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: ABSTRACT = -

]

QThe institution of Tand tenure is a concept which invoives the o ’

’many relationships estabiished among peopie that determine their vary-
f'ing rights to controi occupy and use 1anded property This study

'»incorporated the anaiysis techniques of spatial distribution used in“
'aagriculturai geography with techniques of socio-economic and attitudin-
al. anaiysis used in economic and behavioural geography, to investigate -'f

- these re]ationships. Y , j'a S B ﬁ o f'_n AN

®,

_ ‘; The iiterature of land tenure and property rights was reviewed
- and: major trends in—the A]berta 1and tenure system using census data
‘:were established It was found that part-owner part-tenant operator—T
vyship was increasing both in number and size o age operated.

: Property transfers were predominateiy by direct purchase and family--f'

. intergeneration transfer was an increasing problem. This seemed to ji
A.;.account for the large propbrtion of operator and\family off—farm
eimployment. k /‘“ | | |
» Three sets: of hypotheses were developed, based on the land f ﬁg

vtenure literature and census data re few They were~o

be,’fe perceived amount of land'

‘,,A;’ ‘that the greater the acreage of land owned .
i) the greater would?f

»L_lTV“-’.’ ouned and value q# production,

O _

ii? the Touer nould be the perceived vaiue of ]and




.-

' -'not. : Hypotheses Bi and Bii ‘were va'li

 ‘was. found

%, -
\A

B. that high scores ofr q Likert at#itude measurement sca]e
| based on affinity to: 'Iand ownership would correiate o |

) i) po;itive'ly with number of acres: owned percentgée of
land ovmed in farm investment. age grouping of 45- 54,
business organization as a pri ate individua '

N
ii) negative]y with nuui:er of ac s rented amo nt of off-

H and

/ fam incone. e o

>

! 1) identify ma:lor dimensions f th, a titude,' and -
ii) wou'ld corre]ate positive‘l wiy‘

i

Qata for this analysis were ob Aained rom ensus !stati tics

I

.x',,‘socia'listi{;and ownersmp‘“v ol

suitab'le fom’ v"‘



9

»

Analys'l s of attitude statements as wel'l .as questionnai re
con‘ments 1nd1cated a ‘Iack of knowledge as well as understanding of ‘land

use and ownersh*lp plamvlng mechan‘lsms by fam peop]e. Eradicating |

~ _
1gnqrance of this issue must become a high priority “for govemment and

'.:farm\organization extension personne'l 4f land tenure problems are to

- be avoided 1n the future T S
\ A o e
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 CHAPTER I
""*‘“ e
"; mmbouicnou':‘ -
.-And the Zand ahalZ nat be 80ld in perpetm.ty. .
'*F&rthe land is.mine, faryearcatmgm
dfld eojma'nm m:th me., e Lem:ticuo xxv, 83
_ - n has been said that AgriCuiture did not develop untii peopie 3
| devised and effected land tenure structures. Hhen rights in regard to .
"land became ordered recognized and protected by society. people became -
L motivated with the prospect and incentive of harvesting the fruits of "
e ;}his iabor and effort.‘_ o |
‘ As there has re¢ent1y been much pub'lic interest in Al berta
f'farm]and mmership, this thesis wi'l'l ‘Investigate the def'inition and |
_ {nature of these tenure and propert,y rights structures. Then, the
7 socio-economic and attitudina‘l characteristics and re]ationships that o

) ‘,-'affect or are affected by 'land tenure in. Alberta wi]'l be determined

' /'0

The Institution of Land ,
v »__Tenure and Propertz Rig ts

”l'enure was and is sti'l‘l a necessar_y ~means for pﬁducing
agricu'ltural products, and for distributing their benefits among
producers S e G
The institution "of iand tenure has been defined aS° .

@"

a,l concept that involves the many reia- -
ons ps estabplished. among men, that deter--
. Their varying rights to control, “occupy,
ded property. ‘Land-tenure concerns

In which _people;, corporate bodies2
‘share in’ the_,‘ bund'le of rights




®

“x

» l)ff-the r1ght to lam’.
'2) the right|of ¢ finent domain,‘

3)  the -"right' to/ol 1ce 1n 1nterest of society as a whole, and ) ;o
- __4)“" the. r'lght of 4 o ' /

SCheato /'- ‘ , ‘ » )
' .
‘ .In North America, there has been added to theSe rights the

r'lght to use pub'lic fqhds to 1nf1uence the use of land resources. "ﬁ -
,".,ﬁvl.and tenure 1s a'lso cnncerned w-l;t)h the time periods during which these
“rights are held. 5 / 8 o R
‘ Dorner has deined farm tenure as the legal contractua1 or .
.sinply "understood oL‘ customary arrangements mhereby peop“le in |
'--‘,agriculture try to arrange for an 1n1tia‘l access route to t-h\e 1ncome:
flow, and the waws by wh'lch these routes are secured 6 In prairie |

,;_agricu'l ture,; according to Brovm and Bens, the

C ... an.arrange nt which provides the. productivé -
- services of famland~ the, security and adequacy
-~ of this vpute are. determined in large part by
- the continued. avaﬂa?ﬂity of an adequate :
_'land bas‘ aver t'lme. .

» Hvelihood Land , nure *!nstftutions aIso determine the patte' g
o ,income distributi'_‘_ in ;he farm sector.g ,' - (a.. ‘ - / X

N




{

yinstitutions give st bility td”human relationships by providing

' /‘ secu ity of expectation wi respect to accepted procedures of)human

J o

int raction and response. The systems of rights embraced by these: '//
/

in itutions fbrm the basis for the concept of property
| Properry rights do not refer to . relations between men and
ngs but, NP'"- o |

e sanctioned behavioural relations among-

at arise from the existence of things

nd pertain to their use. The prevailing sys-

tem of property rights in the commnity can be
escribed then, as the set of economic and - -

social relatidhs def ing ‘the position of each L
individual rith resse to the utilization of ' oL

: scarce res rces _ .

B R roperty?has a number of characteristics. It involves the
‘rights |
libert es.

the use of a material asset. not personal rights or
-1t consists of the right to use. the asset. to change its :f
form and substance, and to transfer all rights in the asset through e

' sale, or some rights through rental The right of ownership is an |
exclusive not an abSOlute right, that is. it is limited by those

) restrictjons that are explicitly stated in law, or by some form»of o

"L social control such as customs. tradition, codes of ethics, public .tf->
opinion.'_l_1 Property*objects must be capable of appropriation and
have a value to the owner in order to give some incentive for. the ;,’”
continued maintenance of a property right. The rights of pr0perty
also imply the assent or sanction of ‘a sovereign power vested with
both authorii;y and aamty o protect the rights of jts subjects. 12

Barloueﬁstates’ﬁi;t;socie;y has an inherent interest in all

arrangements involving”thé'ownership and use of property bedause of- o




1. the origipal role society plays in granting,
o recognikt’g;}and protecting property rights, -
- 2. the economic and social significance of
' property in our daily lives,
3. -the over-all responsibility society has for
~maximizing s?gia] returns both now and in
-the future. ‘9 . — ’

|
Thus, 1t should be gds,siblé"to’ show ‘that ‘the content %f .
n

‘,propert\y’ ‘rights ."affei:t Vthe'_anocatibn 'pnd'use d_f resources 1}

3y

specific and predictable ways; indeed, -

that a change in the general system of property
relations must affect the way people behave, and
through this effect on behaviour, property rights
assignments affect the allocation of resources,
- .composition af output, distribution of income,
g__t_ceter‘a.]\‘-‘

*

" Therefore, in order-to understand agr‘ivcul tural economic ’
; development, it is ~important to r_ea_]i:ze‘ tha_t the structure of property'
- ri.ghts’ both determines and is. _dé'termi_tied 'b.y.i the ch'arac'téristjcs of

1
BTN

resources and society.'>

The~conception of land as property is ‘dee;ﬂy entrenched in

. 'B]ackstdhe“jin_ the 18th century,. asserted that

property, along with the security of the person and liberty of the
o 1r'u;ﬁ"vv dual, was &n_ v'_"a_bs&‘ldte right inhér;nt ,in e".\_/ery'-Eng"lish_m_an‘.‘ "]6
- As an uphol der of ‘.thé~m5txabsb"lu_te' right of property, he stated |

. that:

<.# -~ So great, moreover; is the regard of“the law'

- _for private property, that it will not author-
.- {ze ‘the good of the whole community.-. .-In -
-=" vain,'may it 'be uirged, that the good of the -~ |
.~ individual ought to yield to. that of the. - . .

- ‘community; for it would be dangerous to altow =



ny private ‘man, or even any public tribunal,
to be the judge of this common good, and to
: .decide whether: it be ‘expedient or no.  Be-
sides the public good is in nothing more .
~ essentially interested, than {n the protec-
" tion -of every individual's private ;ights, o
X1y modelled hy ‘the- nunicipa law."

However. when expounding “the - ciassical conception of private
property, he stated that a mn s property

e e consists in the free us\e enjoyment, and
- disposal of all his acquisitions, without any
" -control or diminution, save only by the laws of
- the land- . . . but cer the modifications
- under which we at present fnd it, the method TS
of conserving it in the present owner, and of "
translating it from man to man, are entirely. )
- .derived from society; and are some of those T o
.civil advantages in exchange for whiich every '
individua] has resigned a part of is natura'l
- 'Iiberty : _

3
~In fact, he was at a ioss as 'to how to reconci~1e theory and
i practice, the ciassica'l tradition and the ‘Iega'l concepts. with respect
) the rights of pmperty owhership. For. he rea'lized that the idea-
of property as an absolute right unrelated to social duties and soct al
_ re'lationships. could not be reconciled with any adequate phi‘losophy
E for the re'lationsh‘lp beimeen the individua'l and society 19 FOrotun-T
’“-ntely for his argmient, the principai type of private property in his
' ..time was agricu’ltural land The iand was visib'le and was of obvious
important:e in the ectmomy The rights. duties and ob]igations of
o .the landlov-d with res:pect to his tenants and oi’ the sovereign power
. wi‘th respect: to its subjects could be ciemy defined.’ 20 |
During the_:per!od of Iiorth Anerican sett]ement, the

o . economi c theories ‘\'of »Mnm‘ Slni th . Davi d Ri cardo . John Stuart Mi] 1




John Locke and others with respect to landed property and free

enterprise~were qost influentiai.zy Harris summarizes some of their
basic postulates, by noting that: ' .

Classical economic doctrine assumed that if a-
private party were given fee simple title to .
~land, he would in pursuing his own best inter-
ests automatically fulfil any responsibilities

- that he might owe to society. -Freedom of
_action without personal responsibility was the

- basic principle. of our (North American) land

tenure system. Freedom to make economic -

- -decisfons, 1t was: reasoned, would assure full
“utilization of the land; its jmprovement and
‘conservation would 1ikewise be guaranteed;
‘economic forces would establish optimum-sized
~ farm units; and all these would provide for
efficient production which would result in ,
widespread wealth and income. Thus, the land- -
~owner's responsibility to society would be

“  fulfilled automatically and attention to a
“.concern over the responsibility of the Erivate
- owner. could be ignored with impunity

Lippmann points out, this type of thinking w1th regard to
private prope ty ied to f]agrant abuse of natura] resources in the 19th
century. SO éuch so that wouid-be social reformers came to’ think
that the;on(&-a]ternative was a society without private property,23

=

<f” that is, one where an individual s rights could be safe from exclu-
. sion by others.24\\However, Soviet experience with col]ective farms ;
has indjcated that intense attachment to the soil as weli as emotion-
' al satisfaction from iand ounership are stiil Recessary ‘factors to be
‘ considered in delineating iand ounership rights.25 Thus, it would :
hi appear that any satisfactory solution to- the resQ}ution of the .rights
¥ of private property ounership in today 'S Canadian society will have

to include the concepts thatg

e



lease, mortgage. subdivide, and devise the property.

7

1. The right of property is guaranteed so long as it is
not opposed to the public interest, and cannot be
suppressed unless that is necessary in the public
interest.

- 2. The right of property is subordinate to the public
. interest. wgich must have priority over the private
interest.

Types of Interests in Landed
Property \

_possession or control of property are described ns one's estate.

The rights and interests that one holds 1in, ownership,
27
Complete or fee simple ownership has the largest’ bundle of rights.
Most owner—operated properties are held in fee sinple. The owner-
operator has the right to possess and u’/ his land, he can sell trade,
28

H

ever, he
holds only exclusive ot absolute rights to his land, as the state

“in the interests of society may hold limitations on 1t, for example,
 taxation rights. |

Other limitations which may affect his rights are easements

- - (rights held by others. for example, utilityéspmpanies, to use his

land for special purposeg) “deed restrictions, and . covenants (private

' controls, for example, subdivision restriction over future use of
Comewng)® - T

Other commonuuays of. allocating ownership rights occur under

. fee entailment (owner of each succeeding generation has the right

'lto possess the property but cannot dispose or sell any ‘of it to

’ other than the next heir) life estates (ouné"xcan enjoy, possess,

,and use the property throughout his lifetime) dower rights (right

‘



- of wife to one-third of her husband's estate) and homestead. rights

(whereé homestead is defined as a portion df the property holding,

limited both as to total area and value and which is owned and occupied

. by families as their home) 30 ;
‘ Unencumbered owner-operatorship, which has been viewed as the

foremost goal of North American land tenure policy, is usually - 8

defined as full ownership with no land be1ng rented from others.3]

however. some have stretched that definitiofi “to be ‘that the OWner S

" real estate is not encumbered by more than fifteen percent. 3

Tenants rent from others or work‘on shares for others, all

33

. the land they operate. The rental. arrangement usually involves an

oral or written contract, knonn as_a lease, in which the‘landlord
conveys his rights of use and possession in a given property, to a
. tenant for a-definite period of time 1n return for a specified
rental-payment 34 Tenants on a cash lease pay money as rent for .
examp]e, $x/hectare (or /acre), for the use of the farm

Share tenants may pay a share of either crops, Tivestock,
'livestock products. or a combination of both. Sometimes part of the
rent will be paid in cash The usua1 crop share leases 1nvo]ve
either a straight share arrangement or shares on cultivatad crOps
_and cash payment for pasture and hay 35 In an idea] 11vestock share
'»1ease. the tenant’ and land]ord will share most var1ab1e costs,
'usually‘according to their share of livestock or livestock products 36:.
The tenant may or may not _pay.a share-of the craps. "
Croppers are crop-share tenants whose land]ords furnish all

{'t'fhe work power that is work animals mach1nery They usually work ,



under She\supervision of the landlord or his agent and their land
" {s often part of a larger enterprise which is operated as a single
unit.37
~ Other types of tenants include those who pay a fixed quantity
of any prpduct (payment in kind); those who pay taxes, keep up the
land and but]dings. or keep the landlord in exchange for use of the
land; and those whp have the use of the land free, There is also the
part-owner/part-tenant who usually owns some 1and{£nd rents addfitional
Jand from others. FHanagers are a distinct group in that they operate
farms for others and are paid a wage or salary for their services.
In addition to the types of estates or interests held in
land, it is often necessary to classify the property rights into
layers of rtghts—surface, suprasurface and subsurface. The latter
two layers of rights are usually separated from the bundle of rights
held in land. 38 » -
Estates held in landed property-Can be classified alsa by
;‘the number of owners: | | |
-1. resources held as the common property of all members
~ of a community or society,
2. properties held’as undivided interests by two or more
_owners,
3. properties held in severalty by single owners. 39
‘ There may also be conditions for the holding of an estate
| fduring'jts existence as well as‘f?r the time of enjoyment of the ' ’ft>
eévtalte'40 | S : , o e
: _ Thus, private property 1 Tand consists of a bundTe of
f‘rights of different Kinds, wmch traditional¥g throughout history

| ) have been subject to various limitations Those limitations or



":controls have mod1f1ed the tradrt1ona1 concept of fee sxmp]e ownershnp.

”vIndeed that cOncegilon is a feature of certa1n soc1et1es at certain o

F; states in their development 41

From the breakdown Qf feuda11st1c 1deals of rec1proca1
-r1ghts and obligat1ons to the notlon that land was "s1mp1y a spec1a1
- kind of mechanism," to the Amer1can ploneer s equat1on of land equals .
| abso]ute freedom, the. 1nst1tut1on of pr1vate property has evo]ved

and responded to meet soc1a1 needs.42

K

e

-‘Deve]opment of the Farm Tenure . ;
System 1n Western Canada T

EngTand s tenure laws and pract1ces were exported v1rtua11y

2 unchanged to her co]onles 1n North Amer1ca.° There, they were changed
',or discarded as the co]onies adapted to a d1fferent phy51ca1 ‘and
soc1o—econom1c env1ronment The abundance of land as we]] as the |
:urgent des1re to popu]ate the co]onies led to the freest of Engl1sh
ytenures. Thus great emphas1s was p]aced on the development of a new

’.land system where1n the government became a protector rather than a

‘regulator of 1nd1v1dua1 r1ghts.43

The Amer1can ‘experience in open1ng up western Tands for

',settlement prov1ded some of the phllosoph1es as well as methods wh1ch

‘were used in western Canada.«fThe North Amer1can dream of Tand owner- .

