletlon) then the s1gn1f1cancelbf the association is s

Ky ‘ " Q.
questtonable Therefore categor1es were grouped together to

. onercome the. problem by mcreasmg-.the number of. cases per

v . cell The mformatton obtained by this analysvs is d1$cussed

in CHABTERS ‘FIVE and. SIx, o A o
i : . Tow *
Dtstances to Parc%ls T e B LT o

3 N

ngveral assunptlons were ma,ge prlor B3 determ1n1ng the
dtstanqes between the fa,mstead .a\nd%\ *ther parcels Pese ‘
- assunpttons were: R ‘

i A) )
. L\and‘ consoltgated farms«requwred no road travel This

f e does .hot amean the ; farmer had not travelled on the road
ﬁ"tq reach adtst!’nt part of the farm- but he had the
,'v ’L ' ' ". “
dbhon to remam ,on ‘his land. -'.gn L .
(W : »

. 2.'>A dtrect Link. existed. between corner touchtng pgcels' | ﬂ "
S . 'and the farmstead " ‘ ' ‘

| < There wer@rossmg po1nts be tweéh barrler (road or

-

v razl) separated parcels and the farmstead thereby
. o 3 ~ -/
“ ’ "|ngr the amount of road trav\l\neg,)tgﬂ;le , T .
s 4

" 4. The farmer would take the shortest path to- the\parcels o

PRI -
. i .
15 ‘e ;l
. *
,

and did not cross fields operated by other farbnbrs
N D1stanc.s between the farmstead and each det-aqhed parcel

3

. were measured along pr1mary, secondary and locally urproved

roads, Orlgm and destmation pornts were the two closest "

4

‘ 14, For' a'discusswn on the use of Chi-'squarecf seQ Mubert M.
Blalock M ﬁrattstics, 1972, PP 275 267 L S
. o ,A ‘ o E

4 . - . .
. LT



corners of the farmstead and detached parcel. The corners
' ;

choosen had to be adjacent to one of the above described *‘
" raads. )
E..ATFITUDE, THEORY AND IEASUREMENT . B

st and present attitudes ind behaviour of individual®

“vr'ﬂ“

farmers or- groups of far’nens have and still are affecting g
. >

,l, 7 the agricul-tura] landscape Farm operators maKe numerous
. managerial decisﬁons based on politicai policies market and
e soc1etal pressures, and the perceived hmits or potential of
aﬁis environment Sinc‘:"e‘no ::;1 has per'fect knowledge he haslr
to make ,}udgements&ase% Itis beliefs or perceptions of soi 3

possmle ooUrses of action avatlcbl to him Att_,itudes »‘
o

~toward certain -alternatives may afféct h-‘is final ohmce iThe .
attitudes . and qctual Choice maki-ng behgviour varies between f,;
1nd1vidual farmers. This spatial dispersion of . |

decision- making in,farming(g mflueﬁced by age, family

>Ws1ze gobexpérﬂence. farm incotpe ‘education and ot‘her ‘
soc1al and economic characteristics ovf gbe farm operator By
analyzmg the psycholéical and soctio- -ecopomic
{:haracteristics of the farmer. oné\may obtain a better

c’

understanding of\the way the. farmer deveiops his farm

\Wm Wn: thjs- segtjonﬁg‘m defimtion and coﬂents

of attitude. function's of attitudes' the asoc1ation between

R
»

attitude apd behav;our, and t-he measurement of attitude’

v '-_

- ,‘ ». °
4
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f}fl;m0d1§aed by ‘all or any,ﬁumber of the follow1ng prev1ous

X“.attttude-?nculca |

.components the:cogn1tive component -3 what an 1nd1vidual ) (

- K : .-" . i 71

. . ,‘,& I ’ . :f

'y . 3
_gjlnlgg-Att1tude '; .
‘# - "An attitude is a mental ihd neural state of
N readiness, organized through experience, exerting a JORRY
directive or d mic influence n the individual’ R
response to all'Objects. and situ#tions wi th whicgﬁig .
is related." (Allport, 1967, page 8) P .
o People.may have any number of attitudes about any ',~).§;@

'number of TsSues Attitudes are abstractvon"

v

will be held 1n common w1th other@'%ﬂ11le some w1ll be held W

by a few (Calder and Ross, gf 15" ' An ‘individual’ 3. attltude Y
is a. learné&.pred1sposlt1qp; "that lsﬂ 1* may'Be hcgu1red'br

SR

»

exper1ences. perdeptfons and knowledge of the 1nd1v1dual

by parenrs..peers ot reference groups. ’?l'

env1ronmental contaots 'Impre 1lify of’ the 1ndiv1dual

gnd prevalllng 39c1al att1tudes WHen an 1nd1v1dual .is
3 'f'v".. N

'Aconfronted with certa1n st1mul1 essenf‘ally quiescent

’attitudes:are aroused and he may respond in a favourable or

~unfavourable manner toward an att1tude obJect (McGuire, - *#i‘gﬁ
1968; Oskamp, 1977).16 3 o .

Q‘Q%iﬁﬁofmtltudes S L
S

Pyschologists: adree that an att1tude has three Qi

~

-

| s
thinks about or bel1eves, the affect¥ve or emot1onal ,'“,.
. 'L“

' ‘con'ponent - how an. ind1v1dual feels, and the rlgehaviourazl/or

P T I o -
0 = ‘a» AR ‘v WO,

f"5Certain concepts closely~allled'10 attttudes are:

interest,’ motlves._lnstincts ‘appreciations, tastes, mores, °
morality' rale .idea’¥s; s001al d1stance. and'character ’
(Remmen{ age 163)- e
TEAt LTt object refers to th1ngs places people, ideas or
g;tuations e1ther singular or pluqal»(Oskamp 1977 page
. . Y. .

L
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i '

. conative conponent .r- ¥he individual’s behavioural or ac‘tion

o - tendencies ngard an atti*frjde object- (Calder and Ross, 1973
A,

Oskanp, 1977) 7 These three conponents may change over time .
at di'ffement fates and in, dl ffqrent degrees | |

{ : The cogm tive fou@nént mriseaa ‘the ideas. beliefs,
d factual 1nforma‘tibn about an attituc?e obJect or how it

1s€gerce,1ved to be (Calder ar‘i’d Ro§ 19’78) B oqe beliefs cap 4

beg,s'hallow an? undergo mu‘itiple cﬁanges while others can go
Lok much deeper and wremf.airl'y stable ‘Ihey mhy be theught of a' ‘

L AR

gle Stf‘UCtUP?d-t!HtDm ve;‘“tical'dimehsioh.ﬁ ‘that 1s. one ,
i line ef -r‘&soﬁmg‘liﬂigng ‘dn ur\dérly"ing be]ie.f to a. final %
vconclusion,“ ang[or a hocﬁoh,t‘al dimeﬁsibn:' ‘xhat is, fnultiple

4

. chains efﬁga’son‘l’ng leadmg to the same conclusmn (OsKan'p,

1977 page 59) Any nunbe,r F Beliefs. pot necessarily
Ay 1~°

. related, may be- cE)ritained in an attitude} ‘In addit _'
~.J)., B . i RTIN

I:ieliefs can vary from unanmnus sckial support to { "

public dispute over the belief (Triandis, 1971) .
Once a. belief has béen formed it can acduire an o

. evaluative or affective quality An m‘d1v1dual may evaluate}\/
51 tuation or obJect in a positive or neQative directiéf/

-

—r

., negative or vice versa wrogression up either the p051t1vel e

& T ----- ¥¢=ae£a=--- PR
. 17ome ‘theorists," for’ QXaﬂDle McGuire 11968" disagree with
R differentiating any components of attitude. . o
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or negative sides represents*tpe increasing strength with”
which an attitude is held A person’ s attitudinal 1ntensity

) v
may increase or decr;ase or even ra*se polarity at,

jdifferent times ‘or circumstances (Lemon, 1973, page 188).

L My oy

The conative or. behavtoural conponent has ,an _evaluative

, quality and an actionqﬁendeméy Therefore. a behavioural ﬂ‘?

144.) \

aspect may have a pag'bive or negative belief with an -

“intention to act in a certain manner . However , the in'plicit

behaviour or behavioural intent.do not always coincide yith

A),ual behaviour refers to overt %otor or
' bz against the object or &i tuam;;n

&

actual behavlour

verbal action, t

s

Opinions which'a' i cific judgements on partic:ular - .u‘,."-;,lri

issues, are verhal or ’\wiﬂsten expresswns of an attitude or
the%result"of many attitudes S S A e

Attitude Versus B ghgvig S . v
Although mostn sbpial psychologists have agreed that

attitudes have cognitions and‘%,ffects. there still remains -

' considerable COntr.oversy over the third conponent 'e

"y?e _..,;« "j" 4 .
association between attitude ang?gehawour Deutscher

TACKer (1969) and Lauer 11971) exaniined studies on

.
. Y

'the a'ttitude -behaviour relationship and’ they concluded fhat

'there was little or no association between them However, :
the views of Fendrich (1967) Tittle and Hill l1957). and.
the recent revieu-?f tbe attitude-behﬂi.éur literature by

- Calder and Ross (1973) seem to indicate that there is at o

ieast ‘ hbderately ( e




policies of individuals or groups FIGURE 9 genérally
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-

which attitude is on]y one. Triandis (1971) considers
behav1our to be a function of attitudes, norms. habits. and

expectan01es about reinforc . Hr swmmarized their

-y

relationship when he stated:

"Behavior is not.only deteemined by what people»' I
would like to do hut also what they think they &
should do, that is, social norms,uby what they haﬁi§
~usually done, that is, habits, and by the expected
consequences of the behavior." .

“When all four factors arefinconsistent there i%

much less consistency.' (Trianqis. 1971, page 14)

"For example, the‘norms; f behaviour established1or expected
by‘relatives. friends,gﬁ acquaintances may differ. and

therefore the indiv1dual's behaVioural inptentiong may remain
constant but the actual behaviour max differ to comply with

different norms Possible reaﬁons for 1nconsistency between

ST rattitudes and behaviour are discussed in wicker (1989)
‘*Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). and Oskamp (1977). Even though #n

L3

individual’s behayiour may Be inconsistent with. his

J‘w‘ e

attitudes, one is at least ib}cﬁﬁo measure the current ‘

B

attitude which he is trying to make otheis believe that he

—

has. Furthermore studying attitudes allows one to 1nclude

another variable in: explaining the values decisiéns and

illustrates the.relationship between stimulii, %§titude. and,f

/ .

x4 There are four functions tha(t attitudes,_perform for the" .
personahty <Katz. 1960 Triandis, 1971.'Oakanpn1977) Thgy_._;";

}»—/ R .
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FIGURE 9  STIMULI, ATTITUDES AND HEHAVIOUR
- . ) « @
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2. Ego defensgive functions Can

'w'.

1. Adjustive- utilization functions
Helping mdividuals to adjust in a conplex univerge by
optimismg rewards from the external ervironment and

minimizing penalties e 7 S

.
M

-

To protect self esteem.,by makipg ii‘~ possible t‘{‘vlgid

. P
acknowledgmg unpleasant truths~4bout themselves

3

3. ' value expresswe functions

Allows one to express.-’through A 4
‘fundamental values. ;
sad. Knowledge function ‘
T
To aid in- undersgahding the conpl,le i F _
universe by smplifying and givmg structure to the |
.‘ /’
" c lex systems A e
A.ttitude easure_rm o . ) e #. ; R f
Since the attitude- behaviour contaover’sy is stili e
N
'unresolved, researc. s may be inclined to- follow
T;iurstone, -3 (1968 %age 78) ,pomme . . )
. e
"Neither his opinions nor - his ° t acts constitute
, in-any sense an infallible guide- to the. subjective
inclinations and prefdfences. that constitute his . .= |
‘attitude. Therefore, we must be content to use ' RS
opinions, . og other. forms of. actions, merely as - «
ind%ces of: ttitude.« o I‘_. . oL . ._L.._;v '
o Attitudea’ can be n’idirectly measured by the following p- :
,methods self-report measures observation of overt ._j _' w a'
'A_ibehaviour, projection tpchniques and physiological L .,.,
K _mctions Seif reports aré the most ‘frequently used because ,
oﬁ‘ the ease. of development and adlmrustration. and are
: ’-A.;_usually less expehsive The other methods ‘are less popular

. »,;‘,,- . - G .
P . . . .

v, . . . des S
2 R



because of limited areas ef_aep;licabil\lty. or unproven

utility, ‘and uhknown validity and/or reliability ..'(Oskanp. _
1977, page 41) Dua to tMese considerati.oris. the.self-repdrt
method was used ‘In th)s the51s Fourwf the most common - e 1

self repo'rt méasures are the scalogram analysis developed

‘by Guttman Osgood’ s semantic d1ffenent1al test th
," Thurstene equal appearmg 1ntervaL scale and Likert s

| sunmated rating scale 18 These attitude scalmg met’hods Only '

I T
present an 1Qdirect 1nterpretat1on cﬁ the respondeht' ' o

'attitude by assessing his . rephs‘.to written tests

Due to the, following cons»idera%ons, t‘be Like'rt method

; .was used Likert’s technique. unlike Tﬁurstone s ecmal 4

appear-mg mterval scale.: 1s less time~consuming ’l!ess P -‘.5

labomous«, provides more information because it has ‘a fi\ve

1'(

s -point judgement for each item staterpent ‘ﬁ'ld elimmates (the

‘ need - for Judges to rank the: 1tems Using judges assumes that

.. their ommons do notwaffectethe scalé values of t‘he 1tem. 't”

' *'Thurstone metl'rod (Fishbeim 1967) Aa-l four bf the t

iy

statements FUrthermone 1t is poss'ible to obtam highec\ SRR

coe?ficients of relithIity by the Likert method than by the .;k;

forement'ioned sel—f—report'inq techniques were conpared by -

Tnttle and Hﬂl (?967) and they concluded hat . ¢

'-~1erfghuefn 61961Liand ofL "

iR

" desciptien of these

mos.t highly assodfi -

"wi th 'respect to the ssessment of altemative o
. ‘measiirement strategies, the results indicate that Coe s
4 there‘; a wide variation in thg rtdi?bu: » “of
- the insfPuments.-in this t‘nstande, he
. -¢leanly the best predi_ ter‘ of beht v»i‘of

, ‘ Q 197@) proVide & det&i,
;aeurfeo frgtrument '
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| Likert ) attitude meﬁsurement scale t*equires the T
5 individual to place himself on'a five point attitude scale ~
for each statement. This freedom to indi/cate a level of

. -agreement or disagreement creates them_problem of lack of

o reproductability becau the tctal score can be ‘arrived at -

R LI di\“erent ways Shpur'and Wright (1967) pointed out tha’t a
Qﬁ) : )‘ T
..g* ?&ascore coUld be achieved by chedking strongly ;;Hsagree for N

Syide, half the’ iteﬁls arﬁ s!t:rqm‘gly~ agnee for the other ﬁalf by

%’“

check"ing undec1ded’ for all ‘the 1tems ‘or &b

‘.

51m11ar conibination of qgreq dfsagree r‘esponses However. K,
' ."‘e‘i,n and Ajztn (1975) indicate» that the Likert ccale L e

\is. quite hlgh intercorrelations with othgr attiytude L.

R ’Y i : ."‘ ) \».
v measur w echn ques Q AR .
0 i.vLikgct Méasurern nt Meth | .‘:‘* S

Likert soa]ing. developed by Rensis Likert in 1932 _

“ 'begir)s with a collecti'on of - opfnion sta~temen'es rfapresenting N
the subject matter Pn.d?r study. A set of stat*ﬂts‘gre o o
. _der-wed by consmtinq the Hteraturc and exper*! on the »-,'.f 5 "'_.‘3.
"subject hen an indw'lduaxl responds to oach statement by oh

-

',checking ona of .five categorieS‘ stnongly disuﬂree, T
\\désagree undecﬁad agroe, and sgrong!ymgrae 19 They are
assi ned an Jint r"val of cﬂu to five or_ fi to one " "
. g ggg ug.of. or five ! e 1

depending oci whether the@atmt is, positWa_ ive. .
3 mgnt. mﬁt‘be utinqd as a“singf. 3ca1e
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_ANALYSIS OF THE ATTITUDINAL AND BEHAVIOURAL VARIABLES
A. INTRODUCTION
Variations in attitudes and behaxiour>hmongst one
hundred and thirty-seven farmers are examined in this
chapter. Cross-tabulations are used to identify
relationships between twenty-two attitude statements and the
farmers’ socio-personal characteristics. In addition, the
aftitudinal responses of the farm fragmenters and
non-fragmenters are‘compared. Chi-squared values, at the .05 -
significance level, are used to test these relationsh%ps.
The attitude statements are on education, farm records, land
“ . .
ownership, renting, residence pattern, and risk and .
uncertainty in farming. Hypothesis one was defined as:
The opinions, uéing Likert attitude measurement scales, of
the farmers in the Hilda-Schuler district towards attitude
statements will correlate a) positively with the greater the
past farming experience, the higher the age grouping,
farmers operating detached parcelé, ‘the greater the number
of cthildren, the higher the formal education level, and the
greater the sources of information: and b) negatively with
the higher the income level, and residency on the farm.
Behavioural questions examined include: the Kinds and
lengths of lease/renta) agreements preferred, the reasons
why tenants rént or lease instead of buying land, the
reasons - for having a non-farm residence, where the farmers.
shop for certain goods, their plans on buying and selling

land, tHe reasons why the farmers have detached parcels,



L

their w1lllngness to consolidate their farm, and the
distances farmers are willing to travql\\o obtain detached

parcels.

Tw

B. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMERS ; ﬁ
An individual’'s attitudes and decision-making processes

can be related to personal attributes and'socio-&emographic
"N, . .

char eristics. Some of these 'socio-personal’ (Ibery.:

1978)) characterisics are: age, educational level, ethnic
{

bacKground, income level, marital status, number of

~

children, past farming experience, sources of 1ﬁformatfon 3t
-
utilized, and personal prefer%pces These soc1al and

-
-~

personal factors are COn51dered later in this éhapter as

et

variables which may be s1gn1f1cantly associated w1th the
fa:ners opinions on particular attltude statements ¥
; reflectwng issues concerning agr1culture and place of
.re51dence. Therefore, this section: br1ef1y descrlbés the—
general cnaracteristics of the farmers.

Socio-demographic Characteristics ‘ R .