“ship was/probablyabest expressed by Jefferson in hxs concept1on of

’%

the family farm. He. belleved that there was a causa] relat1onsh1p

,between farming and the pol1t1ca1 system of democracy."_44

Tthat Amerlca had to estab11sh and preserve an agr1cu1tura1 system of

He be11eved i

10



free-holders -

" full-owner operators debt-free, unrestricted’
by. any contractual obligations to anyone -

~all in all, pretty much the monarchs of a]]
they survey

+

_ Consequently, throughout the 19th century, d1sposa1 of the
° public domaln was perhaps the . most 1mportant factor in the po]wtica]
| ~as wel] as - the econom1c 11fe of the UmtedStates.‘t-6 - |
_- Dur1ng the federa11st per1od, Adams and others, argued for
the ordered compact sett]ement of land by sa1e as they fe]t that the
pub]ic domaln shou1d be a source of pub]1c benef1t through 1and sa]es,,j

e 47

as well as a source 6f pr1vate property.. However, due to the rap1d{»

advance of the front1er as’ 1nm1grat10n 1ncreased as well as the A
unbrdeed increase 1n specu]at1on and- questionable bus1ness eth1cs,
and in cons1deration of the 1arge tracts of land that were then he]d
by. res1dents, Congress passed the Pre-Empt1on Act: 1n 1841 Th1s‘.'5
- ‘act legallzed the "prescr1pt1ve“ r1ght of squatters to acqu1re 1and
. on wh1ch they had sett]ed 48 ‘ ‘ y
However, the nnst 1nf1uent1a1 prqgranme of publlc 1and
po]icy in the Un1ted States was - in1t1ated w1th the turbulent passage
: of The Homestead-Aet of 1862 Free entry was perm1tted to any
quarter sect1on‘wh1ch wascsubJect to. pre-empt1on at’ $1 25/acre ($3 08/
hectare) upon payment of a nom1na1 fee of $10 00 (ra11way lands were
under d1fferent regu]ations) 49 Patent wassﬂssued on]y after f1ve
years of residence and cu?t1vat1on, and no’ homestead cou]d be, se1zed
for "any debt or debts contracted pr1or to the 1ssu1ng Qf the patent . |

50 Thls programme did not stop specu]at1on or fraudu]ent

\

. P ,'. : .

therefore "



entry onto ]and but, as noted by Hibbard, it was a consp1cuous
success, for it: | A ‘ '

. . strengthened democracy. It diffused
"wealth. It created a 'Tand-owning, home-n
N owning people' so lgqg as Iand rema1ned
: 79=7 . abundant and free.. ,

As a ‘permanent solut1on to the task of popu1at1ng the Nest, it

. was not a remedy . In many 1oca11ties, speculation in land and its
’subsequent effects led to an 1ncrease in tenant farm1ng, 1t was
' ‘unsuitable for the sem1-ar1d areas west of the hundredth mer1d1an
v.and it was too 1nf1ex1b1e to deal thh d1vergent farm pract1ces for
: 52 . :
: examp]e, 1rr1gat1on, ranching. ™ However, as Hibbard notes: .
' ' .A, ‘yet with all’ its shortcom1ngs the
Homestead Act clearly has more to its credit
than any other one land act passed by the
federal government. A million and a third
homesteads have been taken up and carried

. to completion . . .-it was a 'means of
peopling the w11derness‘l', . 93

» In Canada, on the other hand the soc1a1, econom1c, and -
,po]1tica] c1rcumstances wh1ch 1ed to the adopt1on of the free
homestead system were quite d1fferent from those 1n ‘the Un1ted States

" There .was no. “squatter on a mi11tant frontier”; no labour advocacy

’of free homesteads, no abolit10n1sm and no C1v1l Nar.54 Competition

_ with the rapid Amer1can sett]ement of the. west not on]y forced the
L Domin1on into premature po]itica] expans1on to the Pac1f1c,_but

ealso into bu11d1ng a transcontinenta] rai]way communicat1on system. o

In 1870 Canada atquired the ]ands of ‘the Hudson s Bay Company yr A

A,A(except fOr an area equa] to one-twentveth of the tota1 area) “for

:f,the purposes of Dominion., In,the_federa] par11ament, 1t4was

&



_ acknowledged that both projects depended upon an effective settlement '

l'policy without any opp051tion and almost no debate, the free home--
y'stead became a part of Dominion Land policy 55, "The functions of the
,ffree homestead were t0'

o l"'rapidly establish a population in Hestern Canada, -

R fincrease the value and number of sales of nearby railway |

'and government lands, and

: 3.‘_provide traffic for the railroad 56

™

- Unlike the United States, the surveys and development of land

policy were far in advance of most settlements. Under the transfer

agreement of 1870, title to river lots- under the Hudson s Bay Companyif

,was confirmed and continued for various Metis settlements until 1884.

 Some examples of this skttlement pattern can still be seen near St. -
"’lAlbert or Pakan in Alberta, today 577 . 11‘ ZH:V— - g ij
| ' In order to avoid the survey disputes that occurred in the

American midﬁwest, Parliament by Order-in—CounCIl of April 25th

--,fl87l, settled on a fixed grid survey system of longitude and latitude':

'which was broken down into div1siohs of Section, township, and range,ﬁ

for the three prairie provinces This system 51mplif1ed land

- descriptions as it replaced the English system of "metes and bounds

,where land descriptions could change if- natural phenomena did,. and 1t'“)

“f provided surveyors, anywhere within the grid with easily obtainable :

";fpoints of reference._ The section was fixed at 640 acres as in the

o 5
g'United States and the township at 36 sections.‘g A plan of a typical

o township in Nestern Canada (See Figure 1) 1llustrates the div151ons

: 'into honmstead school, railway ‘and Hudson's: Bay lands. :

13



S © Figuretv
* PLAN OF A TOMNSHIP IN WESTERN CANADA

)

BB - viydson's Bay rands -

f Free 'H&nesteéd Lands )

1 Plan of Township showing: (a) School Lands (Sections 11 Aahd ;2'9)5 (b)
Hudson's Bay Lands (Sections 8 and. three-quarters of 26; the whole of |

26 in every fifth 'townsh'ig » (¢) Free Homestead: Lands (even-numbered |

sections, .except 8 and 26), (d) Railway Lands (odd-numbered sections

reserved for selection as railway land grants). .Each section is

-bounded on' three sides by road allowance (66 feet or 20.12 metres) .. .

.

SOURCE: ~ Martin, C., Dominion'Lands Policy, page 18.

[
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v The second innovation was the use of the Torrens system of

registration of title to land rather than the older system of deed

, registry of tenure. The salient features, at least in theory, of this :

system were: . : '
| "'fv‘l; ﬁthat tt was a system for registration of title to. the

" land 1tself rather than a registration of documents,_

2. ‘that the state guarantees title and operates the system s

/;v‘“machinery. and , i

-\;3J that because the certificate of title is intended to be
complete and accurate, the layman could theoretically

“fcarry out the Tand transactions himself 59

Under ‘the” Dominion Lands Act of l872, a settler could home-.

stead on. l60 acres . (64 75 hectares) of land with a fee of ten dollars -

and residence requirements of three years only._ Subsequent changes

in regulations lowered the age limit from twenty-one to eighteen years ;
_ and granted pre—emption rights to reserve the adjoining quarter
: section for purchase at the government price upon the issue of patent} :

60 o
for the original homestead However, the homestead policy was more

or less nullified until the mid l890 s by the exclusion of homestead
land from a land belt twenty miles (32 19 kilometres) wide on each

‘ side of the railroad and by the many frequent changes in homesteading_
regulations It appeared that a genuine homestead policy was not

s

adhered to by all as many in parliament still felt that the govein-éiffﬂ} o

ment was owed so much per acne as an. alienation fee.s?. Indeed th)e

homestead settlement system had neVer been more than half a system asf“”:‘

-ﬂt; it nasfa plicable at best to only approximately four-ninths of the :l I




‘township area cos T Co /

For Aib'er'b{, the total acreage uv/der homestead (patented andf

| unpatented) to 1930, when ‘the ’Iands were ‘transferred from federal to

provincia1 jurisdiction, ‘was 20, 713 847/acres (8 382 603 89 hect-.

: ares) 62. However, it is estimated that more than 15 880 000 acres

(6 426 413. 68 hectares) out~of a tota‘l of 34,650, 000 acres _
(14 022 369 90 hectares) that were entered for homestead from 1905 to_ |
1930 were cancelled - a failure rate of 46 pers:ent.63 o

. Many sett‘lers conbined pre-—emption rights with purchased
homesteads on government. railway: or Hudson s Bay Company 1and
Indeed by 1902, Sifton estimated that "ful ‘Iy one-ha'lf of /the settiers-
that are actua‘l 'ly 1ocated on the ‘land in the Hest are 'located on -
purchased 'Iands and have not taken up homesteads at a'l] "64 As wheat*_. ,
production expanded, and farmers made use of improved lnachi nery and
dry'land farming techniques, the ha'lf section farm tended to disp] ace

the quarter section as the viable farm unit. 55 This trend was rein—

forced by government programes such as ‘the Vo'lunteer Bounty Act, 1908 .

| and the So'ldier Sett'lement Act. 1917 56 .

SRS

o Hith the exception of the settiement programe in the’ Peace '
River country of north-western A'Iberta, the free-homestead system came

to a virtua] end 'm western Canada in 1930." ln passing, it is impor-' ,

tant to realize that the homestead programe strengthened not only

“the . North American view of prOperty as a natura'l or as an abso1 ute ‘, | .
right, but it aiso established”the ideal of individual private owner- N
ship of land, nd the fﬂoritier psychoiogy which accompanies it. As- -
Esa'u noted,’_"this ideoiogical conception of iandho'lding s still a’



"part of our social milieu to-day."67 “

'DeTineation of Present Alberta Land ‘Use

3 i and of Tenure Concerns in Hestern Canada

Hhen the federai government transferred control of Dominion L

: . lands to the provinces in western Canada in 1930, a fair]y iarge . W

i years since that time

: portion of surveyed lands (15 417, 000 acres ((6 239 044.06 hectares))
_ out of 85, 593 253 acres ((34-638 '391. ]8)) or 18 percent) remainedhun-l
's'disposed 68 Wood has noted that the phiiosophi}as well as the adminis-
;tration of these public lands did not change s gnificantiy with the
89" 1n 102, however,_A]berta did establish an
'Eagriculfura1 leasing policy for its Crown iands with three types of
' leases-' agricuiturai cultivation and grazing. The current~regu]a— o
,:'htions for these leases as; well as an acreage breakdown are included ini
:,:wAppendix 1.  From the statistics in Tabie 1. it can be noted that
.' approximately 64 percent of the land in A]berta is still pub]icly
»owned. Hhile “many important 1SSUESr!gard1ngthe ownership and manage- .
'f:_ment of these lands remain to be so]ved this. thesis will be concernedv
A ,fwith issues pertaining to privately owned farm land - some 30 percent
ﬁvof the land.acreage 3;‘ S "/;gJ - . _ : _
Across Canada.today. the demand for rural iand in the private-‘

L ounership sector is increasing._ The pubiic communication media

4”ireport that farmers wishing to take adVantage of economies of sca]e
4h;are expanding and consolidating their farms, that urban dweiiers are p.»
1~*“'¢‘°91"9 snbdivtstons 1br rurdl residences as weli as using :j.'“'“'
thj; agricuiturai iand for recreation, that energy consortiums are u51ng

-1
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" LAND OWNERSHIP IN ALBERTA, 1972

“Oﬁnership~Category  1,"‘_Square Miles Squarg-xiiometfes Pércgnt A

Fédefd]'duriédictfon._ B : o
" National Parks . - 20,692 ' 53592.01 - .8.10

‘Indfan Settlements -~ - 2,512 . 6506.05 ' . 0.9
Military Areas, etc. . = 2,923 . 757053 - 1.4
o .- 26027, 67668.59  10.22
Provincial Jurisdiction e
~ Provincial Parks . 2,348 . - 608129 091
Wilderness Areas . 2,432 - | _6 298.85 . 0.95.
 spectal Areas - . s5,600%/ 1450393 - 2.19
_Metis Colonfes. .~ 2,012 " 5 211.05 0.78
,_",Forest Land. : 106,754 . . 276 491.47 41.81
) ﬂSwamp. Rock Muskeg o S
' __Van¢ Water - 19,259 —(j:)9 880.56 - 7.54
S 713408 - A13067.15 54.18
'Privately omed 88,8003 ¥ 2mosass - 3462
‘Miscellaneous _: L - a T
~ Roads and Highways 788 - 4617.95 - 0.69
c1t1es and Towns o 570 147629 . 0.2

o

2,353 094.24. . 0.91

Total Avea .~ - . :255,285 . e61184.83  100.00

| SOURCE. c Pei A Look at Rural Land Ounersmg in Alberta,. 1974

1 a7 _-‘!ncmdes Willmore: Wi1derness Park and Historica'l Sites.

‘412/» .- 75 percent of the total Special Areas
3/ - 25 percent of ‘the Special ‘Areas is. ‘Inc'luded
‘filglfJ.a'sFarmland accounts for, 77,354 square miles (200 345. 85 square
L ?kiibuctres) or*30‘3 percent.of tﬂevtotal area.
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more landffor-oii_andﬁgas well sites, surficial mining operations; and
’ that-in western'canada particularly,‘the‘question of speculation by
‘uforeign owners has been raised 70 Hith the exception of'historical

fiand settlement studies, very little academic research has been done

on land tenure in Canada. The economic socio-economic and geograph+‘,

_ic studies which have been done both in Europe and ‘in North America
ili be reviewed in Chapter II. ' I ‘

' Neverthe]ess, in answer to pub]ic ciamour on these 1ssues,.
provinc1a1 governments in Saskatchewan and British COIumbia have
recently enacted Tegislation to preserve farm land and thus, to
_encoﬁrage the establishment and maintenance of family farms |
In ]972 the Saskatchewan Land Bank Act was passed w1th the
Tobjectives to. prov1de assistance-- - _:7f> B ‘ '

- a) “to residents of Saskatchewan to enable them to-
establish or maintain -family farms in Saskatch-
ewan by increasing the opportunities for them

. to acquire land for farming; and
'b) * to increase the opportunities for owners of farm-v
- -land in Saskatchewan teo dispose. of thelr fanmeeq
; ‘land at fair and Just prices» - _ '
The specific functions of the Land Bank Commission are to::
"“1, _purchase “farms outright from those who wish to -
"~ retire from farmigg for age, heaith or financ1a1v
reasons,~. » R e '
2,_‘purchase with a lease-back option all or part
of the .land of persons who wish to continue to

.- farm but wish to reduce their debt or free
. capital for other purposes, :

, ,lease tand to those with farming experience who
;_wish to start farming. , .

SRS W j-jiease lahd“to those who require additionai land
s ~,for a viable farm unit, v o

: o
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.o ‘ 7
- 8, transfer the family farm from generation to
- generation,

,GQ ,provide counselling and’ management assistance , :
o to those renting land, v ‘ : ' .

grovide loans to farmers leasing Layd Bank
and for: improvements on the land.

1:To date. there is no published analysis of this programme
RS iIn Manitoba, since 1973. a iand lease programme of the
»'Manitoba Agricuitural Credit COrporation has operated in a similar
way, but there is no pubiished anaiysis of its effect(s), to date
| In 1973 the government of British Coiumbia passed the Land
Commission Act which estab]ished a provincial Land COmmission to .
;"set-up and controi-reserves of agricuitural land, green beit land,
land bank iand, and‘park land " In addition,'to~preserving agricul- )
’Aturai land the Land Commission is to encourage the estabiishment :' . (:::
c'and maintenance of family farms . 73v A preliminary ana1y51s indicates . h
f‘bthat the deveiopment of farm land into non-farm uses has been s]owed

by the more inclusive controi of zoning by prov1nc1ai government

agencies. The anticipated effects are that farm 1and wil] be pre-

'i- served and that some reduction in farm iand values may occur. 74

Hith regard to the subject of foreign ownership, it is - o
iestimated in Saskatchewan and A]berta that at the most, approx1mate1y
2 percent of ‘the vural land is"held by atiens.”® “This figure is

".‘;based on random sample data coilected both in Saskatchewan and Aiber—

‘~*ta. The reports concluded that the genera] concern is really one of .
: ounership of’recreationai and residentiai property rather than Ai o A

"agricultural property

'



. General. Prob‘lem Delineation

In 1973‘ presSure from farm'organiiations concerned with
rising land values. communal property rights. and the availabitty of
agricultural land forced the A1berta government to estab]ish artand
Use Forum to ‘consider various aspects of land use in A1berta. Specific

"subjects to be 1nc1uded were the fo110w1ng.

1. the family farm.
2. multi-use of agricultural land,
3. the use of agricultural land for recreational purposes,
-4, Vand use in and adjacent to urban areas as it affects
_the cost of housing; -
5. - future land needs of Alberta agriculture;
6. corporate farms, foreign ownership of land, absentee
: - ownership and communal. farming;
‘ 7. the common ownership of land, agricu1tura1 processing
~..- and marketing facilities;
8. land use as it influences popu]ation distribution 1n :
o Alberta; =
--9. the extent, if any, to which the historical right of
~ 7 a land owner to determine the use and disposit;gn of

agricultural property ought to be restr1cted.,

" Their report and recommendations for any necessary 1egis1a- -

tion’were presented in ear]y 1976, At that time,_they concluded that,A

ﬂ’there>WEre:p"

‘no prob]ems with 1andlords and tenants that

- seriously affect the use of agricultural land.

- - On the contrary, the leasing process provides
another mechanism for farm size adjustment.

Land available for Tease also presents an op-

_ portunity for new entrants with gimited capi-
.tal to get started in farming _

These concIusions on land/tenure are now being rev1ewed and .

"debated by fanmers and governnont departments.

./

In our Hestern society, the ownersh1p of land is-a 1ong stand- i

;i.ing and dherished social 1nst1tution., Further, both- the physica] form

- of the property~as ue1l as the concept of home ownersh1p “have contri— o

21
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buted to the philosophy ot :‘"W w MM& However, as populations
increase and technologies become mok complicated, social {nstitutions
must evo'lve -and respond to changing societa'l needs. These changes will
have a complex 1mpact on the econom"l? and poHtical 1nst1tutions as-
sociated, vrlth farm land tenure. -
Therefore, it is proposed that this thesis will:
1. . 1dent1fy the ma?soc*lﬂ ‘and economic characteri stics and.
relationsh‘lps which have been found to affect or be :
- -affected b_y farm land tenure,
2. ‘_examin‘e these chara.c‘teristics and re]ajtion‘ships with
| " respect .to. the rurajlﬂfpopdlation of Alberta; _
3. investigate the at’titudes.' of Alberta ‘farmers towards .
present“f‘arm Tand tenure attrib‘utes". and "
4, determine the 'Iand tenure factors which 1nf1uence the

' abﬂity of the )\'lberta famﬂy fann to adJust or adapt to

| changi ng agr'l cultural cond1 ti ons.
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' CHAPTER IT
REVIEW OF LAND TENURE LITERATURE -

Genera] Discus510n of Farm Tenure Literature

Al] farm tenure iiterature has been c]assified by Tharp into
five fairly distinct groups. tenure ideology, situation and trends,
f-economic:anaiysis, policy recommendations—and reform promotion,] which
are summarized by their main characteristics in Figure 2, This - 3

~sumnnry is still fairly accurate more than twenty years later. ,Few
'.soc1o«economic models have ‘been deve]oped or further refined to
‘analyze the effects of 1and tenure on the processes of agrarian
_‘ reform (two mode]s are those of Heady and Tuma) 2 _ Many discussions
"of the socia] and economic egfects of land tenure on agricultura]
development are stil] based on the factuai presentation of generai
"census statistics (for exampie, Timmons, Stutt, . Szabo) These :
"tudies are descriptive and, tend towards problem definition on]y
Policy and reform recomMendations are discussed 1nsterms of broad
A};economic and socia] concepts (for exampie, the work of Furubotn f'
.or Dorner) s or on the basis of highly subJective and emotionai Views,
:rias can be found’in the pubiic communication media.«

Sa]ter also sUmmarized iand tenure research into two groups ~'

. >f'histor1ca1 and’methodo]ogical. In the historicai type of research

' ;femphasis was placed on. the distribution and holding of rights on: iand

’ through time either by conceptual reasoning and informal first-hand
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) CLASSIFICATIM OF. FARH TENURE LITERATURE
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- ,Unfbrtunately, there has been little change in—the literature since

afthat time. 'A...p" 7-7.ﬂ R

""»information (for example, the work of Ely or Gray) or by analysis of

-

-survey data: using gross quantitative comparisons between groups of

"‘__fanns (for example. Harren or. Black) He noted that the development '

of research. from this p01nt of view showed a close relationship ’

~‘between the investigational work and pressures from the current social

f‘probiems of the “day. 5

Research of a methodological nature consisted predominantly

“of descriptions of lease forms, republication of census data or

.descriptions of standard categories of farms described with respect

-vlto averages or distributions for various 1tems.6 Salter made an

'fvexhaustive rev1ew of thlS type of literature which had dominated re-

-~ search up to l948. In concluding his\studies he noted that there '

“was a lack of formulated problems or hypotheses as well as any

evidence that specified practices resulted in specified consequences 7

——

'f Brown and Bens stated in their report on farm tenure in ‘
-Saskatchewan that. _ " | ‘

‘a basic objective of the modern farm tenure
gystem should be to provide farm families with
‘reasonably-secure and adequate net incomes from
-a farming livelihood . . . Other important and

" related objectives were to make. farm expansion .-
alternatives available to viable farm units,
- -and -to help overcome impediments to - efficient
"‘;.use of resources. g ‘

, Hith this goal in mind the basic philosophical concepts |
associated with land tenure and property rights 1n North America as

well as the develOpment of the land tenure system in western Canada ;

9 .
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| were reViewed This chapter will now briefiy investigate the economic, -
_ geographic, nd socio-economic studies of various aspects concerning |
:'the North: American land tenure system which haVe been done (Un]ess

, spetifically identified, a]i studies have taken piace in the United

_,States ) A mode} of agrarian reform based on iand tenure change wiil

"o also be reviewed ~In Chapter 3, studies. invoivingestatisticai data.

compiiation and ana]ysis in Hestern Canada as weii as\an ana]ysis of

reievant A]berta land tenure statistics wi]i be presented. Y__"'

-

: Economic Analyses of Land Tenure Concerns »
— o The major areas ‘of- economic research investigation in land
tenure are concerned with farmﬂsize and scale, efficiency and produc— |
tivity, rea] property taxati n, farm 1easing arrangements and the ren-'”-

’:,tal market, and the vaiuation of property rights in 1and.

i) Farm Size and Scaie- ib: | _
| Current economic and social conditions as wel] as’ anticipated
changes determine the: size and scale of farm enterprises., Farmers
Vhave imperfect knowledge, their expectations are not aiways correct
“'and there are usuaily time: iags and discontinuities in their farm 51ze'i
. and enterprise adjustments Timmons has noted that these timeiiags
'-are common to ail institutional changes. but especiaiiy to the land -

. tenure system uhich has. a tendency to lag behind dynamic changes in

'fagriculture because of the customs and Iaws which form it. 9 N A
. . ! .
» Bali and Heady have stated that the optimum size for an

economic unit varies as the objectives of the iand tenure,system
: . . B - - T . .

.
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: which in North America are assumed to be

I maximization of income to the farmer, o | |
2.. the production of foodstuffs to be mainly or exclusively

_ N ’ffran family farms, and e o -

—ff—\7> ;L 3._‘the minimization of consumer'food costs through produc-

| tion efficiency.]0 S o " |

E' Thus, the major change in the past two decades which has

'V:affected farm size and scale of production has been the shift from

: the farmer deriving most of his profit income from his farm products

‘to “the sharing with suppliers of his off—farm inputs and also with

- the handlers and processors of his products.]]

As farm efficiency
: increased and new developments in technology occurred farmers used .
- nnre off-farm inputs and left the product handling to/others Thus,

profit margins narrowed and more output was required to improve

_income the farm production unit needed to be increased in size and

'.\scale.ig This has resulted in a gradual shift fra% the" single

”y,proprietorship type of bUSiness to a partnership, co- operative or
corporate farm, as Heady found that the Opportunities for acquiSition
of cnedit, profits, equal tax benefits, legdl protection and inter- 0;'
‘,governmental continUity are generally better for all SlZeS .and :_
‘incomes under a corporate form of bUSiness than thatkof the family
farm ]3 This unvement to a corporate structure lS further encouraged‘

by specialization, high credit and capital requ1rements tax dis-
14

&

~lparities, and inequalities in profit opportunities
Changes have occurred not only in acreages per farm and " . ;@;

:h total number of farms, but also in other dimen51ons of Size, such as .

.y
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capitai invested credit used, 1abour employed, inputs product
saies. and the age and competence of farm operators 15 .

However, Timmons has found that measures of farm size which
_are most»influenced-by the land tenure system are labour requirements,
ooperating outiays; land vaiue,'value'of production per farm, and

acreages o_fl"farms'.]6

e
ii) Productivitynand Efficiency Concepts .tsla&\
N .,1 Tenure arrangements will obstruct efficiency if they do not
f_encourage enlargement of farms to meet technologicai changes,vdo not
igive security of tenure that will 1ead to. adoption of effectiVe iong~ :
,' z-range farm p‘lans and improved farming: practices, ‘and do not give a
© - fair division of costs and returns between the indivfduals involved.17
| Heady. in one study, deve]oped cost functions for each type of '

' tenure and found that the optimal farm size as viewed by the share- :

. tenant wiil usuaiiy result in an output leveﬂ different from that at

'!-which profit is maximized for the owner- opérator, even though

theoreticaliy the optima1 farm size and use of 1nputs is the same for :
| 'all individuaily operated farms ]8 | ' " -
: Tenure has been found to affect farm productivity Produc-

’tivity wii] not be high as it couid be if there is insecurity of

Jexpectations due : Iack of iand ‘title’ or a written lease, if the
rewards are not comme surate with effort, that is, if the variabie

7_costs are not shared in the same proportion as- output is shared, if -

'-;no resourcesrsuch<as credit 'markets or reiated*resources are freeiy

~ avaiiab1e~ and if sociai institutions are not based on land produc— ’

;tivity.lgv
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In one study by Heady and- Kehrberg. it was found that both share and
cash tenants had identical- production'practices It was concluded
that_.common farmi ng production practices in. the area were a greater
factor in deciding what production practices to use than“the type of
lease. However, it was also found that tenants tended to switch from
a share to a cash lease when they had sufficient funds to withstand
thJ\greater risks associated with cash rents 20 - - A

” In another study, the differences in improvement expenditures

by tenure type were investigated Qver a five year period, Barkiey.

.-and Pine found that for certain types of expenditures (particular]y,

long-term) owner—operators tended to Spend more than tenants How-~ B

ever. they also found that operators ‘with. leases of less than three

years duration were .on farms where more expenditures on improvements

had been ‘made, than on farms where the operator had a five year iease.

In addition. they a]so reported that there was no significant re]a—'*
tions'ip be. een a provision guaranteeing the operator the right to

,.y compensation or»the,u ,;:austed portion of durable inputs and the
' 21

~ amount’ of expendi ture made’o'fim-rovements - These findings have

contradicted connnn assumptions of th research literature
- In another study, an attempt wa made to iso]ate the effects

of tenure arrangements on resource use.within 1rms' Hur]burt found

that land was the limiting factpr Not onfyedid the marginal returns |

';“e,exceed the marginal cost of the.ladd for the three types of tenure 7
(owner-operator,fpart-owner/part~tenant tenant), but the difference '

_between the marginalnreturns and costs was greater for owner-operated
_ _ _ v .

<
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-farms than for those operated by a tenant.’ In the same study, a

éomparison of theiaverage productiyity of all farm inputs based on a

returns/expensegratib showed that owner-operators had lower ratios
than tEnPnts.zz-_“ - a . »

. ) In terms'of efficiency, different farm tenure arrangements
'have'certain-attrihutes .'Theoretically. the owner—operator has the
most freedom for decision-making and the most security of the tenure
- forms. Definite goals and long range planning are more likely to
occur. ‘However, Barlowe has claimed that the high capital costs of .
land make ' d ownership difficult and pré%erty ownersh1p usual]y

: repres ts the end product of a "dynamic process"” of farmstead
growth 23 In addition, the mortgaged owner-operator, is limited by

'_his‘creditors in the way in which risk and uncertainty are shared.

. His security'mayibe threatened%hy repayment provisions which do not (i//;\\\

.Of a11 the'leasing arrangements Ottoson has found:that'the

- take intoiaccount natural hazards;'gﬁ;cetera,z4__

A

cash lease has the highest degree of manageria] freedom; however,

36

a

the fixed cash ‘payment, like the. mortgage payment does lead to un-

' certainty with respect to ability to pay ‘on time. On the other

hand the presence of liquid assets when money does not have to be

put into land, a]lows the cash 1ease tenant to take advantage of op--

' portunities ‘such as new- cash ‘crops which have quick returns, thus,
25" :

K

o allowing a more efficient“qge of resources.

N



Ideally, the crop-share'tenant and landlord should share
the proportion of uncertainty relative to their share of the crops.
Otherwise, uncertainty will lead to an 1nh1b1tion of intensive
resource use. Miller found that_the tenant tends to hold back inputs
'1n casesvwhere only thevproduction outout is shared with the landlord,
with the result that he uses more land than owners or cash tenants.26
Under a livestock 1ease,,tenant and landlord a]most a]ways

share most 'of the variable costs, usually according to their share of

the products. Under this_system, tenant and landlord tend to combine

their resources, that‘is, if the landlord is in dairy, the tenant may

be in feed production; thus, the landlord is more heavily involved

in dec1s1on-mak1ng 27

In another study; Timmons .concluded that part owner/part—

@

tenants, menagers and livestock-share tenantS‘seem to have the

vcapacity to -change 1or1argen'ferm sizes_an-;; ence, to-greater

productiv%ty, while OWnerfooer tors; cash a J-,hare—tenants do not.
Mil]er, et theeend'of one study ?f“: other considerations
:'wh1ch he felt would affect the efficiency of farm operation:
'.;‘fffjthe 1ne$¥1cient use oT resources when tenants constant]y
'b move from one farm ‘to another, b '
) 2, ‘the relatlonship between 5011 product1v1ty and 1and]ord
- "‘especially under part—ownership, that is, does the
‘owner s land rece1ve a greater intensity of reSOurce use;

’d3. resu]tant confl1cts between goals of soc1ety versus -

those of tﬁe farmer with- re%pect to soil dep]et10n,h

37
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4. the life cy®le of the operator astthe‘acreage of ]and;
“the 1£bogr'shpp1y, and-production vary’With the age of the

operator.2?

Tand tenure

' Johnson c1a1ms that t nomic‘efficiency

'"systems cou]d S0 be appra1sed by 1nvest1gating the def1n1t

o
,A ;iii)':Rea1iProoerty Taxat1on}
A]most all land is he1:, even nnder.a system_oflfee,simble
. ownershlp, with the ob11gat1on't‘ 0 t-tne’governmentAunder whose
Jur1sd1ct1on the ownership is enJoyed tfon has_two‘basic : |
‘ funct1ons. | _ : .
:the d1vers10n of resources from 1nd1v1dua1 contro1 to
*“f—f_i group or’ government control in" order to atta1n ends
-jthat can be accomp11sﬁéd more effect1ve]y by concerted ’
‘act1on rather than by the sum of 1nd1v1dua1 act1on, (th1s
- leads to arguments about the r1ghts of 1nd1v1dua1 and of
soc1ety) and V | '
. _2."the>Encouragement or'discouragement.of the consumption of
éoods or the uti]ization~of~resources in.certain

'nses.3]

L\ﬁ?‘i

The pr1néapa1 types of taxes which affect landed property

©.are prOperty, specia] assessments cap1ta1 ga1ns, 1nher1tance and
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g1ft taxes, documentary taxés and severance taxes on forest and

minera] products 32 However, a]most a]] research 1n th1s area consists
either of data summar1es show1ng 1nequa11t1es 1n areal assessments«

" as we11 as’ 1n ind1v1dua1 propert1es or- of 1nadequate ana]yses of the
oamounts and character of tax de11nquency.33

W1th particu]ar reference to tenure goa]s, Bar]owe has ‘

stated’ that when taxes are un1form and equ1tab1e, and re]ated to the

'Ataxpayer s ab1]1ty to pay or. to benef1ts that he rece1ves, they often L

,encourage capital accumu]at1on, h1gh 1evels of 11v1ng, nd a- w1de
d1str1but10n of ownersh1p r1ghts Eurther, spec1a1 taxes can be
>'created for d1fferent c]asses of owners, for examp]e, re]1gious P

':-organ1zat1ons Taxes re]ated to tenure can be used. for ]and reform

"’purposes, such’ as breaklng up of 1arge farms into sma]ler umts.34

" High Tand taxes dur1ng t1me periods of eeonomlc depre551on can resu]t

o

u1n substant1a] areas of tax de11nquent land sh1ft1ng from pr1vafe to ‘l'” :

| publlc ownersh1p, for examp]e, the Spec1a1 Areas 1n south eastern

ﬁnglberta~

At the,present t1me 1n A]berta, 1nher1tance taxes do not
”:apply to property 1n land. However; the ro11 over prov1s1on for ;1c'5
‘.farmIand transferréd within the farm fam11y wh1ch 1s not COns1dered a'

”cap1ta1 gain for tax purposes, is expected by Anderson to promote

“both: -, '.ﬁ o o "

7commerc1a] farm commun1ty, and

2.7 the nnre extens1ve use of 1and to fac111tate the transfer H»‘v

"

. Js the consoiidat%on of a'"landed aristocracyﬁijthin‘thed

39



of wea]th between generatlons 35

Property ‘taxes cou]d also be. used to d1rect land use by:

.+ 1. providing revenues for land-ormented development projects,

and-
2. serving as a regulatory tool'to foster more‘intensive
" land use; to promote conservationzandlenvironmenta]
P ‘_-.goals; to attain oarticu1ar tenUre goals; to influence

"investment decisions and to enhance -property values. 6

©
-

dv) Farm Leas1ng Arrangements and the Renta1 Market-

°

Leve]s of tenancy ‘and land product1v1ty have been found to be

r‘directly corre]ated.37 It was found in the Un1ted States. that more c'

‘than ha]f of'the totai agricultura]loutput came from farms. dependent

entire]y or 1n part upon rented. land.‘ Indeed, in Europe, many

prob]ems in resource productiv1ty have been assoc1ated w1th-fee s1mp1e

ownersh1p 38

. Nv) . - <o .l
The idea] ]eas1ng arrangement wou]d be one in which- the

v'ownersh1p and use of resources (for examp]e, land and. bu11d1ngs) are

’,separated in such a way that the eff1c1ency of resource use is not

impa1red but 15 1mproved However, most renta] terms are. , based on

”7*,custom8 of the 1mmed1ate commun1ty aﬂﬂ are relatlvely 1nf1ex1b1e.»v

r opt1mum levels.

'This has 1ed 1n many cases, to a set of dissocxat1ons of costs and

freturns betmeen 1nd1v1dua15 and po1nts in time that create 1ncentives

By e

Ca

&4« ' .

"ffor the operator to conduc§§h1s farm]ng enterpv1ses<at less then |

o

40
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"Some documented examp]es oflthese dissociations are:

1. where the sharing of returns from 1nvestments'made by
»vone party to the contract are such that the 1nvestor
_recé{zes only a part of the return to the resource and -

_'therefore, restr1cts its use;’ o ‘
2. ’whereythe tenant is unable, becausehof short leases and

: theeOperation‘of the rental market, to realize the
benefits of investnents in which the costs-andrreturns
are d1ssociated in. t1me,jh?:. - »

n between the charges

é 3. where there is a Tow. =

. I Lfor 1and use and the earnjngs of 1and, such that the
operator may be requ1red to ho]d part of h1s resources
in a low yhe]ding but read11y convert1b1e use. 39 |

e

v) Va]uat1on of R1ghts in Land: _
; ) The problems of land va]uat1on center on estab11sh1ng a

e for transactions such as transferr1ng ownership, mortgaging,

Jeasing, or taxatlon.. Unless the pr1ce~determ1ned, is in keep1ng with
" the property s - marginal va]ue product1v1ty, there w11] be incentives °
for an uneconomic subst1tution of factors whlch leads to a less
effic1ent use of resources.4q.
| '~Thus;ieff1c1ency as Well'as productivityvis needed'in
pr1c1ng 1and in order to ‘have stability of occupancy and income. ,Itv'
~has been. found thgt pric1ng land w1th respect to its product1v1ty will

also contribute to stabil1ty of occupancy and 1ncome 41 'Any rapld

change in. the movement\of land pr1ces will have both 1ntermed1gte and B
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*v:longéterm'effectsvonvtenure_statusrézlf
b vvi) ‘Evaluation of Literature. concerning‘the
‘ EconomicS of" Property Rights
While there is no doubt that an accurate statistical data _
base is needed Jbr problem definition, it is ev1dent from the preceding
discussion that little research oriented towards problem-solv1ng in _ .
specific land tenure subJect areas and using an appropriate data base,
has been donés ' '
: The study of land tenure as’ a disc1pline has traditionally
been confronted w1th questions about the way people “ought" to behave
in relatio 0 property.43 Froperty rights, as an instrument of
soc Y have derived ‘their 51gnificance from the fact that they help
//// a person form those expectations which he can. reasonably hold 1n his
| dealings with others a4 Demsetz, Cheung and others have d%veloped
h an approach to property rights based on 1ts functions. Thus, they
. define the primary function of property rights as- that of guiding
economic or social incentives to achieve -a greater internalization of‘

45

tﬁ% property s externalities.v If tuis 1s the main allocative

p

function of property rights then definitions or changes in property

: rights can. best be studied by analyzing their assoc1ation with the --

development of new or different benefic1al or harmful effects.46

Nith this approach to the subject, a literature has developed in the o
last few years w1th the follow1ng behavioural economic features: -
*.-,‘_l., Maximizing behaviour is accepted as the norm; "each .

decision-maker is assumed to be motivated by self-
interest and to move efficiently to the most :

St ST
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preferred operating position avaiEhbie,

2. 'the nstitutional envi ronment (for example - existing
.. property relations, costs of contractual activities)
“ in which economic activity ‘takes’ piace is precisel

-"specified._ , - ‘, ‘ _ '\\
3.' most prob]ems are discussed in tevms of economic =
: efficiency or of onditions in which markets could bek

deveioped,
- 4. concern is shown -fo ‘the individuaiistic basis of
o ‘choice; the preferences or values .of an individual AN

are assumed to be rev ealsd oniy through his market :
or po]iticai behaviowr Lo

Hhiie holding great promise in a conceptua] breakthrough g’ '\\'

‘ at the present time, this Hterature has not progressed much beyond

’Vthe deveiopment of~theory.