The age groups, and the educational and income 1evels

of the farmers are presented in TABLE 4. Only one ‘
independent.farmer (0.7%) was under the age of‘twenty-fiye.
This low percentage is possisly attributable to young
farmers cooperating with their fathers to secure enough
.cap1tal and 1and espec1ally when land- values and, 1nterest

_rates are high, to stant their own farm bu51ngsses. Most of '

‘VVthe:farners.(73,O%) were relatively evenly distributed
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TABLE 4 g ¥
. ) ’ . " .
‘' AGE CGROUP, EDUCATION LEVEL, AND INCOME LEVEL OF
THE\FARMERS
) I :
AGE GROUP ' .
\
Under 25 Q.72 35/ to 44 23.4% 55 to 64  ]B.2%
25 to 34  22.6X .45 to 54 27.0%  Over 65  B8.0% '
\ A e
N = 137 (100.0%)
EDUCATION LEVEL ‘ " )
- Grades 1 to 6 - 9.8  Some University/Technical
‘ . '~ College Courses 7.5%
. o .Q
Grades 7 o & 39.82 +. University Degree or Technical
Grades 10 to 13 38.32 Diploma ' 3.8%
. Post Graduate Degree . 0.8%
N = 133 (100.02) ‘
Missing Obgervations = 4 v
GROSS FAMILY INCOME IN 1977 (IN DOLLARS)
0 to 14,999 | 6.3% 75,000 to 89,999 4 .57 .

15,000 to 29,999 30.4% 90,000 to 104,999 0.9%
30,000 to 44,999 27.7% 105,000 to 120,000  0.9%
45,000 to 59,999 13.4%  Over 120,000 . . 4.5% .
60,000 to 74,999 11.6% . '

& . B
- e Y il -—

.. N =112 (100.02) .
‘Misging Observations = 25 .

(o - e o -

~ Total Cases = 137
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between the .age groups of 25 to 34, 35 to 44 and 45 to 54,
Eight percent were ovﬁr 64 years of age while another 18,2
é: percent were in the seml retirement category of 55 to 64
—years——ﬂhen—cammnq—iefamrs educatpnﬁ—levelvﬁh—”“‘ T
' age it appears that the yéUﬁﬂEr farmers had more formal
education. Eleven of the sixteen farmers with_post secondary
. education were ybdunger than for ty- four years of age as '
compared to twel#e of thirteen fafﬁers over forty-five years .
of‘age,with'éix_or less years of schooling. A«lahge‘A '
concentration of seventy-eight percent offfﬁe farmers had
*’ between seven tonthirteeh‘years of schooling. Only four
farmers refused to indicate educational level of which twg,
_, were over sixty-four years of age Witﬁ the others .in the 35
te"44 and 55 to 64 ege group.

In 1977 over fifty eight percent of the one hundred and
twelve farmers had a gross family income between 15 000 to
44-,999 dollars and another twenty f1ve percent earned ‘
between 45, 000 to 74, 999 dollars Of the etghty-four farmers
with an income of less than 75,000 dollars, seventy-flve
were under fifty-five years of age Three of the twelve
farmers earning over 75,000 dollars were over the age of
fifty-five years. and Had pégt-SéCondéry education.

TABLE 5 reveals the family background of ‘the ' .
respondents. Only seven (5.1%) farmers were single as
compared to one hundred twenty-six (92.7%) farmers who

~stated that they were married (1nclud1ng separat1on) *
GPproximately two percent of the farmers 1ndicated that they'
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+ TARLE $ &
A ) Y .
* FAMILY BACKGROUND IOF THE FARMERS
_ T .
--———MARITAL-STATUS- - ° -~ —- N
Single (never married) 5.1  Widowed 1.5% .
'Married (incl. separgtion) 92.7% Divorced 0.72
' b
' N =137 (100.0%)
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
X Zero .  10.4% ' Three  24.4% °  Six 1,52
: One 8.9  Four ‘13.3% > Six 2.2%
Two 3261 @ Five: | 6.7% o 4
. L, . ' o ' " t" .
Mesn Number of Children = 2.6
N = 135 (100.02) o '
Missing Obgervations = 2
; s . e
) 3, . R
ETHNIC BACKGROUND ) " "
German 7%.50 - Dutch 1.4%
English 15.32 French S 0.7%2
Scottish . 5.9% . Norwegian 0.72
Swedish 1.42 T
N = 137 (100.0%) o
T s -y ; — Vv
Total Cases = 137 *
_ 4 .
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uéremidowad or divorcad and overfhe age of fifty five The o
. nnrried and sinq}e farmers span

all the age groups The
mean number ‘of children in a family was ‘three. Of the'

] families with six or more children, two had six ehildren.
¥ two hld sevén children, and one had twelve children
, The ethnic baﬁgground of the farmers was predominiﬁily
German (74. 5%) $01owed by English (15:3%)" Aécording to '
local histories of'thd Hiida,and Schuler area. many -
-resﬁdents or their desCGndents immigrated from Settlements
in sout‘h",R,ussia. near the "Black Sea. ‘Under thg r_eign of"
Catherine'the Gréat of Russia many Gernans migrated'from.
Germany to the Odessa and Bessarabia regicns of Russia. .
however. as political unrest increased- a large number or
these farmers moved to Canada and United States. During the
early 1900's the Hilda-Schuler district became settled with
the German-Russian ﬁarmers and to a lesser degree by farmers.
‘from the United Kingdom G
Chi-square (x?) goodness of fit tests were conduéied to
test the similarity-or representativeness of the respondents
to that qf the total po;:Tation lenumeration.areas 1Z:%0 JB)
and to the popuiation of Improvement District Numbeﬁ’One

L
" (See APPENDIX C). Four. characteristics of fhe farﬁérs were

examined age, educational levei. ethnicity. and residenceg
pattern In all four tests a small chi- sqqt:e val below
‘the specified reJection level, occurred T%dicating a good

. fit of the data. . : £ : » “
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“the Hilda-Schuler area for an averag
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5—22__§ﬂ£§¢ Information and

"As in the case of any | ividual the attitudes of each

farmer are acquired or modified\by his previous_experiences

\
~ and knowledge, his contacts s with the physical environment, o

and his sources of information. R ses to questions
reiating to how much Know 1 edge and expertise were aoquired
on the farm, are presented 'in TABLE Bl Almost all the
fqrmers (96.3%) were raised on a farm |
Only eleven (7.9%) respondents had farmed with
relatives or others, while 68.6 percent had farmed with
their fathers. Most (81.8%) had farmed on their own forian

average of 19.6 years. One hundred eighteen of one-hundred‘

,thirty-Seven respondents indicated th%Z they had farmed‘in,
e

f 23.5 years.
Therefore, it appears that most had oonsiderable exper ience
and‘famiiiarity th the farming conqitions‘in'the
Hilda-Schuler disthict. o

An individual’s perception of his physical and cultural
enVironment partiall depends upon the sources of

-information available, his awareness of what is available.

and his ability to utilize that information. The \
questionnaire acquired data on the membership- of

organizations-b¥ families (TABLE 7) and on information

" sources which the farm tenants utilized (TABLE 8).

Forty five farm families belonged to one organization whiﬂe
another thirty-six families were members of two

organizations. The remaining forty-seven families be longed

»

\

»

i

N
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TARLE 6

\

\

FARM EXPERIENCE OF THE FARMERS
\ .

~
— P - - e

—— e —-— - —

- —— —

GREW ‘UP ON’ FARM

Yes 96.3% No 3,72

——— o -

» N = 13 (100.0%)
Missing Observations = 3

-— . S

HAVE FARMED. WITH:

Father 68.62 Other Relatives 3.62
On Own 81.8% T Others 4,3%

\

AVERAGE NUMBER OF YEARS OF FARMING EXPERIENCE

Father 12.3 Other Relatives 13.0
On Own . 19.6 - Others 6.2
N = 126 (100.0%) :

Missing Observations = 11 o

!

Total Caae; = 137

. ———— ——— ——
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TO_VHICH ORGANIZATIONS DOES YOUR FAMILY BELONG? ,

4-H Cludb

P.F.R.A. o

B.T. Grazing A.socintion

Many Island Grazing Association
Drowning Ford Grazing Association
Canadian Hereford Association
Paterson Grain Company

Alberta Wheat Pool

Pioneer Grain Company - . -~
United Grain Crowers ;
Others

9.5%
25.5%
19.72

7.3%
28.52
10.2%
10.92
72.32

8.0%

2,22

20.42

e d

N = 129 (100.0%)
Missing Observations = 8

/

//‘ Total Cases = 137

s

L — T —



* INPORMATION

. . . G S s, Sl P S -

WEAT INFORMATION OR_WHOSE APRICE DO YO . U, PRIOR TO F

A LAND LEASE/RENTAL A

Lawyer
Family +~ Bank Manager °
. None Govtrnncét Publication
District Agriculturist 12.5% Newspaper/Magazine/
Textbook

Accountant , 10.7%
] .

8.32
2.82
2.82

2.81

— o - o ok

N = 72 (100.0%)
‘ Missing Observations = 21

L, - - -

Total Cases = 93

Missing Cases = 44 (Farmers uho vere not tenants in,1977 did not°

answer this queation )

*

»



to three (23 families), four.(i”amiliesi. and five (8

!(;

families) associations e Alberta Wheat Pool had the

——— highest- pereentsee—ew‘—me«berships—i-?%—.?f%% —F% fam44+es
“were members of the Saskatchewan wneat Pool which suogested
some farmers owned or rented land in Saskatchewan In the

‘others’ category, ﬁ\e following organizations Were
specified: Aloerta Stock Growers, Alberta Charolais.

- v Canadian Simnehtal Canagian Limousin, Canadian Charolais,
Unifarm, Dgilvies. the Hilda Comuunity Association and the *
Meditine Hat Co- operative Society. As expected cattle
ass.ociations and grain companies were the main types of
organizations of interest to the farme‘ because the main
agricultural products of the Hilda-Schuler district are A

cattle, wheat. and barley. 3' - -~

\ As many as ninety-three of the one hundred thirty seven,

questionnaire respondents indicandwthat land was rented or
leased in 1977. It is of interest to examine what ) h
'information and” whose .advice these farmers sonmht prior to.
making a land -lease or rental agreement (‘T”A'B’\j 8). Thirteen |
farmers sought no . advice or information Family menbers were
~consulted by 38.9 percent of ti'le farmers. The major source D
of adytce was elicited from lawyers (43.1%). With the

‘availability of provincial land for lease, it is surprising

that few farmers (15.3%) consulted with the District |

Agriculturalist'and/or government oublications.

‘ This section has described some of the socio-personal

characteristics of the farmers. The farmers seem to. vary in
. ; :
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educntional d income'lever‘*but‘ooly ] fﬁxédtf!ir o
eccerding to 7tal status, ethnic bacﬁground tﬂﬂ farm

e «
expegience ance a farmer’'s attitudes lﬁﬂ agricultura? A
decisions are influenced by his socio- pertonul L

char-cterfstice. the fol!owing section will conpare the a

‘ foregoing veriablen with particulnr attitude statements and

behavtoural_vartablel in agrioulture. ,
.e,w . N ' : .
€. anns soc10- PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND Arnm!s
A1l the questionnaire respondente answered the |
twenty-two attitude statements concerning oducltﬁiﬁ farm
Lf‘""'rds. residence plttern. and other rural land tenuro
issues. Thege statements were crocs—tabuleted with the

AR

socio-personel variables In al) cases the aetociations uero
either statistically non- significent or were rejected due to

many cells with an eXpected value, be low five In TABLE 9, a. |
summary of ' the farmers’ rbsnonses to the attitude statementc

f;are presented Other varieblee may have influenced the

farmer’ s views, therefore the percentage of farmers ‘
responding to_eachr statement are discussed Under the M:“,f;
section of rural land tenure, preferences for different [
lengths and types of rental/lease agreements are compared to

opinions on renting/leasing land.
_g:m_gms_mm..e_mm

- ' ‘ N

The farmers” opinionsson formal education and

maintaﬁning farm records are presented in TABLE 10
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TABLE 10

FARMERS' OPINIONS ON EDUCATION AND KEEPING FARM RECORDS

Y

A FARMER WITH VERY LITTLE FonMA;;tﬁuﬁéglon CAN BE A SUCCESS TODAY.

Pt
*w

Strongly Agree 6.6 Disagree 30.9%
Agree 51.5% -  Strongly Disagree 2.2%
Undecided . 9.5% ‘

S

N = 137 (100.02)

KEEPING RECORDS ON YOUR FARM RESIDENCE IS A WASTE OF TIME.

Strongly Agr‘eé . | 0.7% ' Disagree = 56.9%
‘ Agree D 3.7% Strongly Disagree 34.3%
Undqcidedﬁ g A L : .

—

N = 137 (100.0%)

S

Total Cases = 137 .

- L
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ﬁ%bF0x+mately flfty-eight_percent of the farmere thought
that a farmer with very little formal education“can be a
success today. Although almost flfty,percent of the farmers
had- less than grade ten education, there was no
statlstwcally s1gn1f1cant relat1onshlp between the statement
and their formal education level. A maJortty (91 2%) of the‘rr
farmers disagreed.wjtn_the_statement ’Keeping records on
your.farm residence is a waste of time’' . Farm records
provide the farmer with detailed information about his
Nndividual farmwoperatlon.ﬁln general, these farmers
appeared to be in favour of keeping farm records and
believed that farmers with little'formal education can be a
success today. = ._z

Government Requlations and Financial Assistance

fdlustrated in TABLE 11 are the opinions Of the farmers
on’ government regulations and financial ass1stance Most of
the farmers were in favour of controlled urban expansion on
fo rural agr1cultural land and controlled fore1gn ownershlp
of Alberta farmland This latter view is interestlng because'
temporary regulat1ons on the foreign ownership: of land in .
Alberta, passed on April 26th, 1977, were open to public
comment at the time of the questionnaﬁre survey. lhe'Foreign
0wnersh1p of’ Land Regulations was procaimed to be in force -
as of June, ist, 1979,

A majority (82.5%) felt that the Provincial government °

should supply financial assistance to those who are



'TABLE 11

ATTITUDES TOWARDS GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS AND
R + FINANCTAL ASSISTANCE

L of i3
A A, < u. T b,
, /?z Lo A B D

Land ownership gives the
freedom to farm the land
without interference from

government regulation ... 19.7 43.8 9.5 23,2

. Urban expansion on to - _ . ;
rural agricultural land i i !
should be controlled .... 37.2 51.1 7.3 2.9 e 15 100.0

Foreign ownership of
, Alberta farmland should .
" be controlied ceesscssses 53.3 37.9 4.4 2,

Ny,

2.2 IOQ;O

The Provincial government ‘ ‘ .
should supply financial ' :
sistance to those who

are just starting to : - / o ' '
fam ooo-n..o-t.ocnootcnolv 32.1 ‘ 50.4 9.5 " 6-5 1.5 100.0

N = 137 (100.02)

Total Cases = 137

,Legend. Strongly. Agree (S.A.); Agree (A. ) Undecided §.); Disagree_
(D.); Strongly Disagree. (S D.).

-t L




beginning to farm.2° In addition. 63.5 percent of the
-farmers believed that. land ownership gives the freedom to-

s\
farm the land - Without interference from government

regulations Thus, it appears .that the farmers were in

Mfavour of certain government reguiations and financiai

S~>9rrangements which were directly beneficial to them and at'
the same time want to retain the right to farm their owned.
land’ without government 1nterference ' |
| . There were tweive‘attitude‘statementifrefiectiné'issues'
concerning'land tenure;,fiveion;iand ownership.ifour on |

' renting/ieasing land, and.three}on risk and uncertainty .in
farming. ihe'sCOres for the attitude‘statements are‘given in’
. TABLE 12. Two questions concerning the kinds and tengths of
lease or rental adreements which some of the respondents .
preferred. are discussed in relation to their attitudes on

‘renting or leaSing In addition. the reasons why tenants\i

':rented or. leased land instead of purchasing land is
examined. | . ‘ -

It lis not surprising that in a country w1th a free
enterprise .system that most (96.4%). of the farmers responded
with:a ca 1taiistic view by agreeing.thatﬂthe owner has the -
right to seil h1s land for a profit ‘Furthermore._
eighty four percent of the farmers were against the

,Hutterites a communai soc\éty. purcha51ng as mUch 1and as

I I L

20The prov1ncial\government does prov1de various ‘forms of

© assistance to fg;gers For. moreAinformation see, A. ﬁaggwa
—and H. Warne, 1 Assistance Available to A ggrt farmers,
Alberta, Department of Agricuiture, EdmOnton _
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‘théy want. One farmer commented that once the Hutterites own
| the.land there is a low probability of it returning to the
open market There was almost an evenly divided response to
the remaining three' statements relating to land ownership.
w——~f_"»0$fferent~interpretatfonswonmthe”statement“about“*land‘is“af
communi ty resourcekum:y;gave caused a difference of opinion.‘.
' Some farmers may have considered the term ' communi ty
resource’ implied an infrtngement upon private rights to
land ownership while others may not have held this view. For
example, farmers may  have belleved community resource’
.~meant the land would be‘owned»by'the goyernment or that it
implied the<1ndiv1dual farmers worked together to improve
| the agriculturai nesources of the community. Inflationary
'-ﬂand'prices and interest rates mighttpartialty expliain the
, farmerfslindecision about whether or not owning land means
tess money spent on land in the 1;59 run. Upon closen
eiﬂnination the difference of‘opinion on the statement on
farm efficiency was not betwéen tenants and land owners.

A total of f1fty four out of: one hundred th1rty four
farmland owners stated that they rented some or all of the1r '
land prior to ownershlp (Quest1on 8, section D of - | |
questlonna1re) 2‘Rentmg land is one means of accumu]ating
suffﬁcient capital to purchase more land. Accord1ng to’ the
att1tude statements. the rent1ng of land seemed to be
thought of as a means of 1ncreas1ng farm proflts, free1ng

‘ capital for’ other_1nvestments and was not always a result of

" 21Land rented includes land under crown graz1ng leases as
well as- land rented fror prlvate ownehs
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jnadequate finances. Several farmers indicated that the
statement on inadequate leasing markets was ambiguous which
may explain the large number (40.9%) of undecided responses.
For example, one farmer indicated that the term ’leasing
~markets’ was rather vague.

Although there appeared to be a positive‘attitude
towards the financial aspects of renting by hany (over sixty
percent) of the farmers, there was a difference of oplnion
on the risk and uncertainty associated with‘renting. With
rentlng land there is the problem of tenure insecurity. The
security of land ownership was -evident by the farmers’
opinlons on: the two attitude statements reflecting issues of
risk and uncertainty {3 renting land (TABLE 12).

Another area of uncertainty is the market price for
farm products. With fluétnating market prices, a farmer,with
. both crops and livestock can reduee the r?sk of financial
loss. Over eighty-five percent of the farmers agreed ?ith
this narticular idea. With crops and livesteék a farmer can
spread the risk of f1nanc1al loss due to an env1ronmental |
hazard, such as hail storms destroying an entire crop

Since the farmers reflected some concern over the r1sk

and uncerta1nty assoc1ated with rent1ng/lea51ng land it is

‘of interest to examine what kinds and lengths of
lease/rental agreementS'were preferred (TABLE 13) and what

* actually ex1sted Only the farmers who rented or leased land
in 1977, approx1mately s1xty eight percent of all the |

¢

~respondents, were asked about their preferences.

a”,



102

" TABLE 13

.
fod

' KINDS AND LENGTHS OF RENTAL AGREEMENTS PREFERRED

\
="

KIND PREFERRED 4 LENGTH PREFERRED kA
, ’ e

Crop-share . 64.1 " 1 year o 1.4
‘Straight-cash 22.4 1 2-5 years 21,1

Livestock-share 6.0 6-10 years 29.6

) .
Flexible cash 4,5 >10 years 47.9
Combinatién\cash 3.0
. and share
- »
N = 67 (100.0%) ~ N =71 (100.07)
Missing Observations 3*96 Missing Observations = 22

Total Cases = 93
Missing Cases = 44 (Non—Tenahts did not answer these questions, )
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.‘ Crop-share agreements were preferred by most (64 1%)
respondents. followed by 22.4 percent who selected straight
cash agreements. and only a few (13.5%) chose the ‘other
agreemean Even though eighty - four of the ninety-three
tenants had public grazing agreements or belonged to a 4

l

private grazing association, only four farmers preferred a

3

livestock-share agreement. v

Most (47.9%)ofvthe,farmers.preferred lorg term
.agreements ofﬁﬁreater than ten\years'with_a decreasing
number choosing six to ten yeéars (29.6%), two to five years .
(21. 1%), and one year {1,4%) agreements Among the reasons
_ given for the greater than ten year agreements were ability
to plan ahead, to-.rotect 1mprovements or investments.
securitv of income, and family goals Planning for equipment
purchases w1thout ‘gambling on the size of the farm was
another reason ‘A couple of farmers stated that the two to
five>year agreements.were long enough - to:provide some
security:but short enough to change future plans. Of°the
reasons’ given. security and planning ahead were the most
:common responses which seem to coxnc1de with the farmers
~concern over risk and uncertainty in the ati?tude
statements _ '

Approximately seventy percent of the tenants had public
.gra21ng leases ‘and/or permits. Grazing leases are available
’for terms five. ten or twenty years while grazing permits

are issued yearly and on both types of agreements the lessee

apays rental fees.-a percentage of the forage value of the .

=i
,
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P
lease, to the province These agreements, are written and
renewable 0f the thirty seven tenants that reported private
agreements. ‘twenty-eight pr&V ded data on the agreements

Over half of the private agreements wers verbal (53.6%) and -

renewable (57.1%). Most (85.7%) of the private agreements
were crop-share of which_seventy-nine percent were.one-half
or two-thirds share to the tenant. In addition, one flexible
cash!and one share‘cash agreement were reported. Only "
sevBnteen tenants stated the lengthsfof the private
agreementS' one year”(23,5%). two to five years (29.4%), six
to ten years (11. 8%), ‘and greater than ten years (35 3%) .

Tenants were asked why they rented or leased land

instead of purchasing tand (TABLE 14) The most common
. ‘reason (54. 4%) given for renting/leasing was that the land
"~ was not for sale This may be one reason why the farmers

' responded w‘ih disageement to the attitude that people rent

land only when they lack the cash. or: credit to buy the land[
Comments such as high land prices. high 1nterest rates. and

it is cheaper to rent or. lease' might partially explain why

’some farmers disagreed or Were undec1ded'on whether owning

land means - less money spent on land in the long run (TABLE

12). . . ' S

Farm e§1degge Issues and the _ggg_y of Farmland in Qgrt o
The foUr remaining attitude statements concern the

‘supply of farmland in Alberta (TABLE 15) and farm residence

issues (TABLE 16) Apparently a majority (77 4% and aﬁ 7%

respectively) of the farmers disagreed that thezsupply of

Y "'~-
S .
[ -
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Lo . : ‘ TABLE 14
s RENTING OR LEASING LAND INSTEAD OF BUYING LAND
. A
= & K "_'.‘

_”"hﬁted/iud Tand ﬁ not. for sale | 8.4
v . ‘ . ) . ;b .
Land pticeo'"rg too high - . L - 22.8 .
Ca lented/ldied land vas svailable " |

It te cheapar to ront/ldu N ST

igh interest rates on bon‘mnd money . 3.5 -

Need 1t for gruin; purposes S ) a8
L FL . . . - t :

-

R _-\;Z (100.00" e |
'Hi i z, Obloertién. - 36
Totll Oaug = 93 o T .
thinz Cuu = 44 o~ K N o : S
i . - , ﬁ' E » L “' R .v\'
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~ ) A

" . PARMERS® OPINIONS ON FPARN RESIDENCE ISSUES . »
s \ > o A& w
. - . < ’ ) - )
' ’ . | . ——— . B - Q ~ v . o .
_ CITY LIFE IS.BETTER THAN PARM LIFE. : . =
> Strongly Agree Agree mcéidod . Disagree Strongly Disagras y K
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land for farming in Alberta fs unlimited and that city 'life
is better than farm llfe Approximately seventy-eight

- percent cons1dered 1t costs more to operate a farm without a
permanent farm residence. On the statement of whether the
‘non-resident  farmer works the land as well as the resident
.farmer there was a difference of opinion with 40.9 percent

- agreeing and 4812rbercent diseareeing..yhevfollowing section
‘will examine if the farmer’s residential Ioeation had any |

bearing on his opinion toward the attitude statements:
N

-

D. FARMERS ATTITUDES AND FARM FRAGMENTATIONﬁ
Fragmented farms occured in 127 out of the 137 farm

bperat{ons either by fragmenting the residential location
and/or the farmiand. Almost three-quarters (73.8%) of the
farmers lived on the‘farm.for eleven to twelve months of the
year, While‘seven (5.1%) Eermers werelseasonal residents
(less than seven months on the fabm), and twenty-nine

(21.1%) farmers did:ndt reside on the farm. At least
eighty-one percent of the farmers opecated a farm with

fragmented land of whlch seventy eight percent had detached
parcels. Therefore the responses to the attitude statements ——
. are compared with the farmers’ residenttal-pattern and
: wﬁether or not the férinshad detached_ parcels. Responses to :
questions‘dn why the farmens had a non;farm residenee, and
on their snopping behaviour will be investigated.
Attitudinal Resggnse gx Farm Fragmgntat1on

AN the attitudg statements qere cross-tabulated with
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the farmers’ residence pattern and whether or not the farms

.agfd detached parcels. This resulted in no relati ships at

the .05 significance level. Shown in TABLE are the

responses by resident, seasonal reside and non-resident
farmers to four attitude statements in which minor
differences in opinion were evident. Many of the
non-resident farmers agreed that land is a community
resource while more seasonal and resident farmers d1$agreed
than agreed. On attitude statements number‘e1ght and
thirteen concerning land ownership, the resideht farmers
were evenly split between agreement and disagreement while
more of the seasonal and non-resident farmers were in
adreement Attitude statement nineteen Qas only one of three
opinion statements about re51dent1al concepts wh1ch had a
small op1n1on difference. Sl1gh11y\more non-resident farmers
agreed w1th the attitude statement that the non-resident
farmer farms the land as well as the resident farmer whlle
a larger number of the seasonal residents and res1dent
farmers dlsagreed with the statement.

Reasons for Non-farm Residences and Farmegg Shopping

Behaviour _ ‘

Presented in TABLE 18 are the reasons for theifarmers
living in non-farm residences. Sixvresident farmers”oWned
houses off the farm and‘the'most common reason was for |
future investment. Both the seasonal and ncn-farm residents

‘1nd1cated semi-retirement and the school needs Sf the 'x

ch1ldren as reasons. One farmer, over s1xty-f1ve years of -
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TABLE 17
FARMERS' RESIDENTIAL PATTERN AND ’
ATTITUDE STATEMENTS TWO, EIGHT, THIRTEEN AND NINETEEN
RESIDENT ~ SEASONAL NON-RESIDENT
Attitude Agr:. Und. Dis. | Agr. Und. Dis. Agr. Und. Dis.
Statement| No. = No. No. No. No. No. 1 "No.- No. No.
32 26 43 | 2 0 5 | 17 4 8
46 7 48 4 1 2 19 1 9
13 37. 33 31 4 2 1 19 4 6
19 39 13 . 49 2 0 5 15 2 12
N = 101 (100.0%) N = 7 (100.0%) N = 29 (100.0%)
! - _ | )
3 e 4

Total Cases = 137

Legend:T.Z. Land is a community resource
' 8. Owned land is farmed more efficiently ‘
- 13. Oﬁning land means less moﬁéy spent on_land

19. 'The non-resident farmer farms tﬁe land as well ¢
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o why-the non-farm residents chose to T1ve»off theﬂfarm.

‘age, stated that “when the local schoo! was closed and the
¢hi ldren were bussed to Burstall, Saskatchewan, :he left the
.farm,'as did nearly all the‘farmers in-the Sandy Point

School District, to educate the1r children in Alberta.

- Closeness to. ‘non- farm employment 'was the main reason (39 %)

School"needs, employment opportunities and.the lack of'
services on the farm were responses by the seasonal and
non-farm residents wh1ch suggest that they wanted to take -
advantage of services offered in an urban centre

i The. assoc1at1ons between the farmeré\‘res1dence pattern

and their age (TABLE 19) and the1r gross fam1ly income levelf

(TABLE 20) were statﬁstlcally s1gn1f1cant at the 05 Tevel
of s1gnif1cance As ‘the. farmers’ age 1ncreased the

" percentage of res1dent farmers dedﬂ1ned but conversely,.as
theofamwly xncome Tevel 1ncreased the peréentage of resident
farmers 1ncreased as compared to the non farm re51dents

Another reason why farmers moved to an urban centre is

[{]

the avallab111ty and var1ety ‘of goods offered for sale. The‘4

respondents were asked where " they purchased certa1n goods

(TABLE 21). Only stores selling cloth1ng or furnlture were_:-.:.

absent from H1Tda and Schuler A sl1ghtly h1gher percentage
of farmers bought gas and 011 in elther H1lda or Schuler o

(45 5%) than in Med1c1ne Hat (43.3%). Farm mach1nery seemed

to be purchased in many;d1fferent Tocat1ons possibly due to'i

the farmers sh0pp1ng around for the best ‘deal on such a.

Targe expense Th1s:1ncluded shoppIng in neanby centres in

" o S . MRELT
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o TABLE 19

RS RESIDENCE PATTERN BY AGE GROUP

| - Y N
* RN . 4

. ‘.jl\\__‘;’l/)
AN

RESDENCE - UNDER 34 35-5.  OVER 5 -  TomAL
PATTERN oz . - g S R

| RESIDENT - 100.0 . 76.6 6.5 1.6

NON-FARM ‘ o ' ' s _—
RESTDENT 0.0 23 375 S nw
TOTAL . N30 Ne6d . N=32 - - Nel26

" (100. 0% | (100.07)  (100.02) (100.0%)

- - ——— - ———

Missing Observations = 11 » o
~ Chi-squared = 13.24; d.f. = 2; p< .0013

—

...TABLE 20
.® RESIDENCE PATTERN BY FAMILY INCOME-

- — - ———

e, Gt

GROSS FAMILY INCOME (IN DOLLARS) -

C RESDENCE . 0- . 30,000- 60, ooo-.. o
PATTERN -, 29,999 .'59,999 - >120,000 TOTAL -
SRR SRS SRR N S

RESIDENT _1“65.8 im0 esls 71
NON-FA'RM ) ) . ‘ N. » . . . N - : ._ R ‘ . . - ,. . ) . ‘. I..
RESIDENT | S M2 o 200 4~2 _;;,< B
,fmeUT%L L N=38 . Nedll . Ne2d . . :Nel03 . - -

. , Hissiné-dbsetvdtiéns_- 3% o
- -Chi-squared = 7.66; d.f, = 2; 'p 45?022..

(100.0%). (100,01 (100, oz) aooiomy



113

- : S
N ] o T .uuu«Aﬂuuom 28N uou hwa.mmmﬂocnu oaom.ﬁw. .
: nnawauuwxuww :q 2ae xwﬂumuwn uB Y3IFA 830¥[q 18930
w K . . ‘. nnﬂ - monwo kuoa
_ T="0"K * Hml.o.x

= 0'H
(20°00T1)
SET = N/

(20°001)
SET-= N

) wu.o.:
(20°001).
_EET =N

(20° 00T).

. auo.ooav
" GEI = N

.mjwo”
wuc.coﬁv.
- ReT = N

6="0'R .

.(20°00T) -

a8praqyIaT.
-~ uojuowpy -

huwwﬁnu
- T8 m

‘gjooag’

38praqyia

uojuoupy -
Lae3te)

R A1 ¢

(44
- T°s8
rh.o

~

¥IT®381Ing

uojuoumpy

K1e818)

A

€T
SeT
9°8g
€2
09

yIT®ISINg.
¥PUOTYITY
€T

Ly

0°L-

6°95

€91
8°21

REC LA

v:oa£0ﬂx.

uako

«xoouo oﬁmwz_w

- ylopE?]

yITeisang

.339pang
8jooxg
w6
et
.m..ﬂ .

- 6°%S
)

»ITE38I0g
uojucwpy

' K1e81e)
0°9

ST .

g T

..p«x:ﬁ.ﬂ E

een

B 1

9°12..

BT=N -

.‘onﬁva

sTTR3I%INg

s

m .w,:. H.ﬂ@

i

,_uvw,. ,chw_

(3

;"n:o«wnonﬂw_
. s19yag
. 29Tnyds.
3 ®pTH
oY SUEOTPOH
3. Hﬂﬁﬂ&bm

Cye ‘351 uoTPOR

-9 OPITH ¢
uem QUIDTPeH

<. deroydg’

. ®PIMH

2

N

N -

z

4

T

uusuﬂcuﬂm.

FaTI010

~»wu=ﬁanr
- waeg

837392019 - NONWHHuuoh

© 'SVADEN 40 ddAL’

- T¥0 % 899,

- . ~PATT. g podp

' oFeid§ ypois

dSVHOuNd
40 HOVI

_
‘
i
i
i
d
;
i
:

A

A B
|
i
i

HN mgndﬁ

o mnocu‘MNZszou UHhHommw ho mm<=ux=m ho mucqm o m.. o w:



e | : BRI Y
‘ASaskatchewan An added advantage is that the farmers are
_exempt from a sales tax on farm machlnery
.. In general, it appearedvthatvmany of the farmers, at
n:least fortytthree percent purchase oe’"t goods maxnly in.
tMed1c1ne Hat whlch was the closest major centre Since the:
}c1ty was w1th1n an bour s drive. for mos t res1dent farmers.“
they may have w1shed to PGSlde on the farm for the .
cvadvantages ofacountry l1fe, and travel to the city for the P

13

"necessary goods and serv1ces.

v‘/E FARM ENLARGEMENT AND LAND AVAILABILITY o
When ‘a farmer wants to enlarge h1s farm he is conf1ned
to land which 1s ava1lable or offered for sale at an

affordable prtce, and th1s land may not be adJacent to hts ‘

for farm expansion, sell1ng of lanp, and the reasons for “°

.hav1ng detached parcels lnstead of land adJacent to the
»,farmstead ‘ . . : | o

.Future Plans for Farm Exgan51on , o

_ " As. shown 1n TABLE 22 73.8. percent of the farmers ‘were
u‘w1ll1ng to expand thelr operatlon 1n the future if the:
”mopportunlty arose The: maln reasons g1ven by those~wantingl
‘1«to expand were a des1re to prov1de a farm for the1r |
\,_Vchnldren, a concern about farm profits and costs. and a

" bellef that land 1s a good 1nvestment Be1ng too old or

cons1der1ng ret1rement from farm1ng accounted for;

s1xty three percent of the th1rty four farmers who d1d not

-property Therefore the farmer was asked about future plansie,s



TABLE 22

FARMERS' WILLINGNESS TO. EXPAND THEIR OPERATION

-
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e B B =
WDULD YOU BE WILLING TO EXPAND YOUR OPERATION IN THE, FUTURE IF THE
OPPORTUNITY AROSE?

YES  73.8% . REASONS

MO 26.22  REASONS

" Not enough money

3
. To provide a farm for the children 29.2
] To make the farm more profitable 18.5
To maintain a more viable operation 15.4
Land is a good investment. 12.3 -
Due to the cost of machinery - 6.2
To cover rising costsg : 6.2
- ‘Would like to have moré pasture land' ‘ 4.6
. Present prices of grain 3.1
'Better than working for ‘someone else 1.5
To ‘make - farming sole income . 1.5
- Have large machinery IR 1.5
N = 65 (100 OZ) ,
Miq!ing Observations = 31
z
Tpo old or retiring 62.9
Have large enough" operation CI1.1
: Would have to hire extra help . . 11.1
& Not interested R 1
" 'Want to imprcye present land production 3.7
. 3.7

N = 27 (100.0%) . o
- 'Missing Observations =7

N = 130 (100 OZ) .
Missing Observations - 7

'-'Tbgal Cases = 137 ';
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~intend on expand1ng thef? farm The assocvatvon between the b
farmers’ age and the1r w1111ngness to expand the1r operat1on
was s1gn1f1cant at the .001 level of siqa‘f1cance Farmers

twﬁce as w1l}1ng to

Niunder the age of f\fty five (85 3%) were
,expand as those (42 9%) over f1fty f1ve yg;rs .As farm
expanslon can 1nclude farm 1ntensif1cat1on as well as
enJargement 1t was 1mportant to ask wh1ch farmers were
lTooking for add1t1ona] land.