.’:

. Dugmto the diVerse nature of the geographic disc1p1ine, it is
difficuit to preciseiy categorize research 1nto this area. Many of
-':the economic and soc1o—econom1c studies mentioned in this chapter |
'_fa11 within the man-iand tradition in geography aithough they have |
'_‘not been written by geographers per se This section w11] outline the
 few 1and tenure studies by geographers or those pub]ished 1n geograph-

' icai Journais

"i) Spatia] Distributions and - Reiationships
' Sa]ter has made an exhaustive rev1ew of the land tenure
literature to 1948 which had a spatiai or "geographic“ orientation 48

'_"The baSic aim of this. research was to delimit and describe “type Of



tenancy" areas with a view to reducing landlord tenant problem

analysis to an area basis 49 bata describing the distribution of

. selected characteri stics were mapped and then, areas of greater/lesser

N density of those characteristics were delineated - The chief factors
used were: percentage of tenancy, kinship between tenant and" land—
‘lord, kinds and amounts of rents paid, value of farms 50
Salter noted that most of these studies lacked any 1nitial
li problem formulation. did not conclude with any problem formulation,
rand indeed in ‘their mapping exercises found that “the variations in

tenure characteristics and methods of renting between individual farms

“are apt to be more pronounced than are the distinguishing characteris—‘-

Y

v

~tics of the areas as’ a whole u Perhaps for this reason,*few geo-

graphers have recently followed thlS methodology. 2

pll) Settlement History and Landscape Analysjs'

o TWo schools of geographical thought which have been closely
connected in the. study of land tenure are that of settlement history
and landscape Work by Broek Hart Lowenthal Johnson Neir, all
v“intlude an agricultural settlement history of the partitUlar area,‘a‘

.physical'description of the area through time and a discu551on of

some current phenomena either physical (for example Hart, on field_d
- »patterns) or soc1o-econom1c (Lowenthal,od common property rights)

‘;Nhile an accurate and detailed knowledge of the area to be studied is -

: necessary for problem assessment, most of these types of studies can

" be faulted in that no problem definition or formulatJon is developed

- 44



" from their findings.

iii) Pianning and Property Right5'~

Geographers, such as Bryant, Denman, Koilmorgen, who have been

. interested in land use pianning and the resulting changes in legal

‘institutions, have anaiyzed both changes in the physical landscape .'

as weii as those in social and economic interactions.?4 Unfortunate]y,

many of the examples are unique in time and in piace, and the resuit-
ing anaiysis tends to be descriptive only, with iittle app]icability

to problems ‘elsewhere. f - o -',f' L “ L

j 'Socio-Econanic Anaiyses of  Land Tenure'Concems ' .
Most of the siudies 4n this generai area have been done from
-;-the socio]ogical point of view, and again, are invo]ved in data e

'coilection and problem definition only.. The fo]iowing summaries of

e areas-of socio-economic po]iticai researchlare main]y phi]osophica] o

exp}oration .

. ' e -

. i) Land Tenure Processes and the Beginning Farmer"-

| One of the major concerns of Prairie agricuiture today, :
'rappears to be that of encouraging young peopie to take up farming

Afor théir iiveiihood To +the youhg individual who wants to start .

'ifarming, capitai is ‘the ‘most scarce resource needed However, others';;h

“feel . that the more formidable the restriction of capital ‘the fewer

55v

iunqua]ified people uﬂ]] begin farming Neverthe]ess, it shouid be

_noted that farmens in North America are. generaily o]der than the

Pl

45
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-’normally‘employed population and that‘in the future, it may not be
possible to replace these .human resources with persons best suited
for agriculture | o |

Ottoson has outlined seven areas of concern in which tenure

~research is presently lacking.

l. “interest: rates and the availability and flexibility of-
'arrangements for credit, L

2, ‘the price of land and whether it is e ablishe by ngn- -

agricultural use and- demand, - _
‘3. the effect of tax policies (property, inheritance),

-4, the role ‘of migration from farms in increa51ng the :
‘ : .incidence of inheritance of -farms by non- farm residents;.

, . " the extent of the renewal of. capital investment by each
- T Afgeneration of farmers'

‘6. 'in a family operation, the effects of younger marriage§,
.- lengthened 1ife expectancy, the length of time ason *
will Nork for his. father, '

7. the extent, and effects on farm operation transfer, of
_ semi-retirement on the -1and of both farmeérs and people
<. from non-farm areas and whether retirement insurance

" benefits tend’ to aggance or. postpone the transfer of land

use and ownership

ii) Aspects of Risk and Uncertainty in :
‘Agriculture and Land Tenure: - - e

Ottoson maintains that. the tenure ‘System cannot be used to

eliminate the basic causes of risk and uncertainty.' He states that: -

, Risk can be reduced only through technological
g progress, 'sych ‘as the development of . . . rust-
. - . resistant wheat, whereas uncertainty can only be
"~ - diminished by such- actions as stabilizing the
" general level of prices and other economic fac-
- .tors which are variable-but related among them-
-selves. The most that can be achieved tenure-
.wise is to make ‘the. tenure system a neutral

a6
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" force when the farm operatog attempts to deal
with risk and uncertainty. T

However, Schickele maintains that ‘
“{nstitutional arrangements (such ‘as lanq tenure)
should be adjusted in such a way that every com-
petent and honest farmer with at least an adequate
- minimum set of resources can remain solvent in t

-face of income losses caused hy externa] risks.

A research sympos ium on risk and uncertainty in: agriculture,
twenty years ago, concluded that research on tenure arrangements
needed to be concerned with the reaction of (or effect on) the indi-
| viduaiito risk and uncertaipty in connection withvtenure arrangements.
:.Specificaily mentioned were: | B |

it the wide'variation of income experienced,v. A
2. fikedvrentai'payments'which_shift the risk to the .tenant,
3. tenantS"paying.iess underhcash leases (buying larger )
o income ‘but ~assuming more risk), and | B
4.-_hit and miss methods by which adjustments are made
" between 1and10rds and tenants and their re]ation to risk'
""and uncertainty. 59 . ' .
_ In conciuding. they mentioned the fo]lownng areas for futureﬁf
'_‘research; ' v |
- 1. determination of income differentials under various
_Vownership ‘and rentai arragements or combinations
vthereof considering both level and variation of 1ncome,
‘H;Z,_ relation of. economic rent to contract rent . -

3. effect of creative bargaining in deve]pping economic

’ units -ou the reduction of risk



- 'determination of whether more'knowledge'on the part of
:‘-landiords and tenants increases or decreases area of
bargaining, _
5. effect of‘pubiic ownengjp on risk and uncertainty due
| to problems of muitip]e use, level of rent, capitaliza-
:'tion,of associated land resources and instabil#ty = of
 tenure.5 |

None of these research problems have been pursued.

iii) Agriculturai Programme Development Theory' - B e
» The importance of land tenure to various agricuitura] devel-
iopment progr s depends largeiy upon 1) the. re]ationship of property
to the distrjzzi}on of income and 2) Government programmes which '
direct]y or indirectiy affect the vaiue of products,.for example
‘*fprice supports or programmes which affect the distribution of rights‘
in resources.el - | | | _
| Ottoson believes that government programmes which are of
fgreatest re]evance to land tenure are those that- |
1. iimit access to resources in order to control the suppiy'
'-4 of certain products,. A
2;-_assist in re—organizing or lmproving farms and farm
.=productionksuchuas credit and extension programmes,
'3.;‘make such COnservation.andrdeveiopment investments in
]ong”term resource use as conservationﬁpayments'to

. farms, .

48
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4. make personai assistance and welfare payr’nen'c‘s.ﬁl2

McEntire. in his summary of world land policies, found that
faimost all. governments, due to pressure from the agricultural popula-
tion for income parity with -other sectors were involved in programmes

. ',\» . i

N 1. price fiXing,.price supports, financial incentives for

<

such as:

capital, inVestment, education'and social programmes and,
2; land consoiidation, land marketing operations, control

of land subdivision, control of maximum qf minimum sizes

.of farms.

Unfortunately, he does_not offer any ana]ysis of the effects'

- of these programmes in the various countries
| Land tenure research, particu]ariy when assoc1a ed with 1and R
_and agrarian reform. encounters many’ problems invo]v1ng the 1nter-

re]ationships between social and economic changes and processes. The
" function of land tenure research ’according to Ottoson shou]d be to
jpredict the effect of ownership and controi arrangements on various
-economic and social variables 64 e '

i BT Tuma has proposed a mode1 of - the effects of 1and tenure

\' reform o' an agrarian structure, defined as coisisting of three main

-sectors.

1;‘ tenure or title to the 1and and
~>2: pattern of cuitivation and terms of hoid1ng, and

3. sca]e of operation (see Figure 3)

Ca
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Each of these sectors is.subject to reform or change (reform implying
'an improvement while change has no value implications). These
sectors while related are fairly independent of each other, as reform

in one sector may or may not ‘entail reform in another. Each sector

. &8s an independent entity can be the object of reform. On the other

hand, change in one sector mayvhave direct or indirect impact on
‘another (for example, security of tenure.may lead to inten§ive diver-
sified market production) As well as the above considerations the
model of agrarian structures differentiates bet;een ownership and
operation of the land as the owner is not necessarily the operator.
The mode] also differentiates between holding and operation, since
one may ho]d a large amount of land while its operation may be on a
sma%l scaie due to fragmentation or operation in small tenancies. 65
5Tuma, on the basis of this model, has stated that agrarian
'reformLmay,be defined as asrapid improvement in one or more sectors
of the~agrarian étructure. This definition subsumes both the h]S-
| torica] concept of land reform»and the modern one of agrar1an reform.
He, then; has defined agrarian reform as cons;sting of two genera]
areas of'reform Tand tenure reform and 1and operation reform (reform,»v
'of the pattern of chtivation or the terms of holding and scale of
operation) _ ' 3 } |
A, mode] of land tenure reform was then deveioped and eva]uat—
K ed according to these tuo criteria' ' .
» 1. whether the reform has- been con51stent w1th the obJect-

ives of the refonmers,

L I
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"ffurther that the most signifNcant precond1t1on appears to be dynam1c ,

,-changes 1n po]rt1ca] structure and 1n econom1c organ1zat1on

e

2. whether it has been favourab]e to the farmers and opera—
tors of “he 1and 66 - /
Paésons has stated that reform occurs on]y when certa1n
cond1t1ons such as concentrat1on of Tand. or extreme 1nequa11t1es of

s

wea]th, lncome and’ power\a::{present 67, However Tuma has stated

68 ;

On the bas1s of examples of agrar1an reform from England

fRuss1a, Mexxco France and ‘early Egyptlan'vRoman and Greek cu]tures

he has deye1oped some genera] "Sggpos1t1ons“ on land reform Desp1te

i the cu]tura] and h1stor1ca] dlfferences of these countrIes, he has

_gpostulated\bu‘ -t developed

proposed that there 1s a sim11ar1ty in the obJect1ves of*the reform—

. ers, 1n the processes of reform and thus, in the results It shou1d~'

be noted that there- is sometimes a d1st1nct1on—between the. obJect1ves

;and the needs (soc1a1 and econom1c) of the peasants ‘dnd the reform-

J

ers. and.that, 1n the~mode1 which Tuma has proposed both systems

'start w1th the same - background and precond1t1ons (See Figure 4)

'

Differences 1n agrarian reform are. of ph11osophy and basic

prem1ses (that is, obJectives) wh1ch in. turn d1ctate methodo]ogy

(process), and of extent of 1mp1ementat1on (effects) C]ass 1‘andff

Class 2 11]ustrate the two extreme of ideal ways of_reform} According

to Tuma, the objectives, proteSses;‘and'subsequent effects of‘C1ass 1
are genera]]y characterlst1c of‘western cap1ta11st1c democrac1es,

wh11e those of C]ass 2 are characterist1c of soc1a11st1c or commun1s-

tic states. A C]ass 3 which would be a mixzure of Class 1 and 2 is

s
L Y

L

i
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There are seven generalizations about agrarian reform which.

o

he has GEr1ved from his theory - These are. summarized as fo1lows-

1.

To the extent that private ownersh1p of 1and is per-

-;m1tted and land sa1e 1s practised it is h1gh1y probab]e )

bthat there will. be land concentration.v The soc1a1 and

po11tica1 prob]ems thus created w111 usua]]y be so]ved

by using—land tenure reform.

*‘There is a re]ationship between land tenure and the

system of economic organ1zat1ons and po]1t1ca1 structure. : ;
A sma]] change in the economic or political structure //4
w111 exert pressure on the land tenure system which in
turn wi]] cause a greater change 1n,the economic organ-

1zation and pol1t1ca1 structure.

."Though the obJectives of reform are»va11d the pr1mary

_ 'object1ves are~usua]1y po]}tical.regard]ess of who

B Land tenure reform improves agr1cu1tura] 1abour produc- -

‘initiates the reform.
‘When there are'poTiticaT reasons for'reform,'land tenure
. reforms will benef1t the peasant c]ass 1n proport1on

‘ to the1r sign1f1cance in the reform group.

.

t1v1ty,to.the.extent that 1t~promotes‘1arge-sca1e opera-

tion of the 1andhand_a}10wsvcapita1 investment,”regard;

~ Tess of ownership Land tenure reform will be‘accomban-

“."ied by a’ reduction of surp]us labour if new sources of

‘demployment are ava11ab1e
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6. Land tenure reform-equaiiies wealthhand reduces concen-
:tration‘of;]and‘ownership and private ownership:becomes
less absolute.. B o |

7. Land tenure reform can achieve short term, politicai
'goals, such as: stability and legitimacy of the regime N
in power, but it doesn' 't satisfy the 1ong term 0bJeCt1V€S
of complete wea]th equahzation.s9 o |
Tuma s mode1 of agrarian reform 1s probably the best descrip—
tive model of the- effects of 1and tenure reforms,; o date. However,
the 1ack of economic data to ‘make quantitative comparisons of various
changes and the 1ack of any economic mode]s (as we]l as the strong ' ;;F‘? »
~under1ying bias towards cap1ta1istic land tenure reforms) lTimit the
model's usefulness. in describing 1and tenure change. S ';\'

Summary N ‘g-'/"" o
‘ As a disc1p1ine, the function of land tenure ana1y51s has

,been to predict the effect of ownership and controi on various economic
and social variab]es. Economic research- has centred on the eff1c1ent
aliocation and use of land and related resources, on the economic
gre]ations associated w1th 1anded property, and on the 1nst1tutions

: by which land is contro]ied and their effect on 1ncome. Soc10 -econom-

ic research has been mainiy concerned with the structuring of agricul—.

“tural deve1opment programmes. Most of the’ work is descriptive and

- ‘;:con51sts of prob]em definition on]y Some of the concepts from these

_f"__'fCOntained 1n Chapter F1ve

"fstudies w111 form the. ba51s for the hypotheses of th1S the51s, as

: 3-&?
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CHAPTER TT1 . Mwfeldyrns .o S

REVIEW OF ALBERTA PRIVATE LAND TENURE
STATISTICS AND RELATED LITERATURE

General Introduction

- Moyer et al as well as Brown and Bens have 1dent1f1ed two
maJor obJect1ves of the North American land tenure system which have )
been: '¢ | ‘
| 1. the,attainmentibf full owneréoberatorship of farm's

'resOurces, and B
fo:the ach1evement of reasoqugy secure and adequate net |

»

1ncomes !
In order to gain- insight 'into the pattern, s1gn1ficance,

and contr1but1ons of the land tenure system to other soc1a1 and ";

econom1c aspects of the agr1cu1tura1 f1rm, it 1s necessary to desér1be .

the f rm structure Unt11 recent]y, most stud1es of farm structure 1n
Canad have centred on product1v1ty and eff1c1ency-measures, various
d1men 1ons of size and sca1e,,1and values or soc1o]ogica1 aspects such
as e ucatlon m1grat10n 2 In the fo11ow1ng chapter; a review of Cen§ﬁsﬁ
" and éther secondary source data from Alberta will be compared with,

- res 1ts from similar descr1pt1ve data ana]yses in the Un1ted States

and Saskatchewan, from the v1ewpo1nt of: 1and tenure effects

B4



N~

_ pastureeland have grown dramaticat]y, the ]atter ref]ect1ng.the in-s

y o N 65

‘\“"‘*w‘ Tin%mns has found in his stud'tes in the United States that

measurexqpf fann s1ze which are most 1nf1uenced by the 1and tenure

system are 1abor requirements, operating outlays, 1and va]ué‘5 va]ue

' of production per farm afd acreages of" farmﬁn3

The maJor per1od of sett]tment in A]bergs occurred between
1900 ‘and 1930 The number. of farms in A]berta as recorded in the
Census of Canada, reachedsh peak h1gh,of-99,732 in 1941 and that
has.sfnce decreased by a third to the present figure of 62,702 farms.

The average area of these farms has a]most doub]ed since 1941 (434

- acres «175 63 hectares)) 1941 790 acres «319 70 hectares)), 1971),

and the total farm. area has 1ncreased by some six m1111on acres (2 43

’

m1111on hectares) over that per1od (See Append1x 2).

The. erage number of acres per farm has 1ncreased in thev

last three.dec 'es yith susta1ned increases ‘in farm sizes over 960
acres (388.. hectares, ] 1/2 sect10ns) due to more eff1c1ent cap1ta1

4ﬂxﬁruse The other land s1ze groups which have shown an 1n~
crease in acreage are the farms with eleven to one hundred acres (5 to
41 hectares) These have reflected the 1ncrease in part-time farm-
ing, rura] subd1v1510n, and recreat1ona1 1and use.

During th1s period “the number of acres of 1mproved 1and has

cont1nuouslyu1ncreased. Both acreages of land under crops and under ';

. credsing d1versif1cation of gra1n farm enterpr1ses to ]1vestock-

acreage in,summerfallow has remained re1at1ve1y constant At the same

. o
P A
- N . Er
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N
t1me, un1mproved acreage/1nc1ud1ng wood]ands, has rema1ned relatively
'constant. Thus, most of the new crop1and has resu]ted from new. land ' .
be1ng broken, part1cu1ar1y in the northern part of the prov1nce 4 ,/4;
(In 197] '3, 616 farms averaged 47.58 acres (( ]9 25 hectares))/f/rﬁ

of new land broken. ) L :_;///

e

v : Land rea] estate va1ues have general]y escalatéd’1n the 1ast
few decades In 1963 the average va]ue per acre was $47.00; by 1967
it was $73. OQ (Average value per hectare was 5116 14 and $180.37,
grespect1ve1y) 5 At the- end of the decade the average price per ‘acre

fe11 to- $54 50/acre ($]34 67/hectare) In 1971, the average price ;
'fof ]and started to rise and by 1972 73, was $95 02/acre ($234 79/
»:hectare) In 1974 75, the averagé’ price per acre of all rural rea] ' .

?estate so]d in A1berta was $138 37 ($341 91/hectare), w1th sa]es of. .
~¢3 58 m11]1on acres (1. 36 m11110n hectares) This represented an 1n-.
pease of approx1mate1y 6 percent 1n the tota] acreage so]d with a.

: correspond1ng35 6percent increase in average rura] real estate
'ifvalues, over 1973 f1gures. ~Agricultural real estate va]ues, whjle
shbning a ]arge-variation across the province had increased to an
‘Aaverage value of $108.1¥acre- ($267. 19/hectare) in ]974 from $54.50/

acre ($13 67/hectare) in 1970 - an 1ncrease of 98.4 percent. 7
\

[ S has been seen in A]berta that the 1argest average number

\ H

o of acres per farm are operated by part-owner/part tenants 1, 316 67

‘vfacres or 532.84 hectares) fo11owed by" tepants (890 55. acres orﬂ360 39

X
hectares), with ful] owners having the fewest average number of acres

'(476 41 acres or 192 80 hectares) (See Table 2.) -As is 1nd1cated in

Figure 5 (Tab]e 3), the number of fu]]-owners is decreas1ng wh11e the

\ .
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Tab]e 2
CHARACTERIST{CS OF FARM siZE IN ALBERTA
e . o BY FARM TENANCY TYPE, 1971
Ning C ,
, ) Total. Type of Tenancy
2 /4 Census “Part-Owner/
Item . ° _Figure. Owner ~ Tenant part-Tenant -
Number - 62,702 37,193 4,225 21,284
Percentage - - 59.3 6.7 33.9
ACREAGES (Hectares) | ‘o | o
Av. No. of Acres 789.54 ~ 476.41 ° 890.55  1,316.67
(Hectares) 319.52  192.80  360.39  532.84
Av. No: of Improved o ' ) ) ) s
Acres . .453.89  321.99  353.25 794.37
" (Hectares)  183.68 g 1030 142.9 285.05
. Av. No. of Unimproved o S ' : )
Acres -,  335.65. - 154,42 " 537.30 ' 612.30
/, "~; P4 . . . " . " .
(Hectares)’ . 135.83 62.49 - 7 217.44 . 287.79 ¢
CAPITAL VALUES. . A . e )
Av. Total Capital . ‘ Co . ‘
“Value ($). . 83,603 63,941 64,610 - 121,732
Ay, Cap1ta1 Value of ' . , ‘
Land and Buildings ($) - 156,302 ©."42,939 48,006 81,300
“ Av. ?apita] vaTue of S Co
Machinery & Equ)pmegt (S) 13,834 ,ﬂlo 981 9,004 19,780 o
‘%--.l‘ ‘~ o .
Av. Capital val . e
L1vestgkk & pou?%iy (s) 13‘@%3§ﬁ* 16%%18 7,597 120,648
VALUE OF PRODUCTION : - E ;
Av. Value of A ric. ' '
Products Sold ($) -~ 13,278 10,464 7,836 18,806
< ABOUR REQUIREMENTS ‘
s
KKYIBt‘i>NEEkS of Labour . ) : «
o per-Farm Report1ng > 26.3 22.6 "« 16.9 31.5
' ,»f Bl 25.2 21 16.5 30.7 N
' "Féf;1e S22 26.7 8.8 17.6
. 'Pd. Yr. Round Wrkr. 2.2 . 2.3 1.5 2.9
Av. Days of Operator . : - . E
Off-Farm Work . 149.9 161.7 165.6 - 119.0
' SOURCE: Statistics Canada: Alberta Agriculture, 1971.
— ;r 9
. .

.67
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1::number of part- -owner/part- tenants is 1ncreas1ng, a. pattern similar

‘.: to other Prair1e Prov1nces 8 Indeed the percentage area operated

”Urby a- tenant (both tenant and part- tenant) has increased to more than

t'one third of farm]and currently operated (See F1gure 6 Tab]e 4). The“
majorlty of ful]y owned farms!are found in the-70- 399 acreage size
-group . (28 162 hectares) and the number of fully- owned farms beyond
_that 51ze group decreases rap1d1y from there (See F1gure 7 Table 5).

' _ The number of farms Operated by part owner/part -tenant 1ncreased

.” as the size of farm 1ncreased with the majority in the 760 1,119 .
acreage group (308-452 hectares) It is 1nterest1ng to note that '
part-owners/part- tenants operate, on the average, twwiigas much

Y

improved_ acw as the tenant or owner; however, part—owners/part-
. o #
. tenants and nts have a1most tw1ce as much un1mproved acreage as

J

the average farmer, ‘and approx1mate1y four t1mes the amount. ‘owned by }1g

" the’ fu11—owner‘ (See Tab]e 2. ) S1mf1ar patterns of ownersh1p have

been found-ih recent separate stud1es 1n the Un1ted Stﬁtes by Boxley,

g‘;‘}

Johnson, Moyer et al. 2 : - oo : ?gi
b4 i ‘
The distribut1on of farm owners and of: farm part—owners/part-‘
. tenants are shown in Maps 1 and 2 respect1ve1y. A close pos1t1ve e

corre]ation has been found between s011 product1v1ty and the population

b-f’dens1ty and d1str1bution throughout the province. ]Q ‘(See Appendix 2 - .

Aq;;for d1str1but1on maps.)- The most densely ‘populated. areas occur in the

b]ack and dark grey sO11s.v Concentratlons of popu]at1on occur in the
: other 5011 groups wherever more- ferti]e 50115 are found, for examp]e,

the Peace River region.
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Figure 6

ALBERTA FARMLAND ACREAGE OWNED AND RENTED, 1921 - 197)
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Table 4
ALBERTA FARMLAND ACREAGE OHNED AND RENTED 1921- 1971
Area Operated . % Area
- , - By - Operated By
Area In — L — .
Farm Owner Tenant Owner . Tenant .

Year . ‘000 ac '000 ac ‘000 ac . % . %
1921 29,293. - 23,727.3 - 5,565.7 g1 19

_|1926 28,573 20,286.8 8,286.2 7 29

‘11931 . 38,977 26,894.1 . 12,082.9 - 69 3
1936 40,540 - 26,351 14,189 65 @ 35
1941 43,277 '26,831.7° - 16,445.3 62 . 38
1946 _41,451' . 26,528.6 . 14,922.4° -~ 64- 36
1951 484,460 .- 28,343.6 . 15,116.4 . 66 _ 34
1956 - - 45,970 . " .29,880.5 . .16,089.5 65 35
1961 147,229, . 32,021.3 15,207.7 .68 ' 32,

. 1966 748 ,983"" M4 533 - 14,450 A 29
S HOTRE . /49, 506 31“712._ e 17,794 - 64 : 36
4 ,x"“ _ Area Qperated Qy .

1 Area?ﬁ? Owner _Tenant
Year quhA - '000 ha -'000 ha .
1%%]' f11 854 47 _ 9 602.11 2 252.36
1926 - L 11 563.09 - - 8 209.78. 3 353.3}
1931 - 3 15 773.45... 10.-883.67 4 889.78

35 - 16 405.97 10. 663.88 5 742.09 |

941 ’ 17 513.60 . 10 858.41 6 655.18."
1946 16 774.64 10 735.75 6 038.89
1951 17 992.34%. - 11 874.94 6 117.40
1956 18 603.42 - 12 092.22 6 511.20
1961 19 112.92 ~15°791.37 6 154.34
1966 .19 822.73 - 13-975.02 .5 847.77  }
1971 i 20.034.39 12 833.40 7:200.98 -
SOURCE“ Alberta Agr1cu1iure' A Hxstory of Agr1cu1ture 1n Graphs, 1972

-uva_ Statistics Canada' A]berta Aqr1cu1ture, }971
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' Number OF Farms (x 1,000) -

9

10

v ‘ ‘Figure-f N ) N
 ALBERTA FARM TENURE BY ACREAGE OF FARMS
AND NUMBER OF FARMS, 1971

N - Part Owner/
.\rart Tenant

Al -
"3 3-9 °10- 70- 240-" 400- 560- 760- 1120- 1600- 2240- 2880+
. -+ 69 ' 239 399 559 759 1119 1599 2239, 2879 -~
_ SR Number of Acres , el :
). 1-4 4- 28~ 97-° 162- 227- 308- 453- 648 907- 1 166+
PR 28 97 161 226 307 453 -647 906 1 165
] . ... Number of Hectares ’ ’
l_; ) hl
!
g
‘? ‘

1

SOURCE: .Stéf{§ti§§?ﬁgpada,'A]béfta Agriculture, 1971
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There is a stgnificant ditterence in the land tenure pattern
between sQil groups (See Table 6). Farmers in the brown soil group
- own 41 percent,‘whi1e'those fn the dark brown zone own 67 perceht,of
‘their farmland. However; the~bjack dark grey-and grey wooded soil
rmers own approx1mate1y 75 percent of the: land they farm. This ..
basic d1fference in ownership percentage 1q pﬁbbably due more to the
ext nsive acreage of pub11c 1ands available ﬁpr leasing 1n Improve-
| ment Districts 1,2 and 3 as well as Special Areas 2 3 and 4, than

dlffenences in farmers att1tudes toward land ownershlp 1

deever acreage of farms does not 1nd1cate either the value
f the Xand or the tota] production: per farm, both of which are more
ihdicative of size than acrEage;fpart}cularly in terms of productivity;;.
h Pa t—ownerS/Part-tenants’%n A]berta.havegtwice the,average total farm
capital value of that'of thé'fu11-owners and'tenants The same is
‘hobse\ved for average cap1ta1 value of. ]and/and buildings, mach1nery_
and equ1pment: and 11vestock_and pou]try. (See Tab]e 2.) Part-owners/
partrtenants also selllapproximately twice the value of'agricuTtura1
products so1d'by fui]-owners and tenants. As is illustrated in Figure
. 8,\Tab]e i; fu11—owners'domihate'the $5,000 and underrcategory while
théldistributioh of partiowners/part—tenants‘fails between the
~ %10, 000 and 535"000‘va1Ue‘ofVagricultura1 productshsoid. 'Ieha%%f_

. farmers mainta1n the 1owest figure throughout , f?i SR

H '“.D"

A breakdown of agr1cu1tural land values assoc1ated w1€h d1fferent
ftypes of tenure 1s not ava1lab]e for A]berta In the United States, .
it was found that the fu]] owner had the 1owest average Tand value

_per farm, wh11e the part owner/part tenant had the second h1ghest

[
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| © FIGURE .8 P
N ' L ‘ P
, ALBERIA FARM TENURE FOR NUMBER OF FARMS
. BY EconéMIc CLASSIFICATION OF‘AGRICULTURAL

PRODUCTS SOLD, 1971 .

4 )
\.g 4 T -
\\ Part-Owner/
\ Part-Tenant
3 N ' ' /I/ '

Number of Farms (x 1,000)

/’/
]
Y1
‘,l
/‘\,/.\\ .
. , \\,/\\\\ Tenant "_
. S| I 1 T——t—1
- ~5.0- 7.5 10.0- 15.0- 25.0- 35.0- 50.00
e C.7.49 9.99 14.99 24.99 34.99 49.99 ,

Value of Agricultural Products Sold (x $1,000)

N
e
3 i

SOURCE: Statistics Canada, Alberta Agriculture, 1971.
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average land va]ue after a manager tenure group: Land"VaTueslhave }/
definitely p]ayed a 1arge part in the switch‘from,fuil—owner to -
“’part—owner/part tenant 12 _ : i | ‘ . \ _
h_ For the first time in 1971 the - Census of Agricuiture included
: questions on farm business organization An analysis d( types of -
d‘farm organization hy tenure type 1ndicates that..“‘;
: >21,;'approximateiy 60 percent of those’ ho]ding land as,
H‘fi;*"':priviie individuals are. full-wners, -
w‘v‘ Ztlyuhile of those ‘holding Yand in a partnership, 47.58 per-
_ o cent are fuillowners (See Tab]e 8.)

fOf the farmers invo]ved in partnerships or family corporations,
‘approximately half are owner-operated and haif part owner/part ten-
ant.lf These two types of business organizations have shown a drama-
:tic increase in average production per farm compared with that of the
'dprivate individua] due perhaps to the combined increase 1" resource54
:;;and the decrease in riskataking through shared,decision-making,]qaf '
4 In considering the number of farm mortgages, it”is interesting ;
“to note that the highest number of mortgages oceur’ “in the 560 1,119
:eacreage (227-452 hectares) group where most of the farms are Operated
gby part-owner/part-tenants (See Figure 9, TabTe 9, ) The largest
5?number of fanms fail into: the 70 239 and 240 399 acreage grOUDS (28 97

‘hectares -and 97- 162 hectares respectiver) The lower number of

- ;mOrtgages in the 70-239 (28-97 hectares) acreage grOUP COUT’u 1nd1cate

. the number of farms which are passed from father to son, Or the dif--

"',fﬁculty in 6btainTng a mortgqge on an uneconOmic 1and unit due to the

: L A.v, . FER o’ o ..‘.'/ . . o o 'r" :
b . : B o . ; . 3
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Per‘ce_rln:a'gcj.vl

o me€9_ _
PERCENTAGE OF PARTLY AND WHOLLY OWNED :FARMS THAT
 CARRY MORTGAGES OR AGREENENTS FOR'SALE DEBT, ALBERTA, 1971

70
60

50 |-
6.3 ]

I TR L ROV RN NS SN R

};39 399 559 759 1119 1579 -

./\\

Number of Acres

°

";j%\\ o € 70- 240- ‘400~ 560- 760-° 1120- 1600
D
/

e 97 ~161 226 307 453 - 647
woe yumber of Hectares '

W AN . , . .

o

'ﬁ‘.‘

. SOURCEStat‘IStics Canada, Al b‘e.rt‘ei"'Ag.g'i_cuflture 19710

- .28- 97- - 162- 227- 308-. 453-. 648

g . 5 .
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NUMBER OF PARTLY 'AND HHOLLY OWNED FARMS )

THAT CARRY MoaTsAeés OR AGREEMENTS FOR SALEjrf

- 760-1139 acres (308-453 ha. )
. f1nz0- 1579° acres (453-647 ha )

DEBT ALBERTA, 1971

'-"SiiefGVOUps' o

Number of
Owned Census
Farms

- Mortgages or 2
Agreement for 1

Number of f ,
Farms- Reporting |

Sale Debts

:Prbvinéial'fdtal
, ‘Under 70’atfe5‘(28 ha“)
: 70 239 acres (28-97 ha )
; 240-399 acres (97-161 ha. )

) 400~559 acres (162-226 ha ) "
560-759 acres (227 307 ha )

' fi 1600 acres and over (648 ha )

. - 1

58,477

2 9'l5<¢

9,650
10,879
8,635
7,781 -
8,09
4,558

o 2z;pss'~

LS

a 121
ﬂ,732.'_
4,434
829
4,164
4,708 . -
2,754
3,024

".sbuRcE:'gStatisiic;*canagaz




greater uncertainty attached to sma]l farm manageria1 expertise. in
. that respect. it is interesting to note that the 1971 Census reported
' that 65 percent of the mortgages and/or agreements for: sale are heid

: hy government agencies “who pubiiciy encourage family farms. 3

<

g

n_ésocio-EconOmic Considerations :
o o

Observing the genera] tendencies of ownership and residency.

it can be seen that ‘the . percent of farms fuily-owned has decreased

~and. thus, that the percent of non-resident farms . in the province is.

b 'crops._ o=

'vcategory, the largest ownership group.

:-‘increasing. Most of these trends can be explained by the decrease in
"'the actual number of fanms As is to be expected with the rise in . *;._
' percent -of partly owned farms. thére is a corresponding percentage_'1 |
increase in debt. (See Table 10 ) Szabo noted that non-residence-f

:,fanms tend to be smalier and that these farms are usuaiiy in specialty
% - R o )— : :

-

_ _ Few socio-economic statistics based on tenancy categories are
B availabieu The Census reports only on age and part-time work. .The "
"age distribution of farm operators mirrors -the decrease in farm num- .
4';bers{' The largest number of farm operators is in the 45-54 age "v |

6 Tenants and part-owners/part-
“1ftenants as groups are younger than owners (See Figure 10 ‘Table 11 )1 3

Of the avgrnge tota1 weels of labour—on-farm reporting, the';>"'”21
77:;part-ouner/part-tenant had the most, foliowed by fuli-owners and s

;Af;tenants.,.The/part-owner/part-te\\ reported more male labour whilef"
the. full-owger ‘reported more. female labohr(which s ’eriy to be

"1f,‘r‘abour) The part—ouner/part-tenant*required more paid‘j’
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Tapiaaio -

" TREND OF FARM OWNERSHIP IN ALBERTA, 1931-1971

"o

L Year' - 1931 1981 1951 1961

W

Total hpmber of'farmS." ' 97,408 .99,732
|percent of fams -~ }' T
a) fullyowned . - 73:0° 63.0 63,0 ° 59.5
b) partly owned .\_14.-9 200 2.0 3.0
Percent of farms . R I S
reported mortgage s T S S
‘and/or agreement e e S
for sale - - 35.9 - 38.3. 25.3 3.1

Number of Non-resident :
- farms Rva

a

9,208 9,488 8,311 7,39

Percent of Non-resident-‘;p A IR S
~farms in the Province 9.5 9.5  9.9. - 10.1

,souRc:-:. Statist'lcs canada- A'Iberta ALiculture, 1971.‘

l/ Non-resident means anyone who operates a farm and
not live on- the property R . ,

43
7.617

'ti?;}ﬁ;_

. 86



) FIGURE 10 |
. NUMBER OF ALBERTA FARMS BY OPERATOR'S AGE -
AND FARM TENANCY TYPE, 1971 -

nk -

Number of Farms (x 1,000
(<]
i

BN WA MY R e —— e B
€25 25-  35- 45- S55- 60- 657 D70
34 44 54 59 64 .89 . . - ..

G Age Sk

-

P

" | souRcE: Statistics Canada, Alberta Agriculture, 1971.

B NN S e AR B .. B Ce . N e T T L PN i
" T o B B . oo T ©e N i ERNEN

@



. o © Tible M
NUMBER OF ALBERTA FARMS:BY OPERATOR'S
AND FARM TENANCY TYPE, 1971

/

AGE

- . —— — . -

Total

Tenancy Type =
’ _Part-Owner/.

155

o 65

. -Age

Censp’s -Farms

'Ovm_er

fenant

Part-Tenant

| Under 25 years - |
25
35
45

34 years & ’

44 years .