'Farmers Search for Add1t1onal Land e o gw,f-

TABLE 23 sets forth the responses given by farmland
.owners on whether they were look1ng for addttlonal land to S
own, and to rent/lease, and Tf so, how many hectares. Out of-
_'one hundred nxneteen responses, a total of twenty one ’ |
farmers: wanted both land : to own and to rent/lease as -
compared to forty three who wanted ne1ther, and forty n1ne
who | wanted owned land ‘but no rented/leased land as compared ’
to six who wanted rented/leased land but no owned land. . In
'total .seventy 51x farmers 1nd1cated ‘that they were seeking
,add1tlonal land ThlS was twenty farmers less than those'
w1]11ng to expand thelr operat1on ‘ | N _

‘ The assoc1at1on between the farmers age and whether ,
‘ “{they were: looklng for add1t1onal land to owniﬁas 51gn1f1cant
at the _002 level of sagn1f1cance Twice as. many farmers -
" -.under the/age of fifty-five years (71 1%) as compared to
those over. f1fty f1ve (35. 5%) were searchigg for add1tlonal
vI]and to own. | '

Cross tabulat1ons between the farmers present”farm:



TABLE 23
|- FARMERS' LOOKING FOR ADDITIONAL LAND

. *DESIRE ‘WOR nnnxttouAL LAND .
PRESENT PARM . S v TO oM e T0_RENT OR R PR
8IZE (in hectares) . No :J Yes Hectares Needed - Ne. Yeas Hectares Needed -
: T . - X Sfxe  Mesn 4 X . Size . Mesn
0-259 . ) 1.4 8.8, 129(2); 184.5 “15.0 5.0 . 259¢1)°  259.0
' S L T¢ Y E e o
-259(2) : ' .
260-518 . 9.6 12,3  129(8); 235.5 - 8.3 3.3 W) 4
- : S 259(2) e : - oo
437(1); : - -
. 518(1) ) R . :
© 519-777 . 5.3° 14.0  65(1); 219.1 10,0 11.7 ; 65(1); -158,4
: . K 129(4);. L o 129(3);
194(2); o Lo 194Q1Y;
259(4); - : ‘ 202Q1)%
C324(1); o L 259(1)
S ‘ . 518(1) o - .
778-1036 - 2.6 - 12.3  129(4); . 259.0 . “50 . 10,0  65(1); .220.2
. S '259(6) ; . . S 1295
$18(2) | - 255(1);
. . - - SN $18(1).
. >1036 9.6 14.0  129Q1);. 566.6 CU 16470 15.0. . 129(2)8  T322,8
. : . . 259(3); o ST < 1 1 60 FARSE
"518(2); . ‘ LT - 809(1) -
809(1); - ) A
» 12146(1). . . )
Sub-Total o 38,53 614 65(1); - 278.6 . | . 55.0 .45.0  65(2); 2351
- T 129(18) L 129¢N; -
' 6y . B § S ]
. 194(2); L - 7 202Q1) 3
) ‘ - 2591m; Lo R 1 IO
.- : K 326Q1); 't t 14V ¥
S . “437(1); - . T 114 ) F B
S e co 518(6); T OO 76 §
-809(1) ; . BT e e
: __1216Q1) o L
Total N =114 (00.08) - — . | .n_- 60 (100.0%)
N =119
Missing mutvauou - 18 (Includu 3 who were not r-quind to anlwor ).

: rotnl Casas = 137 . ’ ' B
. Mate: PFigures in parentheses 1ndicnto the number’ o! hrutu vho iuvn u.vcn a pnrticuhr tuponu

For example, farmers with a farm size between 0 ~-259 hectasas, 8.8 percent expressed s desire -

-to own additional land of which two farmers vantad 129 hcc:nru. one; vantcd ‘146 hocta:u. and | -

two ‘'vanted-259 hectares tor a mean of 184.5 hncttrcl. '
LI | lnctnu =2,471 acres. - v .

5 -

A
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“u;W1ll1ng to expand the1r farm In conclu510n many farmers

.Qimpl1es there 1s a strong demand for land 1n the
‘Hilda- Schuler dvstrlct BTt L
'iFuture Avawlabilat:‘of Land o

.hectares. respect1vely

" The relat1onsh1ps between the farmers w1llingness to

' .expand and whether they were looklng for add1t1onal land to

- own, and to rent/lease (TABLE 24) were significant at the

- 001 level 0of the farmers who were look1ng fbr add1t10nal

land to. own nrnety seven percent were also w1ll1ng to

'y*expand thETP operat1on as compared to thtrty three percent
= who were ot . searchmg for land to own but were w1llmg Jo

_ ‘expand the farm Furthermore of the farmers who were ,“
.:;'seaQ\hlng for add1tlonal land to. rent/lease, most (92, 3%)
.‘%r;were.w1ll1ng to expand as’ opposed to forty two percent of

: fthe farmers who were not look1ng for land to rent but were

'w1shed'to expand by enlarg1ng the1r farm operation which

~

.' ”/ ‘< ) . ) _ ‘ ‘ , . i . ) ’. . “ l . ‘18
xsiie and their- deslre‘for additional’landvreSUIted ina
rfon- stat1stically s1gnif1cant relationshwp However, itl

hwseems that farmers with large farmsxwere those who needed
large tracts of ‘land. The most frequently de51red parcel .
sizes to own: and to rent/lease were 259 hectares and 129"

-

It appears based on TABLE 25, that 65 13 percent of the :

':q‘farmers d1d not plan to sell any portion of their farm '

w1th1n the next f1ve Years, and 86 5 percent would l)ke

the1r ch1ldren to taKe over . 1he farm Seventy~f1ve farmers B

- uind1cated that they 1ntended to cont1nue farming for an -
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. S

- . 2.6 -

T T "

a TOTAL

.
¢
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ﬁ"

T

Missing Observations " 22

: Corrected Ch1~8quared = 51.95; d. f. = 1‘ ) ‘: 001
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-
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@ - TABLE 25 |
. 39 A
. e I . . .t
LAND AVATLABILITY BASED ON THE FARMERS' FUTURE INTENTIONS
A. HOW MUCH LONGER DO YOU INTEND TO PARM? *
18 av. j;nrs V ' o
. - i X
N = 75 (100.0%) .
Missing Observations = 62
"B, DO You PLAN TO- SELL. ANY PORMION OR ALL OF YOUR FARM IN THE NEXT
. FIVE YEARS? - | _
., Yes 7652 | ﬁo 65.37 Don't Know  28.2%
.« ¢ : - .
N =124 (100.0) : -
- Hiseing Observationa - 10
“ ' %
C.- WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR CHILDREN TO TAKE OVER ‘THE. PARM? |
v S - ;; - K

Yes 86.52. Ko, 13.5%

w

- N =111 ¢00.0%) ©
: Missing. Observations = 23

) “ Total Caaea - 137 (Qu.tion 'A') - . :
Total Ca ‘Cases = 134 (Questions 'B' and 'c'), . o g
Miasiurcuea - 3 udes 3 who do not own f‘ltnland)‘, S

e - x ke -
4

e T
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average of.another eighteen years' Interpretation of these
‘results suggei‘ that the future supply of farmland for
farmers in the Hilda- Schuler district will be l1m1ted with -
the possib\e except1on of those 1nher1t1ng farmland. When a
- parcel of land becomes available, it ‘may not be adJacent to
‘a farmstead of a farmer wanting to or capable of enlargjng
* his farm at that time.‘AsSuming there'ts a considerable
nemand for a limited supply of land causing land prices to
rise, a farmer mighty search for less expensive land at some
u‘disfance from his farmstead even when higher priced adjacent
land is available. Therefore; these s1tuatlons could cause
} further farm fragmentation o \~

<

.‘Reasons wWhy the Farmers Have Detacheq Parcels

F1fty one of eighty-seven farmers expla1ned why they

LA

had degached parcels of land (TABLE 26). Ava1lab1l1ty of

Q
detached.parcels or the non-availability of land adjaeent:to

.ﬁthetfarmStead accounted for 78{4 percent of the reaspns why

'&L B the\?armers had:detached parcels. The ’other reasons’ given
ﬁ were “"wanted pasture to drgenSIfy farm," the land adjacent
1s sand B and "to 1ncrease land holdlngs " As mentloned
4,e§?l1er it appears that land ava1]abil1ty was an 1mportant
Lo f‘faetor affect1ng land acqu1$1t1on ‘

PO ‘13"' o

Q

. F EXGHANGING AND PURCHASING TO ACQUIRE ADJACENT LAND
V‘ Al the farmers statvng they hdd detached parcels of

"

land weré‘asked 1f they would pay more for land ‘adjacent to.
h '3n»the farmstead than cheaper land . farther away (TABLE 27) and
w0 b ‘

AL
=

P



TABLE 26

REASONS FOR HASING A JDETACHED PARCEL INSTEAD OF LAND
' ~ ADJACENT TO THE FARMSTEAD

-

122

N

REASONS - L L T o - ‘Zf M

Land adjacent to farmstead was not available | 45.1
The detaghed parcel was the only land available o %3;3
The lana was owned'by members of the fémily - ’K5.9
Opportunity, price and type of land _ ‘ | 5.9
Farm was sold with défached parcels inclpded. *3.?
Other r;;sons g ' T . 5.9
N = 51 (100.0%) r - )

Missing Observations = 36

Y

' Total Cases = 87 .
Missing Cases = 50 (They do not have detached land.)

\




TABLE 27

FARMERS' WILLINGNESS TO PAY MORE FOR ADJACENT LAND

/ .

v

123

-

<

WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO PAY MORE FOR LAND ADJACENT T0_THE MAIN o

T

N = 69 (100.0%)

"The land is alteady close

- FARMSTEAD THAN CHEAPER LAND FARTHER AWAY? . T o«
YBS  82.6% REASONS . ‘ | R 4
Convenience = _ ' ' v SﬁiZ'
Less travel time involved in equipment movemerit.  20.8
.. More economical to operate corisolidated farm 15.1
‘Depends- on price and quality . 9.4
Saves wear and.tear on machinery 7.5
Less costs in moving machinery 5.7
- Save on man-hour time : 1.9
Others 9.4
N = 53 (100 0%)
Missing Observa!!ons = 4 (No reason given)
NO  17.4%  REASONS | . z
Depends on the ﬁu&lity of the land 40.0
Depends on the value of the. land 40.0
; 20.0

N = 5. (100.0%)

Missing Observations = 7 (No reason given) . -

Missing Observations = 18

S

Total Cases = 87 o ; , : e ] o
Missing Cases = 50 - . - ‘

j
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.if they would be'willing_to'swap land'parcels to obtain land :

;”eloser to theffarmstead'(TABLE 28) A larger percentage

(82.6%) of ‘the farmers were w1111ng to pay more for adJacent

- parcels than those (54.3%) w1111ng to swap land parcels

'Conven1enee»waswthemma1n~reason~01ted~bypthose~1nvthec-yesf~~

,category‘in‘both tables,‘Most of the comments were similar
'to'theipositive and negative,effects of_tarm fragmentation
discussed tn‘the‘ltterature'review (CHAPTER TWO) . Among |

’other’ reasons given in TABLE 27 were closer the better "

could work land- better. would not have to haul,

"decrease liability rrsk,".and it makes a better farm

unit."” Reasons in the ’other’_category,in TABLE 28 included

"no need for'margfnal tand for pasture.ﬁ no swappers
available.' and “have fac111t1es for cattle-on detached )

. parcel.”

G. DISTANCES FARMERS ARE WILLING TO TRAVEL

| E Analys1s of TABLE 29 seems to 6nd1cate that as the
detaohed parcel size 1ncreases, the farmers,¢1n general
were w1ll1ng to travel a longer dtstance For distances of
1. 6 to 8.0 Ktlometres, the percentage of farmers respond1ng

decreaSed as the parcel sizes tncreased The oppos1te

'~-relatlonsh1p occurred for dtstances greater than e1ght-

'£k1lometres Two except1ons to thls 1ncluded the response to

4.8 and 6.4 Kilometres under the 64 8 hectare column The S

9.6. to 16. 1 Ktlometre range rece1ved the h1ghest percentage

of responses to all four parcel sizes S o ; 7..15,

A

)
t



. ,_Total Cases = 87
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TABLE 28 !

'FARMERS' WILLINGNESS TO SWAP LAND PARCELS

“-WOULD YOU._ BE WILLING TO SWAP LAND PARCELS T0 OBTAIN LAND CLOSER TO
THE MAIN FARMSTEAD? S :

CYES - 54.3% REASONS I 1

Convenience v 3
Less time spent travelling 3 - 2
A lesser distance to move machinery Lo 1
Only-1if the land io\of comparable quality 1
Cheaper operating costs -
Saves wear and tear on machinery
To have consolidated fatm

e (100.0%) * .

NO . 45.7% - VREASONS
Satisfied with present farm layout ;5' *ZB.DiGJQ

Thé detached parcels are of better quylity © 20,0

‘ Increase probability: of catching rain showers, . -
voiding hail storms, and getting a crop . 16.0

It is better to have detaéﬁed parcels ' .8.0 .-
Proximity to town .. .. o m
~Detached parcel is near the river e e, T :
" . Detached"land is rented - - - - 4.0

fﬂfOthers . e 16.0

>

N'= 25 (100 OZ) ‘
- Missing Observations - 7 (No reason given)

. N » (i00. 0z) :
; Missing Observations - 17

-Missing Cases = 50
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DISTANCES FARMERS ARE WILLINGITO TRAVEL FROM THE FARMSTEAD
TO VARIOUS SIZES OF DETACHED PARCELS '

’ PARCEL SIZE IN HECTARES

IR

 DISTANCE - - 66.8 129 : f'194 - 239 -

(In- Kilometres) . x

6 90 w7 L 24 a3
3.2 - 169 - 124 2.3
4.8 , 1.2 - 11.8 - 61 1.2
6.4 - w12 164 - . - 98 T g2
80 2.6 ° 7 176, 1.8 . 5.7
9.6-16.1 - 225 o271 384 414"
7-2.2 0 0 67 w1 232 . n
-ehT LT L 120 a7 a0
66.0-96.6 - 0.0 ... - 0.0 1.2, . . 23
Tover %.6 . . 0.0 - 00 . 00. - 1.2

. N=8 ' N=8  N=8 . " - N=8
. (100.02) ' €100.0%). - (100.0%) - .- (100.0%)
M.O.=48. . M.0=52° ' M.0.w55 7 . M.0.50

Total Cases = 137 : . L .
Legend°"1 hectare = 2 471 acres' 1 kilometre - 621 miles.'

: _Farmers indicated ‘the distance they were willing to. travel to
‘;.éach parcel size. For example, 9 percent of the farmers were.
- willing to travel- 1"6 kilometres to operate a parcel size of

oo 64, 8 hectares.e. v : - A o
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Since fanm fragmenters were already travelling, they
may have been more will1ng to travel than non fragmenters
fFarm fragmenters travel from the farmstead to detached .
~gicorner*touching, and road~onwrail separated parcels and/orw,mg;_;

‘from\a non farm residence to the farmstead In this study, |
‘3the fragmenters and non~fragmenters dxd not significantly

differ in their reSponse but this ‘may. have been due to

' fapproximately ninety three percent of the farmers be1ng

- fragmenters Furthermore, there were no s1gn1f1cant

y*differences in the responses by the farm residents -as e
opposéd to non farm res1dents,_and by farmers w1th detached

‘Aparcels as compared to those w1thout detached farm land

H CONCLUSION

DlSCUSSlOﬂ of Results

.

Results of this study generally support the cghclu51ons ;i'

of other 51milar studies. There were however, several

-‘:(,._ ST

'contradictory f1nd1ngs . :7¥;Vﬁﬁd;{ e '
h Att1tude statements one tﬁr0ugh five. seven eight
“]twelve. thirteen 'nlneteen, and twenty twb (see TABLE 9)

| reflected similar agr1cultural 1ssues as 1n the study by

vu,g;Boylen (1976) In most cases the results were much the same,A7¢g“.f

'fContrary to Boylen s findings, 1t was found that the

__Hilda Schuler farmers displayed a capitalistic philosophy 1"[
.estatement ‘one, considered land ownershﬂp as a means of ; |
rhaVlﬂg land to farm, and’ were of the opinion that the supp]y ;rfif
: of land for farm1ng 1s limited‘ In additton. Boylen s-?ﬂ -

s
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'results to questlons on the farmers w1lllngness to expand

Y
¢61 0%) and the ma1n K1nd of tenure agreements preferred
(crop share.~50 0%) are 51milar Contradtctory to this

author s study. were Boylen s conclu51ons on lengths of

4

7ﬁ“vagreements preferred where more of her respondents (38 0%)

*

preferred the. short term agreement '“5‘

Risk uncerta1nty and secur1ty all play an important

role in a. farmer s dec1swon makﬁng process. accordtng to

‘a_Ibery (19783 As expected the Hi 1da- Schuler farmerS'

' statements LTABLE~12J In add1t1on certalnty d o V*-_'

‘~reflected concern over risk and uncertalnty in the att1tude

securtty were reasons spec1f1ed for preferr1ng
1ntermed1ate and long term. tenure agreements ..eé'

This study essent1ally conf?%ms the results found by

'Sah1r (1977) on rea50ns why seasonal re51dents and

' non- res1dent farmers ltve off the farm Examples of s1m1lar

'ireasons stated were the school needs of the chi‘hren ‘the .

"flacK of serv1ces on the farm, old agey and semi - ret1red

- Furthermore, Sahtr found that res1dent farmers had '

frelattvely h1gher 1ncome levels and were inva lower age

,quoup as compared to non farm res1dents, and these f1nd1ngs‘

1t' “were s1m1lar to the author s, study

1] Yetmunster (Dorset England) farmers about the1r plans on

When Butterwick and Rolfe (1965) questioned the _

o

5*&,,buying and sell1ng Yand, they 1nferred that the younger-

market than the older generation These conclusions were '

e

e |

_generation (under f1fty years) were:more acttve in the land

el t
o

A
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partially conf1rmed by th1s author s study Farmers under
: the age of f1fty five years were twice as w11]1ng to expand
their operat1on (85 3%) and twlce as many - were searchtng for .
'Jadd1t1onal Tand to own (71“1%) as ccmpared to those over
frfty-f1ve years (42 9%, 35:5%). A<non-51gn1f1cant
relatwonsh1p occurred between age and the sate of ‘land by a
farmer A reason for th1s may have been the emot1onal )
~attachment ‘to owned land, espec1al]y when it has a long )
© family tradition, | o
hSummar - |
“This chapter 1nvest1gated hypothe51s one wh1ch
',fhypothes1zed that direct relat1onsh1ps ex1sted between the . °
_ farmers soc1o personal character1st1cs and h1s op1nion ‘on
;«var1ous agr1cultural 1ssues, and whether the att1tude |
responses were related-to the farmers res1dent1al pattern.
~and whether or. not the farmers operated detached parcels
Analysis 1nd1cated that no statnst1cally s1dn1f1d‘nt
_correlat1ons extsted however, rt is poss1ble other N
."fvar1ables affﬂg%ed the1r 0p1nions An att1tude s’ also'
‘:1nfluenced by inculcatton by peers, parents or reference '
":groups and preva111ng soc1al attltudes Therefore, it s
V;poss1ble the rep11es to the attItude statements could have =
represented a typical or norm respcnse by a well |
..1ntegrated agr1cultura1 community _'
The farmers ‘were al1ke Jin many ways A maJor1ty of the

;‘farmers were German (74 .5%) , marr1ed or separated (92 7%);

uwere ralsed on a farm (96 3%) and had farmed in: the ‘
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Hilda~Schuler area (86.1%). Apbroximately sixty-nine percent'
farmed with thelr fatner for an average of twelve years. and
e1ghty two percent farmed on thelr own for an average bf
'about twenty years Most of the farMers (78 1%) had between;f’
seven to th1rteen years of formal schoollng Ihe family andf‘
the<lawyer were the two main sources of 1nformation whioh
farm tenants utll1zed when draft1ng a rental or’ lease

agreement Approximately 74.0 percent were re51dent farmersn

At least e1ghtyvone percent.of the farmers operateds

:~[ gross family 1ncome, organ1zatlon membersh1p of fam1l1es,

rfragment,ed'farmland.' About ninety%three.percent.had'ag_
:’non farm. reSidence and/or had Fragmented farmland. Data on
- and the farmers’ age were more evenly distributed. ;1!
0p1n10ns of all the’ farmers 1nd1cated agreement W1th |
statements concernlng Tand ownershlp rights (1, 4) f1nanc1al
benef1ts of rent1ng (5 g), r1sk and uncerta1nty 1n rent1ng
(11, 17 22). controlled urban expan51on and forelgn
ownership {14, 16}, success w1thout formal educat1on (10},
-reduced operat1ng costs for res1dent farmers t15), and
| government f1nanc1al assistance (20) and d1sagreement w1th
statements about the unl1m1ted supply o farmland 1n Alberta

(3). city l1fe betng better than farm llfe (6), rentlng only

. when lacking the finances to buy (12), the time wasted

keeping farm records (18), and Hutter1tes purchaslng land
(21). Attitudes related to 1nade1yate leas1ng marKets (7),
land as a communxty resource (2) eun1ng land means less

- money spent in ‘the long run (13), and farm1ng eff1c1ency (8

Q{,«‘c
R
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19) were scored as undecided rheﬂs were no 51gnif1cant

"differences between the farm fragmenters and non- fragmenters

-»
i

opinions

A summary of the results of the behav1oural questions
are as follows Crop- share agreements (64 1%) and long term
‘agreements (47 9%) were preferred by’ most of the tenants.