54 years

60 ‘64"yea¥s"_ N

[}

69 years

70 years and g&er‘ o

9 years | it

1,591
8,915

. 15,088
17,930

C

" 2,63

7,225
. 5,684
3,638

5414
4,109
18,010,

10,708

4,782
4,042
2,882

o T2me

649
1,260

967
795
214

s

89
73

| 401
3,546
6,171

6,427

' ."2.229'
S
et
“

- | SOURCE: 'Statistics Camada: Alberta Agriculture, 1971.
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- year-round workers as well as less average number of days of off-fann

work than the other two categories.17

The patterns of off-farm work for all classes of tenure are
similar with peaks in distribution_at:approximately 1-2 months, 4
months and 6-7 monthstoft‘o_ff.-farm work (See Figure 11, Table 12).
is interesting to note thatAthe‘maJorfty?of full-owners and part-owner/
"part-tenant'take off—farm“work'driving buses/trucks or operatingfroad‘
maintenance equipment while tenant farmers tend toward logging and

: agricultural work ]8

ijunnmry Studies E _ _

- There have been numerous qualitative studies done in the

| American and Canadian prairie area. As previously noted most haV@

| not attempted any ‘Quantitative, problem-solving analyses However,

the following three studies have done so Boxley was content to -

; establish ‘a significant correlation between tenure occupation, and

' type of. ownership to the size of the ownership units ]9 Harman et al
_in an’ attempt to. rank’ economic goals found that acres of cropland as

well as - age, education level farming experience, number of depen—

dents level of assets off-farm income and net worth explained 40 to .
| f;150 percent of the variation in goals but were of limited predictive
-~!ability 20 Kulshreshtha and McGlaughlinmtried to evaluate factors

"fuwhich determine financial perfonmance over the long term " They found :

-nindex of opportunity to accumulate. average value of livestock ‘

o

p

89

f'j,a positive relation with respect to beginning farm asset levels an "' SR



' Figure 11
* NUMBER' OF ALBERTA FARMS BY DAYS OF OPERATOR'S
PART-TIME WORK AND FARM TENANCY TYPE, 1971

5,0‘- - | .
as |
so

3;0.- , "Owner

. Number of Farms (x 1,000)

2.5 [~ <
2.0 |- Q
1.5 ?:
] . , - Part-Owner/
0= : 7 NS — Part-Tenant

N o e~ f'»',E’.Tenaht
.5 T S g LT _-\‘\'//\/“ :
e vui ) Kot e 0 B B
"1-6  7- 13- 25- 749- 73- 97- 127- 157- 229-

12 24 48 72 96 126 156 228 365

;# T Day§ of Operator Part-Time Work -

<

] SOURCE: . Canada, Alberts Agricutture, 1971.
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. average cultivated area of the farm, proportion of off-farm income

and the proportion of the area o'\{ned.m These results w_\’H? be used_ in

the hypothesis formuIatio(\ A -

92
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! CHAPTER.IV =~ .
* PROPERTY RIGHTS AND THEIR RELATION TO_ -
' BEHAVIOUR AND. ATTITUDE THEORY:

*Introduction o ' o . . .

Hith regard to property ownership, rights govern behavior..

‘ 'tHowever, Dales ‘has suggested that different rights systems create ;
“i'different incentives. lead to different behavior, dispiay different '
characteristics and produce different social outcomes.'I Because the
concept of land ownership bperates genera]iy within exclusive and
transferabie rights (price) systems, the method of studying,behavior -

~ with respect to ownership. o“date, has been to try to define the
'transaction costs of the system These inciude “time and troub]e

o costs" borne directiy by individuais using a rights system as weil as

| .the "system" costs of creating and enforcing it 2 As discussed eariier u
in Chapter II this has led to very rigid assumptions of the decision-

i making behavior of the individual In addition, it has been found |
7that the use of a market price system to reveai or reguiate an individ-
'ual s behavior is inadequate. both in terms of economic activity (as
1witness expianatory need for externaiities), and of socia] vaiues and

= customs 3 ,“ '," _ R *" S ' ‘ '

| ‘ Hith regard to the concept of land ownership by government

| ’Jz(society), such as’ iand banks or Alberta s Crown iands rights are non—“§

'-exclusive and non-transferabie (common/property) No economic theory -

: .'of this non-market behaviour has yet been deveioped _ o

es



. Dales has commented that the search for good government is the
'search for some optimum mix-of rights systems.é What type of right ;‘»
Teads to what range of behaviour by the individual or by society? But
the concept of land tenu;e includes not only these political and econom-
e rights but also social responsibilities and’ privileges. Therefore,.

it is necessary to have. in addition ‘some measureable aggregated

behavioural variable - attitude 5 The fbllowing ‘sections. will discuss o .

'hthe concept of attitude, the relationships between attitude and be—_
a“:‘haviour geographical use of attitude theory and the types of attitude
measurement which will be used in this thesis. ’ ‘

-

 The Concépt of Attitude BT HAEE

Allport. in 1935 proposed the- following definition of attitude.=.

}
, An attitude is a mental and neural state
: . _of readiness, organized through experience,
oo " exerting a directive or dynamic influence -
. " upon an individual's response to all ob-
. jects and situations with which it is re-’
lated.b | A

' This definition, as noted by Udell sees
B attitudes as mental sets which direct an
- individual's response to a stimalus .... °
(and) ‘are a psychic summation of knowledge,
tions, motivations. and intentions.

These definitions imply that attitude 1s a culmination of other

. f.behavioural factors and that it has some 1inkage with the S“bJECt s f°'.‘

A?actual response tonard an object, and. indeed that it is a precondition

. of any behaviour with respect to that ‘object. . Furthermore, most

- psychologists agree that attitudes are developed from direct experience ;'{

” ~vwith an object or from the integration of several specific responses of

A

’f,a simdlar type e f,*ffnz;}: PR =

96



. attitude. )

' ‘»w%éy *e~
It is also important to distinguish attitude from belief as a

belief may suggest an attitude, however. an attitude is formed fram _f‘

many beliefs and perceptions.g' Another term. opinion while commonly

used fOr both belief and attitude. has- been explained as. a verbal ex-~" -
pression of a disposition or tendency to act in a certain manner and \' _

: thus. 1f- used by academic study at all. is agreed to be synonymous?with ‘;f"

10

' The Measurement of Attitude and its Relation
to Behaviour Prediction L )

Attitude, as a hypothetical construct that will describe poten-
tial human behavior. has two measureable properti‘ - direction and
intensity._ Direction is defined as positiVe or negative. depending on -
the inclination toward or away from the specified object or goal. ,

Intensity or strength is defined as. the degree or probability of attain-l
-ing the object or goal 1 vThis has led to the development of numerous o

E types of scales census of attitudes social distance. psychophysi-.
| cal ]2 L ) ' '

"ﬁf. The most common criticisms of scale development centre around

e

ﬂ the limiting nature of scale development techniques in describing an : f 1““‘;

individual 's mental structure and because scale analysis is dependent
on central tendencies and dispersions of attitudes throughta large |

N population, the need fOr a large population with common attitudes -
toward the same object.".3 ; B

AJ

Since many definitions of attitude 1mply that there is a pre-

‘ » dispdsition to behave in a particular manner, a large number of studies '

have tried to establish the relationship betueen overt behaviour and .

9
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-'3,' attitude. They estab'lished the difficulty of measuring attitude—

behaviour relationships when the subject felt that a specific attitude ;.
or behaviour was expected (studies by Rogers, Stouffer), when the sub- E

’ Ject expressed public versus private attitudes (studies by LaPiere.‘g

Kutner) when the attitude being analyzed was too general or not

related to the subject s life goals or- expectations.“"Because many oftlg
' these studies failed to find a significant relationship"between verbal _}5

- attitudes and. behaviour or an. explanation of the relationship which o
would allow prediction. the definition of attitude was furthe} refined.; o

Lt

. In studies. such as those by Mann, Insko and Schopler, atti-

tbde was conceptualized as having three balanced components -fcogni- C

tive. affective and conative (behavioural) 35 However. the subsequent»iv

discovery of the high inter-dependence between these three components
has meant that this attitude definition is now seen to have greater
validity as a classification device than as a theoretjcal construc

Fishbein. 4n a return to uni-dimensional attitude theory, has stated

that attitude scales generally measure only the affective component of![“
L an attitude - that part which is derived from a consideration of be—
'””aliefs and the evaluative aspect of those beliefs. Therefonq; n order.

’“"to explain or predict behaviour, 1t 15 necessary t° also study the -

..ji.interrelationships betueen attitudes. and the determinants of behav- o
- Eiour suchaas beliefs, behavioural intentions, as: uell as behavipur
| oy Another aspec of the relationship between attitude and be— "”vhv
f‘7haviour 1s that of t re]ationship betueen attitude change and behav-
f?}ffiour change. It‘has been assumed by nany studies that behaviour change?i
:i:?iﬂould automatically follou an. attitude change. But uhen several |
. ‘studi

tis :

17
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o _between these variabies. it was further argued that supportive environ- :

menta}’change to the new attitude and new behaviour was required 18

radiction. however. it has aiso been argued using cognitive

'1”fconsisteniy theory that attitudes wil] be changed by the individuai to |
"g:bring a behaviourai reiationship into baiance and thus. reduce disson-
53 ance. For instance, Festinger s theory of cognitive dissonance argued
'v‘that'peopie change pubiiciattitudes to reduce dissonance perhaps in ;'
_«response to sociai pressures. whether or-not the attitude change has
been accepted privateiy.‘? lv | o e |
o In summary. while the reiationships between attitude and behav—-)
“'_iour, attitude change and behaviour change have yet to be defined ex- .
l'piicitly, the use of attitude theog} does ailow us to inc]ude another
’rtwvariabie with other sociai and socio—economic variables in understand-

. ing the deC*S*On‘making processes of the individual.?o -

' -l”i_squggghicai Use of Attitude TheorXE ;-‘»[1:fﬁf;t,._.r v |
| Behavioural geography is divided between two research view- {:T'!*" '

ints‘ ‘one’ which reiates spatial structure as the 1ogicai outcome of :

'7ffgbehavioura1 actions and,the second which tries to define a set of o a.“.;i.i

'~24va1id statements concerning spatiai behaviours in their own right.

21

*f“ﬂﬁﬁThe latter process-oriented approach argues that in order to understand

*“fﬁand thus.predict, spatiai structures. 4t is’ necessary to know about -

ﬁ*vi}the attitudes. decisions and behaviours which infiuence the arrange-:'

:;fVment of:phenomena rather than just the positiona1 reiations of the
» et ie ifzz-“!n addition. this new view argues that an



"“‘{time frame in which the decision'has been made.

B A (1
."economic (includes variables such as age. income) and geographic
| n'(location and orientation in physical space) 23 All three components B
'”‘_are necessary in order to explain or predict overt behaviour. © o
-: _ Studies of locational decision-making (br choice behaviour under
‘ conditions of risk and uncertainty) in agriculture or industry, such- as
”i%'those by Wolpert, Pred. and Gould, have {1lustrated the complexity of
'*{interlocking motives in decision-making behaviour.24 The- ‘reasons, they .
ii~have identified for non-optimal econondc behaviour have included
;personal mathematical inabilities to. compute economic utility maximiza-.t*a
: ';tion. existence of aspiration levels. values which have no- economic ““7' ;;;f :
; utility, effect of habit on choice behaviour. influence of role play-
‘e'ing and social pressures, effects of social and cultural institutions 'j'

- .on- choice behaviour. varying degrees of information possessed, and the

However, it was work by Simon, Isard and Dacey, that first ' =
” :”identified for geographers. the value of- attitude as a very basic ' 4

| i variable in understanding.and explaihing behaviour.zG_ Since then.~

:fre; few' papers‘have included attitude as an explanatory variable in

j;environmental policy decisions»andﬂresource management (Lowenthal, .

‘;ZHhite. Mitchell). recreation choice atterhs (Peterson and. Neumann).
**and consumer shopping behaviour (Murphy. Brown and Fairbairn) 21 but.
1€ wo : p;gwith the types of attitudes ‘to be meas- o

*‘Tfured. their relationships to overt behaviour, and the methodologies of S

'“i}{attitude scale deveiopnent.have discouraged geographers f*°m taking

j’,'_“_r_';ﬂadvantage of tii‘i wmmw ;vammt 8




Attitude Measurement Scaiescfﬁ\\

" Theory. and Methodology

The self—reporting measurement techniques of attitude measure-
ment assume 'that there wil] ‘be differences in the beldef and opinion _

.reports of‘tha subjects with favourabie attitudes toward some psycho-

'.1ogical obdect compared to those with unfavourabie attitudes“ 29 Thesem,

_ measurement techniques do not make a direct 1nterpretation of overt
behaviour. but instead assess a subject s attitude score indirect]y )

'by examining beliefs and opinions using written tests.' Some examples

'_Nof this type of test are the Thurstone equai appearing intervai scaie,'

" the - Likert summated ratings scaie. scalogram analysis developed by -
’quttman. the semantic differentiai test deve1oped by Osgood 30
I One or more of these se]f—reporting measurement sca]es were -
*combined with the use of overt behaviour measurements greater _i
}validity cou1d be obtained in spatiai behaviour hypotheses of explana-u
‘tion and prediction. Two types of uni—dimensionai attitude measures,s
'.isuggested by Murphy and Goiiedge, are the semantic differentia] and

ais sca]e.3'| Due to other considerations,

the equa\ appearing int

"-whichnfoiiow.,the attitude measurement scaleseuhich were used in this

"?t;7thesis were the summate ratings scaie and the semanticrdifferential.

"vfi) Likert Scaie of Summated Ratings g

R The attitude scaie deve]oped by Likert uses a large number of

1.’»statements of desired behaviour which can be ciassified half into ' f
'-'favourable and haif into unfavourabie classes.?? These statements

.ave” giVen to a group of subjects who respond to- each statement in}

"1,temms of their agreement or disagreement on a five category sca]e~ :1;~'

101 -
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strongiy agree. agree, undecided disagree, strongiy disagree. The
Ny response categories are weighed such that the most favourable attitudes
will have the highest positive we ht/hgihd attitude score for an

individuai is the sum ‘of the weights assigned to the category for one
"or all the statements. | , o o

No attempt is made to scaie the item statements along an atti-

tude dimension. as An the Thurstone scale. Each item statement may be
‘used as a scale alone or-combined together,to make up;the scale .
(Unlihe'the Thurstone scale). The scaie-is_designedlfor internal |

33 >

'consistency and reliabiiity. _ :
. The primary criticism of the Likert scaie is that it ‘does not ';'
-ireflect a unique attitude. as the totai score may be derived incgiffer-

;
,ent ways. therefore. it is used oniy for comparative purposes between _

o respondents.34 Nevertheiess, in experiuents designed to test the

' _reiiabi]ity of Likert versus Thurstone scaies in attitude measurement,

35

"correlations of O. 83 and higher have. been found But with all:

""fattitude scaies it is important to reaiize that they assume that an

'attitude can be assessed by some counting of the: number of pro or anti- R

,‘,item statements a subject is wi]iing to endorse 36'

)

ii) Semantic Differentia] Technique
This ueasurement technique, deve]oped by Osgood is a method of

V'observing and measuring the connotative meaning of concepts. It is L

- derived from the beTief that peopie aliocate simiiar meanings to words_

'(or have a*common semantic space) and that a measurement of the sub-

ject's semnntic space with respect to the concept wiii indicate the

’ ,ﬁitmeaning of that concept to ‘the 1nd1viduai.?7

The technique assumes .

R
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“\ ‘that important. cognitive components can be measured by rating a parti-
‘cular concept according to sets of bipolar adJectival scales,38 Each
scale represents a. lineal continuum between the two addectives along
which the favourable or unfaVourable response is located. ‘ |

.' Three factors define semantic space.; the evaluative; potency
i.and activity dimentions. Of these the evaluative factor accounts for

approximutely half to three quarters of the common variance.39

It is
this dimension that Osgood equates with the attitudinal variable. o
The. semuhtic differential technique has been frequently used by o
researchers for its ability to study public reaction to many types of
'stimuli and- because it corresponds to the verbal way in which many ) ,. . -
people eva]uate a concept. However, the main drawback of this tech-v' -
;‘nique is that the adjectival sets of scales must be selected in such
‘a way that there is no problem with the respondent s familiarity with
: :the attitude concept being measured or. the relevancy and meaning. of “
E athe adjectives used.40 A number of studies have investigated scale |

‘development methodologies to solve this proble 41

~
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CHAPTER V
'RESEARCH PRQBLEM‘osﬁintinN'ANpQPkochuREs'f

In the preceding chapters the existing economic: geographic,

, and. socio-economic data as we]1 as literature concerned with or re- |
’v-Iated to farm 1and ownership was presented The reviews of iiterature B
in land tenure and property rights (Chapters I and 1I) have indicated i

. possib]eeexpianationsfor various behaviour patterns with regard to land -
”'4ownership.u Using current]y avai]abie statistica] data from Alberta s |

,(Chapter I11), the characteristics and reiationships of" some socio- S

_‘economic variab]es to farm land tenure were examined However, these .

data were not sufficient1y detailed for testing hypotheses exp]aining

F';the effects of specific socio-economic variables on 1and tenure

'”characteristics or for investigation of farmers attitudes toward
‘land ownership in Aiberta. | )
Therefore, the prob]em was d1v1ded 1nto three maJor areas of
»research.""»‘ ' LR . A
. 1.  to determine the characteristics and'reiationships of
specific socio-economic variab]es with regard to fann
jland tenure in Alberta by a) further analsts of census:
;tdata a"d b) deveiopment and ana1y51s of a questionnaire |
data bank, - o ' o
:»ZL..to examine aﬁﬂ~compare these findings w1th those character-"a*
i/ 'istics and/or relationships hypothe51zed or proven dn other |

bareas of North America.,



T

g 3,: to investigate the attitudes of Alberta. farmers towards e

i

present farm land tenure attributes.v'

Generai‘Characteristics and Relationships,
'Hypotheses with Respect to Farm Land Tenure

o in Alberta

| 'v'was refﬂected in the summary of re]ated socio—economic variables from

Land ownership has been traditionally iinked by North Americans

to security of tenure and to a high standard of’ living. Its importance

-
census statistics presented in Chapter III In addition while re-'"
“viewing for potentiai hypotheses about the re]ationship of 1and owner- B
ship-to speCific socio-ecOnomic variab]es and to the deveiopment of -
attitudes and politica1 institutions the fo]iowing North American
Lcharacteristics of land tenure were investiqated in the Aiberta >
context: | B o
; ' 1. that fu]l owner-operatorship of the farm ‘
.. 1s becoming .a secondary goal, even though
- it is expressed and perceived by farmers
as most important_to farming efficiency
_ and productivii:_y,'l ‘
: 2;' that acquisition is predominate]y by
’ direct purchase; and that transfer of land
- holdings to the next generation s a basic
Tand tenure problem; )
j}3;°vthat part—owned/part-rented farms tend to .
. be targer in size (both in acreage and other
asset meaéures) than those which are owner- o L
operated- _ .
g ”iva}; that with the recent changes in production

~ technology, there has been a shift in the -
- farm firm organization from the private
4individua1 ‘to partnership,

« 85, .that renta] arrangements are wei]-estab- :
© " 1ished by tradition, and are usually
verbal,. 1/3-2/3. crop-share "leases"; and
- that_they have too. short a time period o
‘ ';fbr 1ong~nange planning«of efficiency or. . .-
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'productivity improvements.‘? S e L

6. that the majority of 1andlords renting

land -are widows of farmers or retired’
farmers; and that types of assistance
from these landiords k| f avai]abie is”
'-very broad , “

Then based on infonnation “from the iiterature and statis-—

"b tical data review, the fo'l]owing hypotheses were deve]oped and examined":,
B l) that the greai‘:er the acreage ‘of 'land owned o )

._a) ‘the - greater the perceived amount of iand owned-

b_) _ ;the greater the perceived value of on-farm production, '. o

c) the lower the perceived value of land rel ative to, that

- of persons renting land;

d) the- ‘higher the age grouping,

’tliz)i

e)' _the 'lower the level of formal education.