- 'The most common reason (54.4%) given for renting or lea51ng

was that the land was not for sale Some of the main reasons F‘fu

rfor haVing a non-farm- residence were the school needs of the g
children. “semi - retirement,_and closeness "to off farm
employment It appears that many of the farmers shopped for
| consumer‘goods in Medicine Hat: Most of the farmers wanted’

| to. expand or enlarge their operation' Two-thirds of the
farmers dld not plan on" ‘selling any portion of their farm 1n'
the next five years Eighty SlX percent would like their‘
children to take over the farm Accounting for - seventy~e1ght
percent of the reasons for hav1ng a. detached parcel was land~
availability A large percentage (82 6%) of the farmers werev-‘f

willing to pay more. for adJacent land than those (54 3%)

willing to swap parcels and both groups c1ted convenience as

.’their main reason There seemed to be a trend towards ‘f
'.farmers willing to travel longer distances for larger land

" parcels No statistically significant relationships existed

: ,between the farmers residence pattern ‘and a) their

' willingness to swap parcels on to" pay more for adJacent

{

land b) their desire to expand thelr Qperation or sell some

~of their land and c) the distances they were: willing to o
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travel for detached parcels

0nly six assdciations were slgnificant at the: 05 1evel

o of s1gn1ficance They were the farmer’s age_and his

:will1ngness to expand, and lf he was searchwng for land to
. own; the farmer s wrllﬁngness to expand if he was searching
for Jand a) to own, and b) to rent or lease, and the

' farmer 'S res1dence pattern and thelr age and’ the ‘gross

1

fam1ly 1ncome 1eve1



- FARM FRAGMENTATION N~ THE HILDA+SCHULER DISTRICT —

_VI. CHAPTER SIX

A. INTRODUCTION

A consolldated farm donotes the situahon ln whlch a

-farm consists of a single tract of. Jand surrounding a \

farmstead Data on, one hundred and. thlrty seven farms in the

" Hilda- Schuler d1str1ct indicates that only ten farms were

| consolidated The remaming one hundred and twenty seven

| _'the spatial characterlstics of the f‘arms such as 1

- di sper's

'farms had ef ther fragmented farml%’nd OoF. operatlonal

headquarters The purpose of this chapter ls to' lnveshgate .

of paroels per farm and the dlstance to the parce o he

" ,advanta: and disadVantaqes of operating a spatially

farm in the“' fudy area anﬁ'the different ways

o farmers, prlvate conpanies and government agenoies can '{;_' o

poss1bly alleviate the disadvantages associated with Aa

L _fragmented farm In| add'ttion, the follahlng hypotlheses are
tested' ' the nunb&r of parcels operated wl ll inmease wi th o
- fatm stzey” | arrd as” d‘lstéﬁbe fﬁcr’“éases ’fl‘c@ the ' lfm‘mstead the ’

© 1 mean: parcel size will inerease. the type of production at”

. the detached parcels wi ll change frm arable ta Pasture, and»‘
o the percentage of tand ownership and the frequemy of - |

k.3

fertd llzer input will decrease. : g -
Bt PR - - I A
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B. SPATIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE. AGICULTURAL mLDlms
Th};ee typet of farm fraqﬁ\entation wene . evidenf in the :
Hilda- Schuler district They were iand fryggmentation,. \

operators residing permanently or seasonaily off the fa(*m.
and the fragmentation of the fixed and i1e. inveatments of
"an operational centre. Only tweqty six o":i of’ oﬁe hundred
‘ate.d fvarms.. The
orher-touching of

- and thirty seven farmers had land consoli

_~-other farms were farmsteads wi th parce}sv
separated by roads or rail hnes, and/or ) etached-parcﬁ"lfa. “
Twenty-nine farmers resided of f the*arm' ind ‘anoth:e'r» seven .
. farmers were seasonal res.idents-residing the 'farm"fO'r s
. less than seven months of the year Seve:jl operators “had
u,.storage facilities for machihery .and/or fgrm pr.oducts on
p.arcels other than the farmstead In some i'n‘staﬁces’ |
livestobk were grazed on. land operated’ by: a grazing
association sometimes referred to. as a coqnunity pasture
’ Follewing is a discussion on each of the bove forms of farm
fraqnentation - ‘ R ¢ - - ",'
| Mumber and Size of Pallels . " R
In TABLE 30 the totai’ nmber of par
o@r‘ation are shown according to, the jten e -of the, qperators
.am by the operators‘ place of resi nost farvilt (87 6%)
'-«consisted of four or fess parc*s Althow\ the maan unber

-'of parenls per fam was. three, the farms canged from i“

“"s in eaph farm

B -consolidated to a farw couprised of ﬁm.'parcels.. One parcei

.farma’ had a; hean size of two ht.ndred and seventy-ffvem

hectares whiﬁh m ah%at one quarter the maan siza i ’ .
e A S

L
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to over 4,000 hectares with most (58.8%) of the farms

.and ni neteen hectares.

&
s

‘hectares) of all the farms, whereas the mean size (1187.6

hectares) for the fragmented farms was larger than the ¢

‘overall mean. Although it appeared that farms with more

parcels had a larger mmean farm size, there was no

statlstlcal correlatIOn between the number of parcels and an

1ncrease in farm size. _4,' pu_ o

Over ninety-three percent of the owner/tenants had‘
fragmented land as compared to tenants with sixty-six l\
percent and owners with fifty-seven percent. Of all the
consolidated parcels seventy‘threelpercent belonged to

owners. Owner/tenants had farms ranging between sixty-five

w o

ranging between three hundred and ninety to approximatEly

1,040 hectares. Approximately eighty‘sii,percent'of the

/

owners and all tenants had‘farmsvwith less than five hundred
Approx1mately ninety percent of the resident farmers,
eighty-six percent of the seasonal farm: res1dents, and
forty elght percent of the non- farm residents had fragmented
farmland Sixteen of the twenty six land consolidated farms
were operated by seasonal and non- farm residents ‘ee )

é

farms had more than six parcels per farm totalling about

7. 744 hec ares dnd were operated by resTdent owner/tenants;

Théte gpre three hundred and ninety-five parcels N

'ranging in size from less than sixty~f1ve hectares to over

hectares whwch were gromed 1nto five categories

twenty six consolidated one hundred and eleven farmstead

. ®
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- fifty road and threeirail separated,” and one hundred and-
" seventy-seven detached (TABLE 31). Of:the total farm”area
.(138,985. 4 hectares) fninety five percent was fragmented. | C o
More than twice as pany parcels were detached from the |
‘farmstead than were contiguous Less than one percent
-difference ex15ted between the number of parcels, under one
. hundred and thirty one hectares in size,.in the consolidated
(50.0%) and fragmented (49.3%) categories. This relationship

...was also within two percent (76.9%; 75.3% respectively) for“
parcels under two hundred and sixty hectares in s1ze
’However, all twelve parcels over 1, 296 hectares belonged to
- fragmented farms Furthermore,«the mean parcel size of the
|farmsteads of the fragmented farms was almost twice the mean
‘size of consolidated parcels. . .

§tance to the Parcels . .," » ig

' Farmers operating fragmented farms spend time N
transporting themselves and the necessary farm equ1pmént , :.
‘between the farmstead and detached parcels Since 1ncrea§e‘8"b
,htravel time and transportation costs are realized as the
distance increases from the farmstead 1t was hypothesized

that as- the distance 1ncreased a) the parcel size would

T
Thw

o ':..‘ - -

N N . T @ - .
iy . L . S R L
- N N . A . . - . a 9 o

Vincrease, b) the perceg%age of land ownership decreased ana'*““]
c) the percentage of - arable land decreased In TABLE 32 the efé
land ownersh1p.\the land use and the mean parcel Size are SRS
shown according to distances from the farmstead 22

"féiié%;éééééét;;’;;]?u?aténq distances wasAdiscussed in ;l.:;;;és;
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| Seventy- one percent of the detached parcels were Wlthln'
height Kilometres of the farmstead and ninety one percent
'were w1thin“sixteen kilometres The mean distance to the
'detached parcels was about nine Kilomet?es while the. maximum

distance to one parcel was three hundred and sixty

kilometres There were no steady increases in the mean sizes“””

_of the detached parcels as the distance 1ncreased from zero '
to greater than Sixty four kilometres tHowever. the parcels
-at a distance greater than 1.6 Kilometres, with the
l“exception of nine parcels. had a tendency to increase in
‘mean size. This was s1gn1ficant because a similar response
“occurred when the_farmers were asked how far they would be
.willing to travel: from the farmstead to various sizes ofu

‘}detached parcels (TABL£ 29 in CHAPTER FIVE),

As distance 1ncreased from the farmstead there appearedvfh

} to be a change 1n the amohnt of land @wned ‘and under'
,1‘cultivation Land ownership was highest (55 5%) amongst “the
jland consolidated farms Corner touching. and road and rail l

‘_:separated parcels ranged from about fifty two to fifty five

'jpercent land ownership In contrast the: detached parcels o

iranged between sixty two to zero percent land ownership, -

'decrea&g in general as the distance from the farmstead

1ncrea . Fifty one percent of the area of consolidated

.parcels was arable as compared to the corner touching and
sroad or rail’ separated parcels which had’between'h v |
| thirty seven to forty-seven-percent arable Although

: detached parcels within eight kilometres—of the farmstead "7

';'dum_,.‘
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had a higher percentage of arable land than the non detached |

parcels, the percentage of arable land declinedkas distances :'

wrincreased from agprox1mately five kiIOmetres to over T B
sixty- four Kilometres. - . -', . a;,

A total of 12 773 hectares or twenty one out of three E

hundred and ninety-ﬁive parcels were located outside the i

study area. Some of’ these parcels were lobated east acrosstﬁ

the provinCial border into Saskatchewan Seven farmers hadt o
‘_their farmstead out51de the study area but were operating

O

- land w1thin the Hilda Schuler district
Residential Pgt%erh~ " _ S
| There were seven seasonal res1dents, twenty nine
f'non farm residents and one hundred and one reSIdent farmers
'The location of the homes of ;he seasOnala.nd non- farm
residents is prov1ded 1n TABLE 33 All “of the. seasonal .
.'residents and most of the non farm resrdents had reSidences ;
in Med1c1ne Hat The hamlets of Hilda and Schuler and the
c1ty of Medicine Hat. were all w1th1n approx1mately one hours?'
Jrkdrive from the farms permitting daily travel to conduct
fagricultural operations However,_six ‘of the non farm‘

'reSidents resided in either Calgary. Edmonton or Kelowna. ld'

K “-over‘three hundred Kilometres from their farms As expected

';these farmers had grain farms requiring most fieldwork

’-V,during planting or harvesting as compared to livestock :

, 7;operations which tend to dimand an evenly distributed labour-
g_"input throughout the year iighty three percent of the

fnon farm residents had grafh farms as compared to seasonal



TABLE 33 .

LOCATION OF RESIDENCE OF SEASON!L AND

o PART TENNANT

-+ NON-FARM RESIDENTS.

1976 POPULATION

 NO.

SEASONAL -
RESIDENTS -

" NON-FARM—
RESIDENTS

- —— P

——

 Hilda
s
‘Schuler .
Mediéine'ﬂat- .
| "Keloﬁna, B.C.
. Edmonton

Calgary

80
i1

33,220
B ._5'1,993
461,559 -

470,043

v L

18

Total Cas§s !'36 )

(]

. N=.29

| TABLE 34 .

. TENURE,OF THE ,'orxgguon‘ 113_} RESIDEN;IiALvPATTfERN. -

e

. RESDENT
: T o z . s

fisom ﬁ
RESIDENT

Non-ﬁm :

,RESIDENT”

o ToTAL
Tr

’ =1 J‘;
or"m_vu‘m! . ,
PART owmm/

2,0
22,0 -

76,0

3p
43 0
57 o

N

2.2 .
321 ‘
" 65.7

- VR ~ Y / BT
o rom

f(lOOth)F‘:

100,00

in,zg

(100.07) -

 N=137 .

~

- - ———— "

(100.0%) - -
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~.,re51dents with f1fty seven percent and res1dents with
fourteen percent A maJor1ty (78 2%) of the res1dent farmerst
had both l1vestock and crops Nlne farmers had only ‘

'. livestock elght were res1dent farmers and one was a.

-nunon farm re51dent l1v1ng in Med1c1ne Hat

"Most of the re51dent and seasonal res1dents were

owner/tenants (TABLE 34) Although the non-ﬁnrm res1dents

"{had a mean amount rented three t1mes as large as the mean

h amount owned (TABLE 35) only thirty four percent were

e1ther tenants or owner/tenants Re51dent farmers on the
”average rented more land than they owned Seasonal (4434.
hectares) and non farm res1dents (498 hectares) had a. mean

‘farm s1zdkcons1derably less than the overall mean farm size

A "(1014 5 hectares) In: contrast the res1dent farmers had a

'mean farm s1ze (1202 4 hectares) larger than the overall
- mean. o
| Off farm res1dency is often assoc1ated with off farm
mployment by the operator and/or spouse preferr1ng to

vres1de 1n prox1mity to the1r place of employment Off- farm _
:-employment on the oné hand 1s sometlmes cons1dered to be an ;v'
)}1nd1cator of subs1stence farm1ng due to ‘the farm size. be1ng e
1ncapable of supplying the operator WIth the de51red @
fstandard of living. 0n the other hand, 1t can be a. des1red

, '~-way of life Wlth an 1ncome from a prof1table sxdellne

abustness wh1ch is sometlmes used to improve the farm A
3
.maJority (68. 2%) of the farmers w1th off farm employment had

a res1dence off the farm. Furthermore, off farm 1ncome for

S b

v T ’
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TABLE 35

.RESIDENTIAL PATTERN BY THE AVERAGE AMOUNT OF
LAND OWNED, RENTED AND.MANAGED =

_MEAN ,ssz,(.qu,nncimnzs)_.,

RESIDENTIAL 'OWNED . . RENTED MANAGED TOTAL
PATTERN ha. ha. . ha. . _ha.
RESIDENT " 577,00 . 808.1 . - . 160.5 1202.4
FARMER e @9 3y . o
" SEASONAL © - 341.2  178.1 o.or”'“,'/\ 442.9
RESIDENT =~ @ - (&) @ -
 NON-FARM 2237 783.5 S 172.6 . 498,0
'RESIDENT (28 - 70 Qo) @ . (29)
TOTAL - 490.9 < 778.3  165.4 . 1014.5
U a3 ) (137)

- Total Cases = 137 , . ‘
Braeketad figures indicate the number of respondenta.
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eleven out of fourteen non-farm residents con51sted of more ‘
- than sixty-mine percent of their total income (TABLE 36),
whersps most res1dent farmers received less than thirty

percent of their-income off the farm, Three of the four

Qrage farm size was 1,014 hectares.‘ ‘_
£ of. ]he'farmers with off-farm income ‘had

c=v#,we]] be]ow'av 'ge~farm sizes and thbse.above the mean farm

luhsize received a maximum of fifteen percent from off-farm
income. -, 2
"nFrggmentingtthe ggerationa Qggiﬁg o
| ] Farmers were 1ncl1ned to locate portions of their -
' qperatwonal centre on parcels other than ‘the farmstead |
‘and/or in a nucleated settlement Although incorporated :.
| urban municipalities in Alberta have residential zoning
| s bylaws prohibiting the raising of livestock and limiting -
| the height and area of accessory buildings, unincorporated .
- settlements may allow storage fac1lit1es for farm products :
‘, and implements A field check revealed farm machinery was
| stored within the unincorporated hamlets of Hilda and R
Schuler Numerous storage facilities such a8 granaries and
corrals were seen on parcels other than the farmsteads (see e
PLATES 9 10 1{ and 12) It appeared that dispersed

storage facilities for farm products and implements was a .

-




Lo -

R
'

A

® 146

- TABLE 3f

. OFF-FARM EMPLOYMENT BY RESIDENTIAL FATTERN

o . .AND 'FARM STZE

~»$nzsinéﬁfrat—~—ftxn ——orwsszxn"”"4-

PATTERN

INCOME SOURCE

| Prace op EM?LOYMENIL~_m“i4?§RHWWg~f—_

Operator - Wife Operator : /Wife SIZE
R 2 Z, . ' '
N e : " - '.1..

 Non~Farm
Resident

3
_i-a‘
o

,Séaaonal
1

Resident.

et

NV WO

| 80.0 20.0 | Medicine Har. -, | .48 |

" g

.br .t - .

\ L. : : w .
“e . 3

100.0 © - | Schuler , |~ 280"

- 100.0°. . Calgary’ T . 259%
100.0 - | Medicine Hat . 4 - 130%

. 100.0 - - | Edmonton N 130
75.0  25.0"| unknown  unkrown [ 162
'90.Q . . Médicine Hat S - 65%

8050 | Medicine Hat - ’ .+ 65% |t

- 80.00 . ' | Medicine Hat . - - 65%

. .80.0 - Kelowna, B.C. - 130%
.75.0 Medicine ﬁat : . 389
70.0 .| Edmontom -~ " - .} 194
~25.0 25.0 .| Schuler ' Schuler. 389
200 ' | Medicine Hat - - | - 389
10.0°.- " 5.0 | Medicine Hat “unknown | 1 093

ocoo.

nwooocooo

quhobooagbbb'

BBEEREERE. S
o

165.0  35.0 | Medictne Hat '*‘fij'izaf

50.0  '30.0 ° 20.0 | unknown °  unknown | 338
60,0 i 40.0 . | Hilda o -0 o) L se1
- 75.0° - 25.0. ‘t Medfeine Hat - .. 7. 186

85.0  15.0 - | Schuler. * = . ; 842 |
90.0° - -10.0 . - | Medicine Nac - - - | 259%7|
[90:0. 10 0. | sebuler 946 1o

No- 22

\.

‘ Legent_!?

', - lost incqne o“V‘de no nct 1nco-e R

ff*danaoq;aicea:lana Fas o
. i Farmers stat&ns ‘they. recy Lved 100 pe.rg;ant of their gr : '-_,-d

APREEE N ) : LR
R o st ,_._‘ : Ll R A s e e s et

Missing Obcervations =115 (Nb anawer - 19 Other aourcc - 3; and

loagi-tcaut frou faru incons - 93 operatbis)

'Y

DEE - the faty may have invested the fis inéou
m or at the time. of kﬁo survay';hn fain o

,.“_N,_ o
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study area wegp-qpeing utilized by three grazing
associations Koo:hati-.upart ‘of the Suffield Mili‘tany
Reserve, -was rented to the Drowning Ford Grazing Asipciation

" in collaboration with the’ Department of Reglionai Eco‘iomic '

Expansion (D R.E.E. )%Sixty nine farmers were naubers of o
' either the[Drowning Ford Qazing ASsoCiation the B. T
Grazing Assoc.iation. or the Many Island Grazing Association

Although farmers belonging to these assoéiations mere able ' \

to increase | size ‘Without purchasing additional Lar‘
their Hve were separated from the farm. -
c EFFECTS OF FARM rmasurmou& R N

Benef'its and prob lems m associated wit&‘operating a ‘; y
fragnented fffm Disadvahtages of fragmentation can reduce '_-::
the productiVity of .the land increase the operating !@s}i

' resuit in wast,gd it fme and energy transporting farm products

®

‘ and machinery. and create sod)tl conflict. The benifits T ¥
include mil diversification. spreading of enviro,nmental "

 risks, goods ‘and services offered by an agglomerated centre; ' ,.
- and enabl,ing the farmer to expand his ope,' "‘tiqn to ‘heet:

rising agricuwural costs Some of these Anegative and

,‘positive effeé"ts were experienoed b%@e Hilda Schuler

&i.v

fa‘rmera‘;- IR T e B JA ) -~

oA L B 9 ) '\.5';.‘;,“ . S -‘ . 0 i | -

_;__,.5.: me m m A oo e ‘

: -}r It was. shwn in TABLE 3}” that there appe.ared to be | ;“

A c“h‘m ’n m twe Of .ul * i3 ar‘b‘e tO “p‘swev as the} “ ‘

)_ i*’loe increoiad f" the famtud The farnars we ‘ : -., .
- 2 . " X . ‘~ o8
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asked to explain ‘why the detached parcels had ‘a di fferent
“land u9e than the farmstead The most comnon reason given
by ten farmers‘ was that they wanted to digersify the farm
operatiqd/fightqjarmrs indicated that the land use

' avirig ﬁt’ached parcels in pa ture included “the
T *lower land with alkald, " “not suitable for crop
e”bf thﬁ river hills;'f "the parcel is non- arable

q&ee%se the land was stpny‘ and ﬂilly * Two farmers with
detached parcels in erm provided the follomng reasons
"llack of water prevents use for cattle,” and "the heavier .

soil is more suited to grain7" Another ‘three farmers !tated

" that the. detached parcels: were in pasture because the land |

could not‘“" ‘m.cuitivited due to provincial land use

v regulations on grazing leasqgs 23 Only twenty-one of -

' eighty seven farmers with detached parcels provided reasons.
] for the difference in land/ use. Some had no :Jand use
g s and ﬁiture on both the
farmstead ‘and the other p/arc;ls :but possibly in different

o proportions g | |

”»_,.,-

difference, that iss havi /' c

o

gmasmmemcocanade - .
22*{ eased lands wst be grazed at the specified carrying
;:; capacity with #1ivestock ownsed by the l\esu,e,' A, speeial
cultivatigp rmit ‘may be . issued for. feed 'dwi E " x
. f the lesgh. A lepsesiis,. f 2
tuiit " reniew his. lease'if the land m,
for hid\eryf orty ushs . iA herta. Energy"
éi;esources 1979 vigte ‘of Albe

I

lan&ﬁ. the detached parcel has sandy soil " and “in pasture..»

O

differencw'ﬁfs d g.;tﬁ phySicalanironment Reasons for




L

Fertihzer nputs and Distgncg ' \ - /
Chisholm (1972) suggested that the appiication of 3 |

oo ?

)
fertilizers decreeses with distance from the farmste
" _ 4* i
i may lead. to soil depMion of distant parcels. Wheq,g B -

. ques tioned about fertilizing detat:hed parcels (TABL

o

¥
LI

majority (58.6%) did not use-- fertihzer However, one farmer

4
~

G

~ stated that fertilizer: was . not apphed because the study

‘area receives insufficient moisture to utilize Fertilizer -”'I.'_i-‘a_,

N

effectiveiy Moreover, according to Luptor (?989 page 30) v
““on ‘the light brown soiis of. southeastern Alberta, fhere 1s
M‘ttle va]g however, in intensifying an’ operation W ,.\-.J’"{'./
adding Tar amounts of - fertiiizer or iabour to a soil wi_;\’ich B
in many years lacks sufficient moisture to- alida crdgav to
utilize the mherent fertility aiready present " Therefore,"

<

attenpts at'determimng if the farmers exhibi ted i

di stance- decay effect when usi._ 2
ngreggd Qgs_j and _g;_;t_g __ﬁ and 2 3
Time and energy iswasted in tr"‘porting farm

operators, farm products and iqolements to dispersed fieids

pti iizers were thwar ted

fr'om the farmstead and from one detached parce)- to another
I

Transporting farm mputs and outputs increases farm
production costs especiaiiy with current 1nflationary rites ,
on fueif' iﬂbricalim and repaiv’ costs Wious ~t«ypes of farm /
iwplements werejmoved by the. farmers tq their detached

parcels inAQLE ?B) 1/he most ccmnon inpipments moved were

. 1*§

{:&,Wf\“%'

P AN Q;'; S R
B LR 4 a - . oLt S e R
SRV o L T
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., TABLE 37 e
} ' FREQUENCY OF FERTILIZER APPLICATION
S | . A ‘ R

,‘

R

| FREQUENCY WITH WHICH- mzm&rmzzz SR A
_ DETACHED. {@RCELS | SRR o

Never Fert:iu.ze» e o
Seldom Fertilime - ;‘,i_f; .
Ont:e every M ear* :
‘ Only when negde N
' Fertilize only the hay fields
NoAnwer~ o
‘N -f87‘(100.02) T '

T

g wm mém'rs MOVED TO mmcmzn PARCEL!“

'PARM IMPLEMENT NO"or S ,pm_fm,n'_‘.mf? " jo. oF
- mems. . EaRvms

. Tractor . 67 s ,Grain Auger- o 52
' Grain Truck "66, Lo Balersyl L
Swather - = 65 . . Barrows S b4

. Combime- -~ - 64 " .. ' “Ta " ; SR

) Cultivatot : .6k e R;ike ‘ L. 13

vl e e T e g e
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were the -/ other ”types of ﬁnph1nery |
Driving On paVed or gri~b§§roads instead of the field

‘can Cause increasedwear aiwd- tiser -on - WW’&Mery. vﬁverh ]

’ seventy percent of the farmers (TABLE 39) indtcated that - g

there was’ increaked wear and "te'ar on equipment In the |

N ‘others’ category the follofuing comnents were prowded | "4In
1the field the tire uugéﬂﬁi into the soil while on the road

all the weight is put on the lugs which tends to br'eak the

-
o

‘ cord in the tlre body on eit\her side of the lugs " "If the ‘%

tires run on ah angle. the road’ can chew the rubber off."

»
. . Steel wheels on seeders and packor wheels on: drllls can. 9e '
B damaged by roads J ; | . ‘ '
Iheft g__! dahsm : ;7 e ;f.

‘ PR o Farmers with:?"detached parcels were asked if there had
o .'been any \/qndalism or theft ‘to. property Out ‘of ei*ty*seven
farmers with detached parce1s. forty four stated there,had

: 'been no th'eft or Vandalism to property as conpared wi th

ta "‘__;twenty nine who had expertenced theft or vandallism to -

!"v*vs:

“?ichedplinq difficulties as. compared
Seant, had difficulties Aeoess to some |

" .Acondittons



4
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-,_r‘l-—

154
TAﬁLEf39 . I &

WEAR AND TEAR ON’ FARM MACHINERY o

DRIVE ON PA

OR GRAVEL_ROADS_

STEAD OF THE FIELD? .
, - =

_YES 72,2%: REASONS .- . T |
Gruter wear on t:lres from paved and gravel o
. roads - - 44,9
Machineny is not built: for the fastér travel B
- on the roads = ¥ ' 183 .
Vibration caused by the roads damages the - . Y
. equipment; . . T FID.2
+  Fleld driving 13 smoot,her and- the ground is T
- softer . N ] .. 842 .
- Gravel is hard on w:lndsh;.elds R o 6.1
’ Faster travel can twist large implements . = 401
‘ Others : : . 8.2
= 49 (100, 02) ' .‘ e
eeing Observat - 3 (No reason given) o
» "‘ N 7‘, v . 2ty )
. L . “’T, = f. — . — R Su e
Mo 2787  REasows | oL cousdemnl g
. : ﬁot dver the short distance g
W . Very little diffexrence ). T
. Vi . Just travel slowar ’
- '+ Parcels; are ‘cloge by - R
' There ’_"mm: and tear on ahearn and o
" bladés WY px;t into tranaport ‘ R
N N = 6- (1oo 0T - R R
: , 'Missing Observations - 14 (No reason zivén)
By u* | . 7 .



rgff?g azgrg ' S R ' | o
'*~ . Slow moving. large/farm implements on publi iﬁ

| presents a serious traffic hazard especially when the . '
machinery extends into the oncoming lane or during pariods L
of qﬁrtial darkness between day and- nightr Although new .
implements have been designed for travel on. primar¥ roads, H
they still hinder traffic fTow on secondary roaqnp
Illustrated in PLATES 13 and 14 are examples of*farm

;!? implements being moved in thelHildaJSchuler district e

Benefits of Farm ragmgntation y‘_

-ig ag Farm fragment%ptOH in certain c1rgpmstances are

B advantageous to ggkgrm opera;igp When a farmer wants to‘.;fl
enlarge his farm, the land adjacent to the farmstead may ‘not

// be available for rent or ‘sale. Furthermore, a distant pareeli”.

';'f mﬂght have a lower market price than adjacent land Thus thehi?;

| acquisition of detached parcels enables the farmer to '

1ncrease his agricultural holdings to meet ris1ng costs or

tp raise his standard of liv1ng Farms in southeastern

n ) ,Alberta had one of the’ largest rates of increase in farm i;/

* VsaZe as compared to other parts of the pgpvince (Lupton, ; o
i'1969) Therefore the demand for land. may have increased ﬂi'£~
» land prices and lowered land availability forcing”tﬁe farmer%;

hkl . to acquire land wherever possible at the expense of ' o |

. % fragmenting hi:\farmland It was previously me: tioned in |

' TABLE 26 that’ Tand. aVailability was the main: msan for. e




-

"y PLATE13..
RN _

. é‘f 2

)
)

?Traétd_r and Ba-]ﬁ,éﬁon Gravel Road

A




KB

157

: ' 1.
why they would not exchange or pay more for land adJacent to

‘the farmstead (discussed in CHAPTER FIVE).
: With the agglomeration of service functions*into'Urban'
-~centres. farmers ‘have moved “from the'farmstead to taKe R
advantage of economic educational and social amenities
Furthermore during the of f- season farmers can seek" and
-.reside near of f- farm,employment. If more trips are made by'
thefoperator and his . family to an urban'centre‘for goods and
serVices (for example groceryvshopping, taking children to
school or to athletic functions, purchaSIng agricultural
products. and for off-farm employment) than to. vﬂa fields, N 3
reSiding in an urban centre would reduce transportation '. | ;!
costs and travel time Only twenty six percent of the
1"4f farmers resided off the farm The re51dent farme;s may have -
considered an hour s drive or less to Med1c1ﬂe Hat worth the
time A expense 1n order to reside and ‘raise their gzildren
“in a ntry setting Commuting from the farmstead to acity -

L}

may be equated w1th-a non-farmer travelling from the suburbs
K ) o !

\\V////to a downtown office n: large cities R S i. , l, -

v '_ Tt appeared that the Hilda Schuler farmers stored farm e
prodUcts and implements on detached parcels which sometimes '
reduaes travel time and production costs “Instead of

;:-'_; transporting products to the farmstead they can 'be stored at

| the actual site of the labour Furthermore. storage :

facflities on scattered parcels as opposed to the farmstead
may be closer to the market This would. be‘mainly bedﬂficial

when numerous trips are needed to transport the products. By

-
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o

"‘,travelling in a ha]f ton truck to farm equipment left on the

'u_Farm fragmentation in some cases is unavoidable or

detached parcel, less wear . . and tear occurs on the farm 0
‘~equ1pment and travel time is reduced..’ ‘ ) | -
mehere-appearsrto be many disadvantages -and - advantages
to operating a fragmented farm However. each pOSitive and:
negative effect has a different~value,to each farmer and' the

choice between consolidation and fragmentation may be.
'kjmited. Farmers can aiieviate some of the disadvantages. .

I j
[V [

D. ALLEVIATING THE DISADVANTAGES OF FARM FRAGMENTATION

The eradication of farm fragmentation is almost ' L J,Ir
) .

impos51ble especially in a democratic soCiety Attempts at Lw*:i“
e
'farmers\to oonsolidate farms 1s‘yery difficult to accomplish -
. ‘k."
W1thout impinging upon the democratic rights -of individuals SR

'controlling the oauses of farm fragmentation and forcing

b T

o necessary More er, since beneficiai aspects are associated .

'with farm fragmentltion poss1bly the disadvantages could be

~alleviated instead of trying to eliminate farm.

:fragmentation Farmers private companies and various 1evel§>.

of government are al capaﬁle of diminishing the +
;disadvantages of faﬁg fragmentation in the Hilda Schuler '
'district e ' '

' __t‘ the Farm Level 4 . _

L ) nging.parcels with other farmers to obtain land

3 -'cio er to the farmstead parcel ’one of the best methods of‘ o
'reducmg the disadvantages of a‘ frﬁnented f'arm This o {"‘é.?ia;:.-'

> . -
- . R ‘ ...



o conditions of the parcel can be obtained by telephoning [

‘}\< | o
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. requires the cooperation between two or more farmers which
poses problems of equitable exchange depending on what each
farmer considersvis the value and quality of.the land." For
A'thoSe farmers wanting- tolretaiﬁ'scattered-parcels for- B
beneficial reasons, there are several ways of. reduc1ng the

v

associated disadvantages Prior to mov1ng large farm

inplements to a distant field, information on sOil

/

farmer near the parcel or by driving to the parcel in a

'traffic hazard is decreased by avoiding machinery moves i
during heavy traffic hours.‘night time, dawn and dusk

‘ Tgavel time and wear and tear on imple&&nts is diminished by -;,
t?ansporting slow%NOVing imphbMents on flat-bed trailers )
when long distanc§§ areﬂﬁnvolved Ha'?ng a residence
centrally located ﬁp'tﬁe dis'ersed parcels may be - g'
:advantageous if the central location is wifhin an{urban

q:

.centre, thereby reducing travel time and costs to *gﬂr;'
N

;Keconomical eduaational and social amenities offered by the /

i

centre v : v
Farm- maohinery and storage faCilities left on the
distant parcels are susceptible to theft and vandalism ;«/‘ie

h “[-""1953 they are properly secured Livestock should be ) R

x'branded because registered brand owners in Alberta are’




1

\ | .v. ‘.. ’7 w};g ' .' ) ‘-‘
insurance; periodical inspaction of the fields and‘ o

livestock and the Vigilance of neighbouring farmers
¢

¥
e

Farmers today operate in an untenable position due to L

“c‘ofs"t price squeeze. The farmer is trapped between ‘the
' re‘l,a»tively‘low prices ‘of_fere_d by the ‘world"ma'rket for his _A

| ,“pr‘oducts and' the high expenditures for his agriculturall /’
*inputs. such as machinery. fertilizer and ling (Sublett“,{
-1975) . One Hilda -Schuler farmer conmonted th‘t“ .

"Prices for farm grains especi{_ 'A wheat, are far
bélow what they should ‘be." A ‘ F is the only
labourer whose. produce had remiined at virtually- the
same market price for more yeers than I can * .
remember . In fact; during the gst three yearg™its
dropped seventy-five cents pér ushel. At the same
time a farmer’s costs have sky rocketed in every
area with increases being over: orie hundred peréent

- on some items in a year '
'To avoid the cost price squeeze and for the farmer to |
'maintain his ‘desired standard of living, he may i/ntensify
' his operation. enlarge his land area and/or seek off- farm
A. Jncome The latter two alternatives can lead to farm |
| fragmentatmn The Hilda Schuler farmers were quest?‘oned on -
}' whether the price for farm products Were too low or '

_ machinery costs were to high and what their recomnendations
i were for easing the present shortage andIOr high cost -of
o agricultural Tand. Acoording to TABLE 40\it appears t’hat S

. most‘ of the farmers oonsidered farm product prices wei"e too

Vg low and machinery costs wqre too high Responses tn the
other category included ‘#machinery quality is getting
lower,.»‘ and agraicultural product prices must remain lw i‘ ;

'-‘order to oonpete with world export prices

N .

; 1‘:;,, e
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S S uchitury costs are. too h:l.sﬁ .

'_ ,:'!hh pr!ce fqr faru ptcducta /arc

b“'m»‘ .- B

;""' Hachincry coats are too high TN 240 IERTY

'hm product ptices are t:ob J,ow Lo . 14.4 .

Hachimt‘y repair: cnd £ue1 'co-ts are too high I 5.6.