S

’ that high scores on a Li(ert attitude measurement sca'le

, based on affinity to land" ownership will correlat

positi vely w1th

- d) number of acres owned; - 4 ; » |

' b) vpercentage of Tand owned in farm 1nvestment, R
" .¢) age groupifg of 45- 54,_‘ - |

- 3)

‘;i

' _ment ?scal.es. 3

d) - business organization as private individua“l ;'and o

A '-negati vely wi th- "

a) number of acres rented

'- b) amount ‘of off-farm income, .
'that an ana1y51s of attitude towards land ovmership usmg

-the semantic differentiai techmque can 1denti fy ma}or

E ‘dimensions of the attitude and m'l'l corre‘late posﬂ:iveiy

B with scores obtained using the Likert attitude measure- '

5
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o Research‘Desig; '
v i) Sampling Methodology

"7f The province of Alberta was chosen -as the regionrto be sampledA -
in. order that the political and legaJ institutions that’ most affect |
_land tenure would be similar for all respondents. However, it was
.; ;realized that local/municipal by—laws and regulations (for example,

--zoning, taxation) do affect the land market in varying ways throughout::

'*tthe province.‘“

o would be necessary, when using simple random sampling techniques

..vflistings was taken (4 250) 7 As there were only 62,702 farmers as -

‘: Sample size tables were used to determine that for a popula- o ,‘1a
tion of lOO 000 a confidence level of 95 percent reliability of plus |
or minus 5 percent, and an expected rate of occurrence of the charac-
teristic being sampled of 50 percent or-greater, a sample size of 383 g"'
6
Assuming a response rate of 10 percent to a mailed questionnaire, the
sample size of 3,830 was - deduced to be necessary." . i
It was determined that the current (1974) farm vehicle licence .
'splate listing for the province of Alberta would be the most accurate -
' listing of farmers in the province as the farm - ]icence plate allows
‘;them to purchase gasoline and oil at a reduced rate when vehicles are-
1used for farm business thus all qualifying farmers use them The‘
_:?address listings were said to be- accurate to that year also.' The :'
' total listings numbered ll7.000 of which 32 000 listings were reJected

”fjas duplicates. A five percent random sample of the 85 000 remaining

*u_defined by the 197l census, it was hypothe51zed that the difference h,
{fwas attributable to l)several vehicles registered under several '

"3;pdifferent names per farm, 2) vehicles making 1mproper use of fanm
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| classification. 3) more farm vehicie users in 1974 than in 1971 due‘ |
.-to increase in sma]i acreage ho]ders. and 4) misceiianeous reasons, B
".such as ownér now out of province or deceased The latterreason
accounted for 123 questionnaires returned In totai 788 question-

A'naires ‘were returned a response rate of 19 percent However.~98-of s

S these were rejected due to incompiete answers, SO that the effective

| response rate was 17. percent _ ‘

' Because a large percentage (93%) of farm owners and fann

: part—owners/part-tenants are fncluded in the totai number of farm

operators, -and: as aii questionnaires returned indicated ownership, .»'

chi-square (xz) goodness of fit tests were conducted on a Census .

p}Division basis to test the simi]arity of frequencies of other key
variabies' 1) the number of farms. 2) the age grouping 45«54 of fann;

f*foperators and 3) individuai operatorship to that of the total popuia- .

'tion.‘ (See Tabie 13 ) As is indicated the age grouping 45-54 sampled
_l:frequencies show a good samp]e fit. A large x2 value indicates a ‘},
s:poor fit of the data and it can be seen from Table 13, that the sampie, ,‘..

of farm numbers is based toward farm respondents from Census Divisions!

4, 5 10 and 13 (For reference, see Appendix 3, Ma\“3~}\‘1his\gguld\g

.be due to a deciine in the number of farms in these: areas from the T\\\\‘N‘
:gicen>us year 1971 to 1974 which has increased the interest of remaining d':-'-
A_farmers to -land fssues. . n R R

f - The variabie Individuai Type of Dperation has ag indicated

- bias to respondents from Census Divisions 2, 4 5 and 10. No apparent

sreason is avaiiabie “for the’ sampie discrepancies in Census Divisions

'h:i'4 5 and 10 for both these variables._v_ o

P
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- 11) Questionnaire Design " .
| ' Because of the recent wide~spread interest in Jand use and
ownership in Alberta. it was decided that a large mail questionnaire
jSurVey would not only give a-more representative data bank of socio-
-economic and attitudinal variables than a small personal interview
_ :survey. but alsovwould have a fairly high rate.of return that would
':"dtend to eliminate non respondent bias Both a pre-test and the actual
' questionnaire were developed‘with format colour. mailing time of year
;suggestions that survey researchers have found effective 8 Both
5"questionnaires featured an introductory letter. stamped return B
-ﬁisenvelope and were followed with two reminder cards (See Appendix 3
‘ for Introductory Letter, Questionnaire and Reminder Card ) .
The questionnaire was divided into five sections Three sec-< |
.-~Ttions were to be’ answered by all respondentS' Section A was the '
“j;Likert attitude measurement scale, Section B-wds>the semantic differen-.
. tial scale, and Section E was a general section for recommendations
and comments. Section c was answered by all respondents who owned i
filand in l913-1974 while Section D was answered hy all respondents who
rented land during that time'period The questionnaire was pre-tested _
'f on colleagues in the Department of Geography, Alberta Department of :_'f
| Agriculture and Alberta Land Use Forum Then a sample of fifty
.- farmers had copies of the questionnaire mailed to them. They were v'>
later interviewed by telephone for comment on format clarity of
i'questions aﬂd any other concerns arising tyom the questionnaire The
['umjor change recmnuended was a switch from an introductory explanation
'd of the semantic differential scale to the brief instruction used as :

--most farmers considered it uhnecessary and “too time consuming to

_s_. )
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‘figure out" Unfortunately. it was iater discovered that such a change

- did not’ increase understanding of the type of response requested - on]y“v

*

328 (48%) of the responses were uSeabie

‘Research’ DeSign and Analyses

. The returned questionnaires were coded for computer processing o
4 A summary of the answers received is: inciuded in Appendix 3, and will

be discussed in»the fo]]owing ana]yses.

.~‘i) Sectinn A Likert Attitude Measurement Sca]e

| . The Likert attitude scaie was deveioped according to the

: _°methodoiogy of Edwards ‘and. Likert Twenty attitude statements half
;'favourabie to ‘the concept of Tand onnership and ‘half not favourabie,
" were deve]oped by using the 1and tenure 1iterature, popular farm

‘f.magazines such as. Country Guide. The Canadian Cattieman, and radio

‘_,phone-in shows monitored over a six month peripd. The resultinb’

.--scaie is: shown in, Figure 12 and the cprrected numerica] values are '
- _shown in Appendix 3. Attitude statements which were considered N
 favourable were numbered 1, 2, 5, 7,.10, 13,115, 18, 19, 20.. Using
V ~‘the 22 returned pre-test questionnaires, the scaie was checked for
. split-haif re]iabiiity or the criterion of - internal consistency, and
' ‘ffd.e cnrreﬂation expressed by rho(p) of 0 74 was obtained ‘at

'lfthe Jdevel’ of significance 005 10 Therefbre, each attitude statement

'_i'item as weil as the totai scale can be used as an attitude measure~

."

: 77ment. ‘ » : .
\ The scores for attitude statements refiecting issues concgih— .

”'ffiqg the freedom~of ounership (2 5 9 10 11, 13) Jea51ng (3, 6. 125

\
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“Land ownership should be pursued for {ts own virtue.....

v
K
) FIGURE 12
Likert Attftude Statement Scale:
- Land Ownershi
. - " Strongly Strongly
~ Statement : . Agree Disagree
J. The owner has a right to make a profit from his land.... —_—
2. . Land ownership glves the freedom to farm the land
. without interfarence from government regulation......... —_—
3., People rent land only when they lack the cash or
credit to buy 1and..cucieedeeeeisaviesesesrabeasarsrnee -
4. Land banks facilitate agricultural planning and help .
control urban development.......iscesorsesvanscscsscinns .
5. The supply of land for farming is unlimited............. r
6. Renting land can free capital for other {nvestments..... _
7.  Farmers who own their own Jand farm it more = - - .~ )
AT L L L R T S L T L LT I ER
8. Absentee owners do not look after their land as well.... ' °
9. Migher land taxes would pressure owners to make . T
. fuller and better use of -their agricultural land..... . .
10. . Owning lend means less money spenton land in the -
: JONG MIN. .. vreecncncccrcssacsnsissane cesnanae I
“11. Land 13 3 COMMUNTLY r@SOUICe.....ccenevecsacarscscronnes
12.° If farms continue to become larger, wore leasing .
will have £0 OCCUF. . ucvvorocnssestsarsesasasesssasaissss -
13. Land ownership mns'_cer%ainty of having land to" farm...
4. Lind banks Yimit vrising Tand costs. . ... .ocuadscndvances.
15. The private marketplace i3 the only fair and efficient
- wechantsm for fairly distributing land resources......... —_
.16, '-Pubtic Tand ownership would reduce local revenues be- - :
. . 'cause ‘publicly owned land would be removed from the
: R TS B a1 L T R P R T TR T R R R P -
- 17. Different renting arrangements can lead to sharing
oo of-risk and uncertainty. ... it ceeiitenciovecsnandet
. .18. .Taking the profit incentive out of.land would deprive -
: land development of creative leadership -and {nnovation.. - -
19.  Inadequate -leasing markets and agreements fail to - —
20‘ put agricultural land 1ntd good USe.....cccvreeiivaconnnnvens
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',l7. 19), and efficienCy‘(7;-8) aspects were predictable from the pre-

"ceding liteirature'reView ‘Most "surprising were the scares for state-
ment 1, which would fndicate a socialistic philosophy; this is also.

: reflected in statements 18 and 20. Attitude statements_which fncluded
planning mechanisms such as land banks or tax structures were scored ‘

" as undecided - _ 'bv - ‘ o
The average total of Likert attitude scores for each County,
- Municipal and Improvement Districts and Special. Areas were mapped.
(See Map 3.) The higher score indicates a more favourable attitude
to the land ownership concept. Municipalities where scores are less
than 60. o might be . partially explained as those that have. l) govern-‘ L
ment ownership of large land tracts (County 2, 4, 5) ‘that is where
acreage ownership can not be increased or2) escalating land vaTues

.". due to. urban influences where an. acreage increase may not be economi—j~~f-
‘ical-jz’ B k q- o u», :~ . . o .

There appears to be no common factor for the very high scores‘
that occur for M. 0. 92 M0 52, County 19 and 1.D. 8. A corrélation |
coefficient (r) of -0 29 at the 025 level of significance ‘was caleué-"i -
lated between the number of acres owned per owner ‘and the Likert

«aattitude score on a municipalities basis. This Tow correlation does s
reflect the above connnnts, as some owners with smaller amounts of ;h
ewned land or. limited ability to expand would tend to have

:.“ larger attitude scores possibly expressing a desire for more owned

-land than 1in land ownership per se.

* . _. B ", e -
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‘Average Total of 3
Likert Attitude Test .
Scores By County/M.D./1.D.
Less Than 60.0 |

_ 50.0.3“6419'
,65.Q - 69.9

70, 0 or Greater

. ~‘Federa1/Prbv1nc1a'l Land Not
A_Open for Agriculture -

LR

v'tnnovolll

8

110° @
60°

N

498

“110°.
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ii) Section B: Differential Measurement Scale
The semantic d1fferent1af scale was developed using the

methodology initially developed by Osgood.]3

As this technique assumes
that 1nportant cogn1t1ve‘components of a con&pt can be measured by
sets of bipolar adjectiva] sca]es, 1tbis important to devise appropri-
ate scales that will measure attitudes. Unfortunately, while studies
have used word‘iists. unstructured conversations, and literature
searches; no definitive method has been deve]oped which will insure

;%relevaney.14 As in the Likert measurement seale.development,‘use was
“made of the academic and popular literature as.well as phone-in radio
shows to develop adjectivedsca{es.vsThese were discussed with respon-
dents to the ore-test'questionnaire, who corroborated the

» adjectjves be1ng used, as well. as whether the favourable or unfavour-

: able po]e being used was correct ' '

~

As each scale represents a continuum between the two adjectives,

faVourab]e or unfavourabTe reponses to the stihh]us are shown by the -
]ocation of the response on an interval scale. Stud1es by Stagner and

' Osgood have determ1ned that a seven step 1nterva1 is preferable. 15

The favourable pole of the scale was scored as 7, the unfavourable ¢
pole as 1, with @e’ing a 'neutra'l score. The sumna'ted s‘ca'le scores
n

are presented 1 he Questionna1re Summary 1n Appendix 3. The mean

":j_ attitude scores are presented graphica]ly in F1gure 13 Attitude I
e scores ranged from 2. 04 to 4. 61 with a tota] mean :score of 3.68. )
This low attitude mean score may be " 1nd1cat1ve of a negat1ve attitude
towards land ownership generally. _The attitude score means, ‘as well

| ’Cﬂ as tbe standard deviations Tor the,ls sca1es are shown in Tab]e 14,
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’ RN FIGURE 13 -
/\/\ | SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL MEASUREMEN_T SCALE "
gi_\ "7 SCORE MEANS: LAND OWNERSHIP ,
o 7 4 . 1
Freedom ‘Bondage

| Nei\ghbour'ly Ulnsociab]:_e,

_ Efficient - Inefficient
MofiVat1n§= z ‘Restraining
Wealth o - o ) Poverty

| Native = ] . B Foreign
Profitable . | N < Unprof‘itab'le
Traditional . Unconventional
Private ; < :,: tb;rmuf_\al
Status ' " Disgrace |

" Innovative Unchanged :
Stable ) SN .Unstable v
_Favat_ﬁyly o \ o ; — | _Corpora‘tion‘
Secure ‘ Insecure
Rural l/ Urban ;
P_ermanent Rbdt‘s g ot : _ { Homeless:
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MEAN "AND STANDARD DEVIATION oF SEMANTIC
S N DIFFERENTIAL ATTITUDE SCALES

 TABLE’ 14

a

T

- o ;‘vMéén‘ 'StandaEd Deviation
Freedom-Bondage ' 2 04 " 0.65
NelghbouriernSOCT%ble B 4 34 0.32

' Eff1c1ent IneffTCTent | - 2 39'7$ 6.41'
Mot1vat1ng—Restra1nTng ‘ - , 4.39 - 0.32
wea]th Poverty - -W,!4.34 E ; :0;32 -

' Native-Foreign . 2.94 o045
ProthabTe-Unprofitable 4.44 0.45
Tradlpjonal—Uncgnventiopa]_Jﬂ 2.96 . 0.45>
Privaté-CohmhnaT e Coas L 0.55 .
Status-DTSgrace : 'f12:795 0.63°

“~Innovat1ve—Unchanged ‘”¢2.§7 : ' 0.45
StabTe-Unstable ° 2.60 0.71

- Fam11y—Corporataon ‘_4)56 ib 0.63 "
Secure-lnsecurev.j 2.6, 0.02

Rural-Urban 4.57 055
Permanent Roots-Home]ess K 4.61 ’0.7i'
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. the original’ measur1ng sca1es w1th these factors

6

The responses on each semant1c d1fferent1a1 scale were then

“correlated with responses to a11 other scales to form an intersca]e

" correlation matrix for test1ng the 1nterna1 va11d1ty of the sca]e and‘_"

for use as the data 1nput for factor analys1s.vrﬁxa

Factor analysis is a method which is used to analyze a set of
: observat1ons for 1ntercorre1at1ons, where the var1ab1es may be corre—7
~ Tated. w1th more than one- common factor, and thus, the set of data can

" be exp]ained in terms of a sma]ler number of reference var1ab1es The'j

factor ana]ysis output 1s a set of factors that account for a 1arée
proportion of the common var1ance and the corre]at1ons of each of
16 e

An image ana]ys1s was performed hﬁth orthogonal rotat1on to

glve a set of 1ndependent factors.lz. Factors were ;nterpreted by

| considering factor 1oad1ngs greater than 0 .35.° A summary of‘the

| resu]ts 1s 1ncluded 1n Append1x 3. It was d1scovered that some

attitude variab]es (such as permanent roots, rural) loaded. h1gh on

two - factors while ‘another attitude var1ab1e (wealth) . loaded at greater

~than one. Thus, these attltude var1ab1es are measur1ng more than one ,

thebretica] d1mens10n, and a d1fferentiat1on of factors 1s not
possible.]8 | ' | ‘ »

Therefore, it would appear that a concept such as land owner-

sh1p may not have adJect1ves with un1que d1mens1ons that w111 describe e

1t exc]usively, thateis 1and ownersh1p per se is not spec1f1c

. enough an activity for this analysis techn1que.7§!!cause of th1s re- . -
' sult no correlations were attempted w1th the L1kert att1tude measure-

B ment sca]e.,
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111) Sect1on c, D, E- Analyses of Socio'Economic Variables

These sect1ons of the questionna1re were designed to prov1de

descr1pt1ve socio-econom1c data that cou]d be used to compare charac-

:ter1stics of farm land tenure in A]berta w1th those found e]sewhere
as well as re]evant respondent stat15t1cs ‘that could: be corre]ated
’ with att1tude-statements A compTete summary of the answers obtalned
‘is inc1uded 1n Append1x 3 ' | A

The main value - products produced by respondents were beef

(56'3%); wheat (26 3%); sma11egra1ns (24 4%)‘ and pasture/forage ‘

"(25 4%), which, 1s the typica] product mix in A1berta agr1cu1ture The

respondents tended to own 1ess acreage (average group was 240 399
;acres 97-161 hectares) than the census average for e1ther fu]]

OWners or part-owners/part renters The est1mated -average market

'va1uesfbr farm]and both that owned and rented were approx1mate1y one

- hundred-do1]ars higher per acre than that calcu1ated by Alberta

- Agriculture for the 1974ei975'year; “In additfon, farmers estimated

_that' -5’3»9% of capital' investment on the farm was taken by land '”5%"

in mortgages, 9.4% in rent) Most respondents 1nd1cated on-fa

‘ residence (84 2%) with the acreage farmed unchangedefrom tHe previous
year (76 6%) : '.hf D B ﬁfgtﬁ‘a'

| Approximate]y half of the farm bus1nesses were operated as

E pr1vate 1nd1v1dua1 (49 0%), wh11e husband-w1fe partnershxps and
famtly.corporatjonscaccounted.for_37.4%, th1s is comp&rable with Q:n

'prOVincial census'statistics which. show an increaSing trend away from

,AindividuaI operatorsh1p Th1s respondent samp]e may have. been atyp-‘f

fcal. in that 47 5% of farm ‘net income was from off-farm sources, -

-5which is h1gher than the provincia] average (36%) 19 s
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The social variables cgrresponded generally w1th census statis—,

v'tics. Most of the respondents were in the 35 54 year age groupings

-(52 9%) had ‘grown up (89 8%) -and farmed. for ‘those nmny years in the E

same location. The formal education level was Grades 6-10 (48 7%);

additional experience in other areas outside Alberta was claimed by 35

'\_percent of the sample. Both the identifiable ethnic heritage mix as
-well. as the proportions of family in rural and urban areas reflect ‘
general knowledge. S - 4 ”

| Land Was owned by the husband solely (4l 9%) or - in JOlnt

husband-wife ownership (36 9%). It was purchased by,76,4% of.the

'_owners, rather than obtained by homestead (7.9%) or'inheritancei(13.3%) |

i.‘— also an increasing trend elsewhere. Most (Gl 6%) stated that it
T would haJE been 1mpossible to rent rather than purchase the. lawé////\\\?