CAttle pt:lces arc satilfacury  - ,4 N  §'.2 B ,
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A reduction 1n land ovlnqtship by non furﬁuor: vq,,h

most coum,on remnendation for nsi‘ng the preunt shortaqe
4. and/or high cost of agricultural land (TABLE 41)' ’

‘ recumndatioh on Hmitinq fgm si{e my be fﬂoul sane
t farnprs ‘mg anvious of the feu ‘farmrs in the L
: Hi ldh Schuiaf district who operate very large-farm Among ) ‘,‘,7
other- respon’ses given were suqqestions such Ql raduoe tho .
: capita-l ga{as tax on farmland..'. "docroua the'demand for '
";_‘land " A"to be cbssified as- & farmer over ﬁfty percent of
s fnboma shou1d: come* f‘r.'om’the farm, ay “Jease land |
.should be offer-ed for sale to the .farmers s t VoL

."1'

m t’ﬁ:gwm wmi g .F B
. pu '39 sale. 1f.euth
- publ i¢, _tﬁore ¢ be & 5;. " ' 15
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brechures wer gy, . ‘."
R R & - . R

"-*"","ﬂ a2 ced into full tranzport modd*with
rallel to the 'direction of fravel far. TR -‘f~

h
e stance h‘ighwqy &nyel, .'f:?_-. <
L L]

y,“y‘ } ‘Narr&v roads, lonq distances betw Helds. Qnﬂ 20
‘™. _foot cutting -width combine to. mak 3ng~*fran one .
¥ ke 1d to thenext—a—di fficulf ~underNaking-with many -
: thers. Not so with 'a ‘yohn Deere extra value - .x ' -
pull-type. .You clin ‘switth.to.full endway's transport .
by Yy ourself. In migutes. Wi out unc@dpling the L
tf;ac or Pl,Q, or- aulzi, ges 28, Jr!_ _ ‘,‘
. . . . e !
.“' ‘In adgii;f aEf:h?é, John Deere*c : \sg;ety ﬁatures .‘g .
o wh/T:h mclude a%ﬂective. slow‘ _ "signs.. and
v couplete fielg bigh\yay and.wfety H B y Désp"i te re_ci'eqt ?5..'-'.
s efforts by the 1nplement n\t:ﬁifacturers.‘ c {gar 've tﬁé ]‘bad

.',.~ <

\gorthiness of farm equignent . some #arerﬂi ut1'|ize .
\ : ent inprovements ﬁor further;

Fy

.‘older equipment vrlthout th_é
discussion, Sublett (1 % J
_ »«Q whatt fam%'qaipumt_

bl 1zzaf'ds f.loods A

vandaifi‘sm. and damage caused by hail
.-} ightning, mnd eonapse of pr‘*i@es or. culvé’a-ts and ;
\§ caﬂwipn W th

o peduéesfm of“tmgnsxs ass&iiatede_.wi.t :bﬁer_;_":‘f




R , Two co[urg'es of action by wh‘ich“provincial’ dnd federal .

b governments gah allhy,igte nroblems aris'lng from fnagmented
Py ‘
- faru\s ‘are fthrowgh new-’taxation laws and ‘the ino%oraﬂng -of
. fapm consg]idat'lgn ana erﬂargement guidelines into regiona& .
‘ ?
'“.'_‘ other non;}gricultural, pur’suits.'. s

oo Ll A »u*q ) 4 .

"’Mx 3 gricultural land'ﬁurﬁasw and solg wi thfp ;\no years _
w Wd-ﬁave a h. 'j' r tax owpi,ﬁ,] gains éo?raduce

» ;_ ‘ T & v

"‘.7.;- specﬁlatfyn S ‘».,, T o

‘!x

w""3 Inferéivé agricultyral land uses such ashmarkot %grﬁehsw o
feedlots and gre&nhouseS sl%uld heve"ﬁigher pr ,‘=

-,' .

e

., . ;,« ""

'?-an 1ndividua"ls or qroups w&lfo”r" example. | thez
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In jghe Alberta eontext no inheiitance .g¥ft or real

‘ ts*but 1n81vf$als are -
Ty federhl Inccmc'Tax Act In’-’:&s
addﬁon.‘a‘ll property o'wners‘. ‘inclgding the Hutterite :
Breth"en. in Alberta. pay proper*ty tax. The tJR asseSsment 1s

\

.3‘

Q

e

v not ﬁ‘lﬁ!ﬁ? »for land owned by forﬂgners. It 1s also not ‘ “

" »mdirec‘tll-y based on agricultural intens’fty but rather on thea\ ‘
' locaﬁon’ and prOdugti\ﬁtay of lhe l'and Due to 8 recent»r,,""\f_f it
"' amndment to the Canada C’itizen Apt the provinces have the A

. "! Alberte:‘ fore’tqners,,wﬁ
tares) of’ rura’knd

wauth&ﬂy to. eont‘rol land pur
.are r&stricted't‘# twenﬁy acrzo@

unless ft 1; for *‘lndustry or aevy‘mne_} A ~r_’_ e \:-(_,'.‘..'
B ~ Farm coneﬁlidatibn“& ramenbreu\ent schemeé- have. begn R
s A bduk:ed "n Jndia ($>hettmN 1983 Zaheer. 19‘75) and in many *
Y £ o . : o n‘ .

(ans. 1953 uacob)g. 1959.“Naylen. 1959.»'.- e
ooy /196 y DeBarrosr 1963 E.ambert. 1963 " -
- M?4) It was not untﬂ 1965 that Cana under é
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: The purpose of - farm consolidation and enlarqement T
_ programs is to increase the productivity and efficiency Q‘_
. the dricultural séctor. arid to enlarge small operations
C L until they pr;,qvide the farmer and his family with en .
L ‘fceptalﬂe standard.of Tiving. This purpose may be obtaiea’”

considering the - followino’;objectiVes.- L . «-»;

_ Iuprove the spatiul arrangement of individual farms,y »
o .~throdgh the process of consolidafing scattered plotzr
S __'into fedbr and larger parcels wliich are as close to the o
' -Mfarmstead as possible‘ I e

f'.l"w L] v‘.

;': 2. ‘Attempt tO reduc%. He loss %f land especially prime
" ,‘aqricuMu‘J -l&:*toepon\adr culturgl purpo ses k¥
L, -fPurchase farmland ’Fraﬁan chnon jc’;‘l'fh;j‘q-j_;ﬁd,‘g

. : l’ -ﬁ o
O beoome"available for sale a.

lpli'd the ‘land in re ‘ﬁ'}(ﬂé':':
-}_{:until jt can ‘be rGallocated, tqggrmers“adjacent to tnq{' ¥
{and who are w ling and able to. enlarge their farms 1f
- tg accunulated la@ forms a‘"bldck of land capable of
' ~.fsuppdrﬁng a viab"le watioﬁ then it mayvbe given to ,»
) i"ﬂdividuals wanting ta begim faynfng o |

Tl ’-*"iabnsh sou\ege gf full-timﬁreﬂplmt to absorb or _- -




“,-6," Fd‘mlliarize farmers with the*&oncept of farm i , L
IR consolldatior&tnd enlargement W ‘an ed:cational program R
‘ possibly sponsored by the . Rural Educahon and :

| DevelOpment Associatlon o

Formulation of a farin consoli.dation and ery®
) requires pl,anning and cooperat‘l'iﬂ“at the regtpnal - wﬁ,l
provincial qnd federal Jeﬁ]y Irrplementation okfthe progr‘an ‘
latect»xby ag.«iocally baeed*spperVisory cdn’llﬂtge\ "
conpr'lsed c:f -the d:rsttsict agri‘cultumlist.. and? Q’Q}

;. | co,&ld be

representatives ﬁrom the local ’Farmers% the regional

pla ; A3 A, R D. i. :nd 'any gtﬁer dﬂ“ebtlymelateﬁ'
agency Fl ancral:»?tnd technv&#sistance&could be’ pro\nded- .' ,
L by the brovtn&al and federal government?s S ‘-.v.x ""-.(}'-:.-v T
S In the context .of swtheasterl?/Alberta there is ng’_____
regional farm consolidatlon/"_'ilbl,"‘ 'a.gement ‘program.. ".‘ "
However,” the Souts ,;st Regional Planning Comm¥es ion ave”™ e

policies,ff}_.,_'_,g,ating to the new provlnclal' Planning Act and
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* ,e concuus o,
“ E Q_B ]E T
S Reﬁult'q jndiéated that the farms hed. a ‘mean nmtpef‘ of o

"4 *‘_ three parcels per if:rg wh'lcﬁ;*ai;klcmarable to many of the ,_

h ther countrles olft'f'lnéd 1n TABLE 1 'in Q-IAPTER TWO However, C

ﬁqg reqpondé’tts ?nea,n p;rce? sizé Qfo tﬁree hugdred ~and :.,,: o !

.

&3:1?{9 - two hqftares mean'ﬂrm s&e of lO]Suhect»area. ‘and >
(R mean distance ofsrﬂhe Ktllon;;tres ‘tc detdched pMIs from'
%e f,anmsteaq\were .cmsiqerabr) lanqer thad mos t other '
' c':ourr‘i‘.Mé‘< wi'th =ﬁ1e¥ hfcept%on of" faﬁms 1:1 Ey(se Pennisula.

PR ﬁ |
Austrﬂia*.(Higl_l ;nd Slq 1977) w‘itm Gﬁnaéﬁ Delislg 8,

(1978) &@9 df*xfé;rm ~1n Manitoba fndicated that the farths

. w*a
“were smaner m~mean fa‘mgcmze and mean pa‘rcel sze but ha&
i il - tar i ronside
a similar mea d?‘ls ance tovp’arcels Acierd n_gato , ei,c!e _'

R kw o ; ,.,',-' S !-‘.i"
;oo P1979) 5 f-arms m southern Onta,ri& had fifty perc

.....

"parc’e«ls vi1 thi‘n five kilometres of the farmstead and Seventy

v.-'hle"parcels wg‘e up to forty hectares 1n siZe In';;;,_‘

¥

Lo Alberta, approximately fortyenine pefcent of B'oylen‘s (1976)1'
’ ':nespondents had detached pprcels wit,h sut‘y-six percen ,

: percerlt \ O.V
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of owner/tenants, and less

size. the hig t percen"

G Ry

| off farm employment as eonmred 8 seasonal an%non farm
residents. Thesé%esults are co‘able to findmgs of the

oW
|

,aut-hor s study L o . .
) e Severa] authors referred to farmers transportihg ,
.' . .”agricultural prodﬁ&s to‘é"torage factlities Teft on the ) 7 @
parcel at the si@bf the laboun thereby reducing travel

time and co‘sts The Hﬂda Schuler farmers were found to hWe

' _‘granaries quansets, and fue’r tanks on parcels other than '

-the farmstead ;.. o Teowe f o -
B E i . . o '.:"'-“< ‘.

the Hilda-Schu rmers were as expected much the same >
R
L 4as those discussed {fntthe i terature review However. in S
. ' f?ﬁany El#opean ‘and: As1an countr1es the- introduchon ot’ s Q*

,mechantzed agmcultur,e and legally demarcated Fields were
problems“assq(:tatgd Mth farm fragmentation but apparently '. ‘
C ‘.the H1'ida Schuler tarmers ,@re not plagued yvith these . '

° - . N Vo ,' Q R i
. : P 4 ) e e L e ’ !
Cor roblems , g L e T e
« p . . ¢ . Q\‘_w . .

b
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T roxamate]y ninety'-three peroent—of the farmsfwerew ‘
" --fraqnented by either ,fragnen‘ting the residentwal loci’tion
‘,jjnﬁ-_-;‘%:‘and/op farmland Land fragnented farms had a mean stze .
'_._;,.;:_,-.‘aamt four tmes the. meac: 4stze49f the eonsolw;ted fams
At lesst. etghty-i mers- Had fragmentedf. |
"'-‘i.:.:.farmlandi’df,jwﬁ vch seVenty:e_f‘. tht fdercent,operated detaehed__ﬂ L

percent of t
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size from less than sixty five hectar

hectares and had a mean sizef three hundred and fifty th
omp

detached and road or rail separated Zrcels They ranged in -

s to over 4 144

Ahectares Although one farm rised- ten parcels. the mean

‘was. three parcels: per fafm Owner/tenants aecodnted f;gn-~—~ Ll

eighty three percent oi‘ atl the ‘Tand. fragmented farm

general had larger farms than the owners or tenﬁnts It was

hypothesiZed that the nun'ber of pa,rcels operated 1ncreased
- with the size of the}arm A statis\tically significant

._<x

relationship was not

) ‘w1th more parcels had a larger mean far$k size. '
Ninety one percent of the detaehed parcels were within
e sixteen Kilometres of the farmstead and had 8 mean distance,

““ of about nine Kilometres away from the farmstead Detached :

1ncrease in mean size. As the distance mcreased from - the
\_“" B
farmstead it appeared tﬁﬁk" detached parcela had in~

,:‘. ’ .
o general a decline in the percentage of land ownﬁ'ship and a

. change in the type of - land use from arable to pas'ture l’he
mest comnon reason given by farmers vexplaini'ng why the "
detached parcels had a d"iff'erent land use th,ag(\the farms’tead

© was that: theymnted to diversify the’ farm opgation when _'-’.:;_“’

mb*farmers uere asked hm eﬂm the detached pareels were»—r
ﬁ fertilfzed almost sixty percent st.ated that »they did not

u"tmze fertli'h' ier Although. tt\e above resq_lts indicated

defimte trend;_f ;,»'q;elatienshigs mentioned in

' ’Ahree v:ere statisticall Vo ¢ “'.significant

found however, it appeared that farms.

¢ parcels at a distance greater than 1 6 Kilometres seeme&to

. P



' 'Seve’n '_'rs were seasonal residents, twenty mne were

" non- farm residents and a. majority of the farmers resided on'.
the farm Mest of * the seasonal and non- farm res_idents were -
“able to take advantage of the social, econc;m‘ic and “
edueat tonal- amemties offereckby1n urban centre—such as-
Medidine Hat, Calgary and Edmonton Over sia;ty eight perca

~ of the farmers with off farm enployment had aﬂresidence off

: the farm Medicine Hat was the ost’ cbmnon centre of - _
of f- farm enployment Qighty three percent of the hon- farm

E residents ‘and fifty seven pereent of the seasonalu residents 3

", had gram farms, ’ ‘
- farmers ﬁad-both Bk o 7 is".' Resident farmers had a

, larger mean farm si

2

Y “'t. percent of the resident e

‘v‘. . Besides Jand and residentiabfragmentation‘ two other L

forms of ' fragmentation were. eVident Dispersed -storage
q O

facilitips for agricultural products and inplements appea,ed

> 2

/

to be a conmon practice ‘among the . Hilda Schuier farmers. P

/
Sixty ninef farmers were *menbér?rt ;QZiné*assbci'ations
which enabled-them to increase

-

= frcm the farm R “'m,.-’ AR e T i_ v e o

/ e*pe”‘"“e" ‘“c"eaﬁéd Wear md te‘ar o mchiﬂery’ 'drive',' oh- s,

B
LR

Paved or_grayel reads $low niov3ng.,”l;r;f‘_ fapm impiements

Var‘ioxktj: of farh\< inplements such as\ tractor‘sE s
g “:"‘thers. 1nd dmbinégs wefemvedrby farms

7~

rd, size wi thout pdrshastng 1
\
additional )and honever, the 1ivestpck u!re then Iradhénted
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extend into the oncoming l',’mé Most of the farmers with

detached parcels had no theft or _vundaligm to property and

no scheduling difficulties s RO o ‘ Lo
~ Land adjacent to the #armstead Mnx not be available for t‘

O

*
e

“e /

—~—~-——sa’re or-Tent -and- W have-a M

distant parcel therefore thof”

A Dy
A

percels enables the farmer tb PR ,,,:hige operation at ah-

L4

the probability of catching SOat,,' m' howers. decrease the -

environmehtel hazer
Farmers pri'f'r B . .
government are caip'," "ie pf reducing sqm' ot the disadvantages B

‘u
aassoc'iated with farm frag'aentation This can be acceuplished

by farmers exchgnging parcel~s with og\er O ac
land c.loser to the famstead. In eddd ti‘cﬁ Excesswe W __
e and tear on impl_”":. "'ts and travel time can be reduced by i
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changes in the taxation lws n]pteh to provincial property

""vuxat'#m. and bapitai qii“lhs undof‘ the Incomp T;x lct whi(:h

fragnenhtien' Furthemorg. fpmgpnso«ndation and

fenlargdnant proqrams cquld be forwhtod and-irq:lmted ét
' tha mgimal, provincial and fad.rﬂ' Ievels.
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- off the farm. Out of twenty-two farmers with off-farm
employment, fifteen were-seasonal and non-farm residents’and
most had below average farm sizes..

Convenience was the main suggestéd ﬁeaéon for
consolidating land-holdings instead of having scattered
parcéls. the farmers cited wear and tear on implements,
increased production costs, and wasted time and‘énergy in
tranéporting machinery as disadvantages of operating
dispersed parcels. Transporting large farm implements on
publié roads create a traffic Hazard ' .they extehd into the
oncoming lane. Although theft,.vandalis and scheduling
difficulties are o}ten problems associated with fragmented
’farmg, most of the farmers did not experience these
difficult%es. Some of the disadvantages with tiny, irregular
;haped‘fields like those in European countriés were not
)encountered because the Hilda-Schuler district héd
incomparably larger, legale demarcated, énd mechanized
far;z.'Besides the disadvantages reported, there were

Land ad

P e )
vailable for sale or rent, or

advlntages to farm'fragmentafi n. cent to the-
-farmstead may not have been
had a higher market price fhan a distant parcel. Therefore,".
the acquisition of ed parcels enabled the farmer to
expand his operation at an affordable priqgtfo meet rféing
pro&uction costs or to improve his standard 6? living. In
addition,'dispersed parcels increase the probability of
catching scattered showers and avoiding ]6c§lized

environmental hazards such as hail. A detached parcel may be
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of better soil quality. Farmers residtg within an urban
centre are able to take advantage of the economic,

——

educational, and social amenities offered by an urban

'

centre. ~

The final objective was to investigate some of the
behavioural aspects of operating fragmented farms. Farmers’
opinions on the attitude statements (See TABLE 9 or APPENDIX
B) indicated:‘aéreement with statements concerning land
ownership rights (1,4), financial benefits of.renting {(5,9),
risk. and uncertainty in rentiﬁa‘(11, 17, 22), cohtrolled
urban expansion and foreign ownership (14, 16)l succes§
without formal education (10), reduced operating costs f;q
resident farmers (15), and government financia]‘assisﬁancé
(209 ; and disagreement with statements about the unlimited
supply of farmland in Alberta (3), city life being better
than farm life (6), renting only when lackiﬁé the finances
to buy (12), the time wasted keeping farm records (18), and
Hutterites purchasing land {21). Attitudes related to
inadequate_leasing markets {(7), land as a community resource
(2), owning land means less money spent in the long run
(13). and farming efficiency (8, 19) were scored as
umdecided. Results to severél of the behavioural questions
were previously discussed under the third objective.
andings of other behavioural questions appeared to indicate
that the tenants preferred crop:share and long term

-agreements. Many of the farmers shopped for consumer goods

in the city of Medicine Hat. The farmers, fn general, were
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willing to travel longer distanées for larger land parcels.
Hypotheses N
Four hypotheses, based on the 1iteréture reviewed, were

proposed and they were: "

~ }

1. The opinions, using Likert attitude measurement ‘scales,
of the farmers in the Hilda-Schuler district towards
attitude statements will correlate a) positively with
the greater the past farming experience, the higher the
age grouping, farmers operating detached parcels, the
greater the number of children, the higher the formal
education level, and the greater the sources of
information; and b) negatively with the higher the
income level, and residency on the farm.

2. That the number of parcels operated will increase with
the size (in hectares) of the farm. :

3. That as the distance increases from the farmstead a) the
parcel size will increase, b) the type of production at
the detached parcel will change (arable to pasture), c)
the percentage of land ownership will decrease, and d)
the frequency of fertilizer input will decline.

4. That resident farmers, as compared to seasonal and
non-farm residents, will a) have a higher gross family
income, b) be of a younger age, c) have a larger farm
size, d) have a lower percentage of their land rented,
and e) have less off-farm employment .

A summary of the results are presentéd below.

Responses to all the attitude statements (See TABLE 9
or APPENDIX B) were cross-tabulated with the farmers’
residence pattern, whether or not l#\e farms had detached
' parcels, and the farmers’ socio-personal characteristics.
This resulted in no statistically'significant relationships.

Cell depletion and similarity among the farmers were reasons

- for the associations being rejected.‘A majority of the
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far@érs'were German, married, raised on a farm, had between
\seven and thirteen years of schooling, had farmed in the
qhilda-Schuler area, were_resident farmers, agd operated
fragmented farmland. Because afTitudes”are i?flueﬁced by
inculcation by peérs, parents or reference groups, and
prevailing social attitudes, the farmers opiniogs’ may have
represented a 'norm’ response by a well integrated
agricultural community. The farmers’ opinioﬁs. for.example,
toward risk and uncertainty, land availability, and
- controlled forejgn tand ownershﬁp and.urban eibansiqn,
‘appeared to support other findings of this study.

Both hypotheses two and three were statistically
non-significant but definite trends were visible implying
other variablék\yere influencing the relationships. There

appeared to be a/trend for farms with more, parcels to have a

larger mean farmnp size. Fragmented farms Hhad farmsteads with

a mean parcel dize a1mo§1 twice the mean size of
consoiidated farms. Farmeré may try to acquire ]And adjacent
to othen‘p rcels and therefore, may not increasé the number
of parcéls but increase the farm size. . ‘

Nine kilometres was the mean distancé to the detached
parcels and ninety-one percent of the detached parcels were
within sixteen Kilometres,of the the farmstead. There were
no\iteady increases in the mean sizes of the aetached

parcé(s as distance ingféased from the farmsiéadf Detached °

parcels ;T\a~d{f£9n66/greater than 1.6 Ri]pmetres tended to

increase in mean size. This trend was similar to the‘

-
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farmers’' responses to how farythéy would be willing to
travel from the farmstead for various sizes of paFcels. As
distance increased from the farmstead, it appeared that the
detached parcels had, in general, a decline in the
percentage of land ownership and a change in the type. of
land use from arable to grazing. In.additioh, the percentage
of land rented seemed to increase as the amount of land in
pasture increased. A possible explanation for the increase
in pasture and renting is that most of the farmers operated
provincial graziﬂd leases in which the regulated land use
was pasture.

Attempts at determining if the frequency of fertilizer
iqput declined oyg@ distance were unsuccessful because many
of the farmers réported that‘fhey did not use fertilizer.
One farmer stated that fertilizers were not applied because
the study area receives insufficient moisture to utilize
fertilizer effectively. |

The association between the farmers’ residence pattern
and age and gross family inéome leve} were statistically
significant at the .05 level of significance, but the =~ .
residence pattern was non-significant with farm size:
percentage of 1aH§?rented, and off?fahm employment. As the
farmers’ age ﬁnébeased the percentage of resident fard?rs‘
declined but conversely, as the gross family incgme level’
increased thehperceniage of resident farmers increased as
comparghsto the non-farm residents. Analysis of the

gn

non-si ficant relationships did, however, present some



182

interest{ng results. Resident fj;;g;s and non-farm resieentS'
on average rented more Rand than they owned as compared to
seasonal residents who rented less. Seasonal and non-farm
residents had a mean farm size less than one half the mean
‘.farm size of the resident farmers. Only seven out of
‘twenty-two farmers with off-%arm employment were resident
farmers of which most received less than thirty percent of
their income off the farm.

In the precess of exploring the relationqpips~out}ined
in the hypotheses; four other statistically significant
associatiens were discovered. They were a negative
correlation between the farmers’ age and his willingness to
expand and if he was searching fer land to own,; and a -
positive correlation between the farmers’ willingness ‘to
expand if he was searching for land to own, and.to rent or
lease. _

A secondary purpose of the study was to ascerta1anay5
through which the farmers, private sector and government
agencies could be able to al\ev1ate the d1sadvantages’%ﬁ )
fragmented farms. Examples of what the farmers could~do(§re:
exchange parcels with other farmers to acquire 1an8 closer
to the fafmstead reduce wear and tear on'machinery and 5
diminish travel time and costs by travelling 1n a half ton
truck to reach machinery left on distant parcels w?th |
‘unf1n15hed fieldwork, avoid moving machinery.durfng peak

traff1c hours, and acqu1re farm insurance. F%rm eqﬁ1pment

A
manufacturers have improved the road worth1ness of new

g
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implements. Two proposals that should be given consideration
b§ the provincial and federal'governménts are the
introduction of new taxation laws in areas such as
provincial property taxation, and capitaf gains under the
Income Tax Act:. and the integration of farm consolidation
and enlargement guidelines into rural and regional planning.
The purpose of farm consolidation and enlargement progr;Es
is to increase the productivity and efficiency of the
agricultural sector, and to enlarge non-viable farms in
order that the farmer and his family have an acceptable
standard of living.

B. CONCLUSIONS ‘

Limitations of the Study

Data on the number of acres owned or leased by each
individual 6r group who had aﬁ interést in the land in the
. study area were provided by the farmland assessment sheets,
tax assessment rolls and lease records. These files proved
to.be an excellent source of information. To obtain social,
ecénomic, attitudinal and behavioural data on individual
férmers and farm operations, a dropped-off, mail-back
questionnaire was utilized. Although these methods of data
collection were quite effectyal, several problems arose. The
questionnaire collected some unnece§sary information on land
use and on land leased froh the government. Detailed data on
land leased from the government was available in the tax

assessment and lease records, and in government pulications



184

such as the Administration of Alberta Public Lands (Alberta,

Energy and Natural Resources, 1979). Farmland assessment
sheets included information on the number of acres in
pasture and in crop for each quarter section of land.
Therefore, questions related to land use could have
concentrated on why the rcels had a certain land use.
Because access to the_t x and farmland assessment records °
was not guaranteed, the §dditiona) Questions were included
in the questionhaire; and later, it was found that the
information was useful for checking the validity of the
farmers responses.. *

A pre-test 6f fifty respondents was sufficient to
reveal most of the ambiguous and irrelevent questions that
existed in‘the questionnaire. Two questio:; in the final
questidnnaire, however, could have been improved. The term
‘separation’, in question thirty-one of section B, could be
a separate category in order to provide a better indication
of the number of married couples Question nine of sect1on C
needs rewording because it seems inappropriate fo consider
‘'widow’ as an occupation!

Although the final response rate (137 of 355 farm
units) of the questionnaire was reasonably good, ; larger
reply such as two hundred and fifty farm units was Becessary
to avoid the problem of cel] depletion - more than twenty
percent of the cells with expected values below five when

~ testing for statistical significance. A higher response rate

may have been attained during the administration of the
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’
find) questionnaire if more time and energy was spent

contacting all the potential respondents. Researchers,
however, are confronted with time and financial constraints.

Another limitation of the study was the strong bias
caused by an abundance of farm fragmenters. Farmland
fragmenters outnumbered the consolidated land hélders, and
there were too many resident farmers as compared with
seasonal and non-farm residents. [f the number of
respondents in the groups were more equally distributed,
then a better COmpérison between the groups. such as
differences in attitudes, may have been obtained.

In this thesis, the operational centre was defineé as
being fragmented when it was divided and located on
different parcels or in a nucleated settlement. There i§,
however, the possibility of having scattered storage
facilities on‘cénsolidated farmland. Therefore, researchers
may wish to consider this a mild and possibly beneficial
form of fragmentation.

When determihing the distances travelled by farm
fragmenters, two changes should have occurred in the
calculétions. It was assumed that there were direct crossing .
points between barrier separated parcels and the farmstead,
thereby causing the amount of road travel t¢ be negligible.
Instead the disténce neceﬁsary to cross or bypass the
barrier should be determined possibly by questioning the
farmer or by examining aerial photographs. Furthermore,

additional data should have been collected on the distances
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travelled by seasonal and non~resfﬂéhf i: rs\ to reach .
. f R

their farmsteads. This dak&'!?&‘d Dﬁﬁ;";f

indication of distances trave*@gd by fa

Discussion of Results. N ‘li .

Findings of this study afe signi%icant because *they
substantiate a 'majority of the findings on previous research
on farm fragmentation. There were, however, several findingé
contrary to the'results.of siMiJar studies. Since a
discussion of results was provided at the conclusion of each
analysis chapter; chapters five and six, only the
contradictory findings are briefly reviewed. In contrast to
égylen’s (19761 findings, the Hilda-Schuler farmers' replies
to the attitude statements displayed a capitalistic ‘
philosophy on selling land, considered land ownership as a
means of having land to farm, and were of the opinion that
the-supply of land for farming is limited.‘Findings which
suppor ted these opinions were: the main reason for renting
was that the land was not for sale, a ma jority of the
vfarmers did not‘plan on selling any portion of their farm in
the next five years and were willing to pay more for
adjacent, land availability was the main reason for having
detached parcels, and the farmers implied ﬁﬁ%t speculators,
foreigners and the Hutterites were increasing land prices.
Therefofe, it is recommended that further research be
conducted on farmers’' attitudes toward; land availability
aﬁajland ownership to det&mine if the r;sults of this study

are representative of Alberta farmers.
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\Lost of the Hilda-Schuler farmers preferred the long
term agreements which was contradictory to Boylen's results.
Because many of the‘¥abmers operated land leased frém the
provincial government and ten to twenty year leases are
availablg. the Hilda-Schuler farmers may have come to expect
long term égreements. Research should be undertaken to
determine if farmers with governméh& leased land.exhibit
different agreement preferences than farmers without leased
land. .

An aim of the study was to test if'ifrtfliiér
application and the intensity of cultivation was a negative
function of distance from the farmsteadg Supposedly, dug‘to
the semi-arid climate of the study area many of the farmers
did not apply fértilizers, therefore, the author was unable
to determiée if a distance deé;§ é?fect existed with -
fertilizer application. Although the type of land use
;ppeared to change from arable to pasture as»distance‘
increase& from the farmstead, the relationship was not
statistically significant. The three main reasons for the
detached barcels having a different land use than the |
farmStead were to diversify the farm operation, land
qu;lity. and provincial land use reguiations on leased land.
M;ﬁe attention is needed on the influence that provincial
land use regulations have.on the agricultural landscape.

Sahir (1977) and Edwards (13878) pr0pbsed that there was

a positive correlation between farm size and the number of

parcels. Hill and Smith (1971) and Igbozurike (1976),
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however , suggested that other factors besides farm size

inf luence the number of parcels in a farm. Results of thts
study found no statistically significant relationship .~
pétween farm sfze and the number of parcels. The method of
determining the number of parcels-in a farm may have been
different from other studies and therefone. the findings of
this study may not be comparable. \

This study‘is significant for another reason. It
provides another geographical study and useful information
on }arm fragmentation to reduce the dearth of empirical
research and paucity of information on farm frégmentation in
Canada. Potential research areas are dicussed next.
Recommendations for Further Research

Considering the results of gh;s study there appeared to
be several areas of potential research. Conclusions drawn
from this s tudy should be fested by similar studies in other
economic, social, and physical environments of Alberta and
Canada before any widespread generalizations are developed.
Further research is»needed to determine if the extent and
effects of)farm fragmentation vary according to different
types of agricultural operations. Dairy farms, requiring a
relatively even workload throughout the year, may experience
less residential fragmentation than grain farms which tend
to demand most fieldwork during planting and harvesting '
seasons. :

" In this study, it appeared that the Hilda-Schuler
‘farmers had dispersed storage facilities for farm products
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and mplemem.s More attention is needed regarding the

extent 1ocation and types of storage facilities on parcels

,

. . i
4 '\

" Apothier area which requirgs research is the tra%l N

other than th§ farmstead. t/

patterns by resident farmers to detached parcels and by
seasonal and non- farm residents to detached and farmstead
‘parcels. ln addition more intensive research on the supply’
and destination points of agricultural inputs and outputs
should be undertaken to reveal the routes and distances .
travelled by farmers Data on travel patterns would ‘

contribute to the estimation of travel time and costs

‘incurred by farm fragmenters. and may assist transportation

planners in inproving. the local ‘road network .

-+ One of"'the reasons given for particu‘ar land uses op

detached parcels was the land use regulations on govermhent -

lease land Magy of the Hilda~Schuler farmers opers'ted. land

-

leased from the provincial government Furthermore. the

farmers appeared to be in favour of limiting urban expansien E

and foreign land ownership Therefore, the actual and

potential influence that government policies*or reg.ifations S

have on farm fraqnentation may be worth future study

| There appeared to be economic costs and benefits s |
associated with: farm fraqnentation A cost/benefit analysis
should be cbnducted to expose tﬂe eoonomic costs or monetary
savings of operating a fragnented farm. Several questions
could be investigated Mhat are the econemic benefits of
residing in an urban centre as opposed to living on a grain

T e

¢TI
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or livestock farm? What is the rate of increase in travel
‘expenses as distances increase between parcels?

Furthe; research should examine the farmers’ attitudes
towards farm consolidation and enlargement schemes. As well,
more research is required to evaluate the success and
failure of consolidation and enlargement programs employed

-in Canada and possibly other countries. This research in.
conjunction with data on the extent, causes and implications
of Canadian farh fragmentatioq will enable rural and
regional planners to better understand the strucfure of

Canadian farms, and.to develop strategies to improve
agricultural efficiency, resource utilization, and the

standard of living of the rural population.

}
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APPENDIX B

Introductory Letter, Questionnaire, and F&u-up Letter



DEPAhTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

EDMONTON. CANADA T8G 2H4

TELEPHONE (403) 432.3274 s ;

N : November 1/, 1978

3

Dear.Sir./Madam: _ -
The following letter is to iné!dﬁuce you to a survey on rurai land
tenure. Information collected through-EESP questionnairebﬁill be used for a
thesis, which is part of my requirements in obtaining a Master's degree at
the University of Alberta. The purpose of this survey is to determine the
present landuse, land ownersnip and\leasing arrangements in Southeastern
Alberta. The results of the. survey will be presented in the thesis, but the
individual responses on which it is based will be kept in confidence and
will not be made available to any government or public agency. I hope that
the study will help bting about better government policies with respect to
the ownership and leasing of land in Southeasteérn Alberta.
Many questions require only a check mark (V) at the response that applies
. to you. For some. questions, newever, answers are not listed and a blank area
is left so'that you can reply in your own words. .To answer this survey will
only take approximately 30 minutes. . If you wish to comment on any statement
please feel free to use the space provided at ‘the end of the questionnaire.
The success of any Eurvey like this depends upon the cooperatron of
.everyone. Your completion of the questionnaire as .soon as possible will be

greatly appreciéted. Please retdrn it to me in the enclosed stamped

addressed envelope.

you, ) Yours sincerely,

Gordon K. w1llis

<

7
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DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY : THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

TELEPHONK (403) 432-3274 : s g EDMONTON. CANADA T6G 2H4

November 29, 1978
f . o
Dear Sir/Madam:
A short time ago, a survey questionnaire on rural land tenure was P

" mailed to you. If you have replied, thank you for your cooperation.

»
N -

If you have not returned the survey, your completion ofvthe quéstionnaire
as goon as possible will be greatly appreciated. 1In tase you are concerned
the individual responses to this survey questionnaire will be kepﬂ in
confidence, and will not be made available to any goVernmedt or public

agency. Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

S K Willc

Gordon K. Willis
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APPENDIX C

Compar ison Between Questionnaire Respondents and Census Data
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Chi-square (Xz) Goodness of Fit Tests

a) Age of the Farm Operator

Age Grouping

0-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 5564 > 64 Tot ;—1
E.A. (15 (9.94) | 41 (44.75) | 57 (55.32) | 53 (55.94) | 49 (46.0) | 10 (13.08) | 225
S-A. | 1(6.06) [ 31 (27.25) | 32 (33.68) | 37 (34.06) | 25 (28.0) | 11 ( 7.95) | 137
Total |16 72 | 89 90 74 12 362
y2

=710.57; d.f. = 5, p < .01

b) Edhcation Level

Level of Education

Fﬁ 0-13 Some‘Techn1ca] Technical Diploma .
Years | or University or University Degree | Total
promm—ta, . ‘ (7
E.A. 565 (569.7) 45 (45.95) 65 (59.3) - 675
S.A. 1117 (112.3) 10 ( 9.05) 6r(11.69) - M3
Total | 682 55 7 B 808

X% ='3.67; d.f. = 2: p < .01

<) Ethnicity” v .
. Ethnic Group

—
British Isles German

“ (English and Scottish) | and Russian French Other | Total

| 1.p. 230 (228.3) . 725 (729.05) | 5 (5.29) | 60 (53.3) | 1,020

5.A. 29.(30.67) 1102 (97.92) |1 (.7)] 5 (7.7)| 137

[ Total 259 - 827 6 65 1,157

X2 = 2.2; dif. = 3; p < .01
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d) Residence Pattern

LEGEND:

NOTE :

SOURCE :

Length of Residence

9-12 Months .1-8 Months {Non-Resident | Total-
I.D. 619 (619.04) |59.(56.75) |162 (164.22) . 840
S.A. 101 (100.96) | 7 ( 9.25) | 29 ( 26.78) 137
Total 720 {66 191 977
2 _ . = 9. |
X" = .85; d.f. = 2; p < .01
. B N \
S.A. = Questionnaire respondents from study area. .
. /
E.A. = Enumeration areas twelve to fifteen, 1976 Census.
~1.D. = Improvement District No. 1, 1976 Census.
* = Ceﬁsus data on efhnicity was based on the 1971 Census.'

-

A large chi-square value indicateé-a poor fit while a small
) . ' . .

' chi-Square'value means a gqu fit or similarity.

. Questionnaire results of the study.

Statistics Canada, 1971 and 1976 Census Catalogues .
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