' ,parcel last purchased.

Approximately half of the respondents (48 6%) farmed detached
land parcels away from the farmstead - Of these farmers 66 percent
had land zero to five miles (0 -2 kilometres) away, l7 7% had land six to -
" ten miles away (10-16 kilometres) and 15. 6% had land ten miles ‘or more
(16 kilometres) away In the latter two categories the farmer was :’ .
‘.located near a city (Edmonton, Leduc, Hetaskiwtn Lloydminster) or in f
marginal farming areas in the extreme south-east south-west and | |
Peace‘River district areas. _Distance from farmstead dld not appear to
affect land use, as much as'soil, topography, climate.
. _Only 9. 0% of the owners rented some of their land out,
flusually for crop production (76 i%) They reported that the. leasee
;farmed the land as well or as efficiently as they would have done
o eom. - | |



Most of the leases (56. 9%) that were reported were for
‘private cultivated land fo]]owed by 13 3 percent for pasture and ID 3
percent for grazing No. respondents reported pub]ic grazing leases. A
large percentage of the agreements were. written (55 4z), with 35.6 per-
cent being 1/3 2/3 crop -share and 43.7 percent being straight cash.
Only 1/3 of the leases reported included shared costs between
-1andlord and tenant and most respondents (83 3%) felt that shared
\ costs wou]d have na effect on farming practices. Land use practices'
. on owned and rented land were reported to be. 51m11ar. . '
‘. ' Most respondents preferred crop-share leases (49. 6%) as a
method of spreading risk and uncertainty, while a minority (39. 1%)
liked the freedom of decﬁsion-making opportunities under a straight
cash lease. Flexib]e cash leases r cash- share leases a]though .
aref1ecting product market prices, re>not used A large number of'
f respondents pneferred one to five year leases {44. 9%) stating as
reasons a]lowance for change and easier. bookkeeping of costs The
‘rest of the respondents preferred intermediate or ]ong term 1eases
jv(28 5% 26 6%) citing 1onger pianning horizons and return ‘on 1nvest-
'ment. These resu1ts are. Similar to a recent A]berta 1eas1ng
study,?O - | » _ .
| _ Many farmers did not receive any advice when making a 1ease :
| agreement (37 8%), a sma11 number . consu]ted with family (17 3%) with
government exten51on personne] (11.5%) and with written materials,

.such as magazines, textbooks (15 2%) Type of negotiation was sp]it '

'between owner' s request, leasee's. request and mutual. agreement

Leasees characterized their landlords as private individuals ‘:}

(59 9%) who they-had genera]]y known all their Tife (48 6%) and who
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'might be an‘older‘reiative'(35 7%)xs"Most'of theviandiords“had farmed -
the 1and (50 8%) and were renting to oniy one ieasee (78 6%) Only-a
few 1and10rds had been invo]ved with credit or ]oans for the ieasee '
18. 9%) About 1/3 of the 1andlords 1ived on a farm while 63 8 per-

F-cent Tived in an urban community, most of the leased property- (82 82)

| . was within one hundred miles (160 kilometres) of the owner [ residence.'

Some of these socio-economic variables were then tested |
ﬂ?against number of acres owned and aTso acres rented to see if a sys-

| ‘tematic =F1ationship existed‘ bCramer s V was the test used to’

:_‘measure the strength of relationship, as it makes a correction for the

= fact that the value of chi—square (xz) is directiy proportionai to the
~"number-of cases involved 21 (See Tabie 15’7‘

It would appear that there is a stronger measure of associa-

‘ tion between acres rented and the percentage of farm investment re- -

.quired than between acres owned and the 1nvestment required— Ihis i

differs from the reported perceived investment of farmers to land

‘holding . Measures of association between different sources of in-

.7 _come nd acreage owned or rented are comparab]e. Measures of

o association are higher between cash crops (wheat, oi]seed) and acreage

f.iowned as well as between pasture crops and acreage rented. There is

fia higher measure of assoc1ation between number of . Yyears farmed with
'1father for acreage rented than acreage owned which is probably re-'
-f]ecting intergeneration transfer.. - S ‘ »
o ?__ This statisticai test was also used for determining a measure

T of the;strength ofthe reiationship between the Likert attitude scale

:j_'scores faVOurabie to land ownership and acreage owned (V>- 0 33),

ﬁiifacreage rented (V 0 35), percent of perceived farm investment - 1and .

. p. T
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‘-Agéfi, :

CRAMER'S V:

TABLE 15
| ASSOCIATIONS BETHEEN ACREAGE -
_'(OHNED/RENTED) WITH. sotxo-scouonxc VARIABLES o

Percentage of Faim

‘Investmeht-Land Owned

: —Land Rentedln"-"'

Source of Income
-;-Fanm,Production

: ._offffarm-Operator A

. -Family

"Type of Production

-Beef
:.—Dairy
‘,-Hogs .

-Wheat -

-.—Oiiseed.

-Sma1l Grains
_-Pasture and- Forage

'”. No. of Years Farmed

Hith Father :

. Acreage Owned

38
.29
.7

.54"

L.

Acreage Rentéd-
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- restrict its use to farmers - Other: suggestions however. indicated

: o | | | 129
owned (V =\0 17) and percent of perceived farm investment - land G
rented. (V ='0,30). These results appear to: substantiate the evidence

- from other areas and seen in the iiterature that fuiT”farm owner-op-

‘\%
. . 4‘ =
In Section E, a]l farm respondents were asked\t: give ,

_ ' \
‘ recommendations for easing the present shortage and/or e high cost

veratorship s stil considered to be a primary goal.

2:.0f agricuitura1 land in order tq facilitate farm iand ownership. o
- (See Summary of Questionnaire. Appendix 3 ) The most frequent sug-
gestion (38%) was to controi subdivision of agricu]tural iand and to

;that there was no probiem (11%) in land avaiiabi]ity or cost but ’ ,
’:.rather in farm credit (9%) product" marketing (10%) or sociai-extension '
iinfonmation (9%) institutions. 7'__ o

~.
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CHAPTER VI

o \\> © SUMMARY AND CONELUSIONS
'»-Thisgstudy identified r social"and economic characteris-
~tics~and relationships which e,been‘found;to_affect'or be affected
by-iand tenure institutions. These characteristics d relationships
Ubwere then investigated in the Alberta farm lan re context ,
Major trends “in the nd tenure systep wh1ch4pad prev1ous]y
."been identified were established for Aiberta One trend was that

;part-owner/part tenant operatorship is 1ncrea51ng both in number and
..size of farm operated, even though attitudes of farmers sti]i iink B
J income, living standarqsﬁand status with full OWner—operatorship This
was substantiated by direct questions on the mai] questionnaire .as o (:7/4
‘weil as scores obtained by using the Likert attitude scale which ‘ H
Aﬁ%asured attitudes favourable to land ownership In'addition 4hrm
respondents who were renting property“appeared ‘to have a higher aware- -
ness of land investment required '-“». o ‘ _ '

Using the questionnaire data, it was a]so seen that aithough

< most property transfers are now by direct purchase, rather than inheri—

“.tance or homesteading, farmers were spending a greater number of years -

renting land from relatives, presumab]y before a11 land for the farm
v management unit was purchased“\bThis trend might explain the high
proportion of off-farm work,)both by the operator and his family.
Despite the efforts of the information media and government
extension personnel both the traditional type of - farm operatqrship

(individuai-type) and rental arrangements (1/3 2/3 crop share and cash

S L



leases) appear to be changing very slowly, if at all.
. _ Two problems in data hampered this analysis. Census statistics
did not differentiate the proportions of land that were rented or
'owned by part-owner/part-tenant; and thus, it was not possible to
determine farm size and structure of this category for comparative
purposes. No full.tenants answered the survey questionnaire. In
addition, only several questionnaires were answered by those farmers
holding public grazing leases, farm members of Hutterite colonies and
native farmers on reserve or colony land.

" One of the purposes for attitude measdrement was to try to
explain even predict behaviour or- behaviour change. In the context
fof land ownership, it would enable planners and legislators to under-.
stand attitudes ~of the general population towards land ownership and

l'what effects any planned changes (or lack of a ) would have on social.

- economic, political and legal inititutions it was interesting
¥ . . ,
"to find that three attitude statement items Likert scale indi-

cated socialistic rather than capitalistic phi} Sophies of land‘owner-

ship. Other attitude ghatements relating to freedom of ownership

' (decision-making). leasing and efficiency scored favourable or unfavour-

able’ as predicted by the literature. In addition, the statements
related to planning mechanisms such as land banks or tax structure,
were scored undecided It was also found that owners with smaller
amounts of owned land or«limited ability to expand (due to phy51cal or
‘economic constraints) tended to have larger attitude scores, thus
possibly expressing a desire for more owned land than in land owner-

~

vfship per se.
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.ment 1nvo1vement in product marketing bo d

~ -duced. ?.J N

:.future research.~

7 - o
- : A
Th1s attitude sca]e measurement is not suff1c1ent ev1dence for

<

'more government 1nterveht1on 1n p1ann1ng and contro1 of Tand ownershlp _‘

and use, but’ the occurrence of h1gh scores on severa] att1tude state—

ments- 1nd1cat1ng socialistic tand tenure ph11osoph1es, may indicate a

” “pred1lectlon for government 1nv01vement in the areas of expanded 1and :

ava11ab111ty and contro11ed 1and prices

[

It was’ a]so 1nd1cated by answers in Sect1on E that farm peop]e o

are current]y not aware of potent1a] p]ann1ng nechan1sms wh1ch could

be.used. This was seen in the 1arge numbers who favoured on]y land

‘use zonfng Those people who answered that there were no prob]ems

. assoc1ated w1th land ownership, 1nd1c ted a need- for 1ncreased govern-

‘tions. It would thus appear ‘that, more exten510n work is needed in the :

areas of land use p1ann1ng and ownersh1p by government and farm organ1—u :

o

nd public creth 1nst1tu;‘

135

zations before any new po11cy p]ann1ng or 1ega1 structures are 1ntro- T

LA

it was antﬁcipated that the . semantic differential measurement

techn1que cou1d be used to: corroborate the f1nd1ngs of the. L1kert

‘1att1tude scales however, the nature of the test does not” appear to be ;,

su1tab1e for ma11 questlonnalres It 1s aTso poss1b]e that the con~_ K
cept of land ownersh1p is too comp1ex for measurement by thws test. |

Not 1nc1uded in the ana]ysws of this thesws were the attempts

--to defrne a regress1on Eguat1on us1ng land ownersh1p as the dependent
var1ab1e and a dec1s1on-mak1ng matr1x of att1tud1na1 and soc1o economxc :
' variab]es, as the independent component. "High mult1co!11near1ty between

T‘the variab1es 1nh1b1ted Var1ab1e def1n1t10n Th1s may be an area @$



: L L L e s :

_ L W *e
Several different types of tenure forms are current]y being
tried in North Amer1ca and should be. further investigated ' These
’include vertical and horizontal integration. custom farming‘ prodyction

co—operatives corporate farming. iand poo]ing and restraints on farm

- size. These%forms of tenancy are - being uséd in conjunction w1th or as -

‘~substitutes for the tradit10na1 fonms of. tehancy - ful] owners, part- D
. owner, and tenant. | g'i“ "_ \ o 'ivi | ‘
’ ‘ U]timately, however, any system of ianded property rights, i._'ie' o
North America both now or. in the future, wili have to be further o
,fdeveloped in terms of the major princ1p1es affecting iand tenure —~ff

. eff1c1ency and product1v1ty, eqU1tab111ty, privacy and freedom. vf»ﬁt,“if»_ N
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Disposition of Public Land in Alberta
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o ) "Table 1 :
R o - DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC LAND ADMINISTERED BY
' ALBERTA ENERGY. AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Items 1972 - 1973, 1973 - 1974 1972 - 1973 1973 - 1974
(acres) (acres) (hectares) (hectares) -
"Homestead Leases . o
- Civilians . 217,477.08 175,930.00 88 009.93 . 71196.41
- Veterans 29,940.99 24,229.88 12 116.70 9 805.49
Homestead Sales ’ S ‘ :
- Civitians = . 915,069.20 848,240.12 370 315.69. 343 270.90
- Veté¥ans o 33,820.50 30,310.89 13 686.68 12 266.39
Homestead Lease Loan Sales 18,739.33 - 7,469.42. 3 536.68 3 022.77
" Purchase Agr‘eéments-Clearing : : : ' ’
‘Projects _ % 5,775.73 - 4,821.77 2 337.36 1 951.30
~ . Public Land Sales o 132,169.50 93,985 .81 .53 487.15 38 034.74
Farm & Rural Development Sales -89,168.13 139,334.06 ~36 085.10 56 386.54
Farm & Rural Development Leases ©.27,931.66 -47,476.94 11 303.55 19 213.25
Cultivation Leases. ’ 120,767.90 113,735.94 48 873.08 46 027.34
Seed Crop Leases - 9,656.60 9,656.60 - 3,907.89 3 907.89
Accrued Area Lease 546.50 546.50 221.16 . 221.16
Grazing Leases 4,925,326.22 5,024 ,380.96 1 993 210.57 2 033 296.63
' _Grazing Permits 730,200.10 © 806,413.23 295 501.76 326 344.14
Miscellaneous Leases 66,548.85 : 55,091.57 26.931.39 22 294.79
RecreatBogii‘ Leases 15,364.57 15,711.30 6 217.83 6 358.14
Mineral $Brface Leases . 127,414.47 131,306.71 51 562.85 53 137.99
Pipeline Agreements . 52,610.41 55,201.65 . 21 290.70 22/339.33
Pipeline Installations 493,66 555.78 199,78 224.92
Transfer of Administration ) -
& Control to Other . . :
Departments- 1,774.82 2,023.24 718.24 818.78
. % L.

SOURCE: Based on statistics of Public Lands Division,
' for the fiscal year ended March 31st, 1974.

Department of Lands and Forests Annual Report for

1
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_ - Figure 1
L SUMMARY OF REGULATIONS FOR DISTRIBUTION OF
o PUBLIC LANDS ADMINISTERED BY ALBERTA
" ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

ey

)

Homestead Sale ’

- app11cant must be a Canadlan c1t1zen who has attained the age of

, e1ghteen years but is Tess than seventy one years of age. and who

maximum amount of Tand th

v]and is

Eligibility R .

-prior to mak1ng app11cat1on

Features of Homestead\Sa]e P011cy‘ »
land app11ed for. must be at Teast f1fty percent arab]e

f;n be obtaifed is 640 acres (259

all land applled for und?{

'/1s payable over a max1mum of twenty years

annual 1nsta1ments of pr1nc1pa] and 1nterest (at six percent per

annum) are due in the fourth year of the term if less than

-hectares) 1nc1ud1ng the Tapd owned by the app11cant and spouse
a homestead sa]e and the app11cant s

v owned land must be/ﬁfth1n a ten mile (10. 61 R1Tometres) rad1us

PR

twenty-five acres (10.12 hectares) are under cu1t1vat1on at the

time the homestead sale contract is executed .

taxes are deferred until the fourth year if Tess than twenty five |

acres (10.12. hectares) are under cu1t1vat1on

-~

1- has resided in Alberta for a total of one year in the three years

s

166
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- cu]tivation duties are requ1red annua11y, a title’cannot be
| »issued until at least forty acres (16/19 hectares) per quarter
section has been brought to seedbed cond1t1on
- res1dence on the homestead or on a farm of at 1east e1ghty acres
(32. 37 hectares) w1th1n a ten mile (10. 61 k110metres) rad1us for‘
'a total of twe]ve months over two or more years w1th periods of
»res1dence of not less than three months in any one year are re-
qu1red. Res1dence must commence not 1ater than the seventh year
.of-term of the homestead sale »
.'f-if the purchaser bu11ds a hab1tab]e house worth at least'$1-000
~on the Tand he may be granted a credit of $24!’/acre (%0. 81/hec~
o tat”ut no?t exceedmg $500. 00 '
B.. Farm: $Rural_ Deve1opment Sale

E11g1b111ty | SR .
I _ . - , S 4
r-the app11cant must -be a CanddfanﬁcitiZen who -has attained the -
. : . @? e ) N
age of e1ghteen years. ui, o 'i i
Features of the Farm and-Rura] Deyelopment‘3a1e o ’ &t«
£
3

- designed to. ass1st estab11shed farmers to acqu1re additional
Tands, successfu1 app11cant determ1ned after cons1der1ng exper- "
1ence, present 1and holdings, need and f1nanc1a1 s1tuat1on

- a sale contract norma]Ty has no. requ1rements other than payment
of the purchase price _ _

- max1mum term’ 1sftwenty—f1ve years w1th 1nterest payable at six
percent per. annum. The m1n1mum down payment (under certain con-

d1t1ons) is s1x percent of the sale va]ue. Pr1nc1pa1 payments



Qma;iimum term fqr a lease with'a

only méy- be'de‘fer‘red for five years

Eligibivity - - S S

Farm ‘and ‘Rural- Develppme'nt ‘Lease

- the app]‘ic‘:ant must be a Canadian citizen who haé attained the age
. of e1ghteen years | |

ey

Features of Farm and Rural Deve]opment Lease o

a 'Iea'se with option' to purchase.requn'es that various duties be

‘ performed prior to the sale
b Al

a lease with no. opt1on may be issued on 'Iand Fn mstances ‘where

i the department does not w1sh to sell

t

successfu1 apphcant determ'ined after cons1der1 o

expemence, use\"qnade of present 1and ho]dmgs, 1 \

v ¥

tion. ‘ ﬁ; W

- cons1derab]e f]ex1b1'l1ty aff Jative to duties or require-
v - ;

_ ments : ‘

‘@ptjon to purchase is five

years; maximum- term for a lease without an option to purchase is

ten years

.- ’lease renta'l is two percent of appra1sed w value plus ﬁve

.’<

\L

RESY

percent of appra1sed value for 1mprovemenw

- Yessee pa_ys taxes o o

N

_Homestead Lease

‘MMa?cm'lst ~1974, there wer‘e 666, Civilian Homestead Leases and

_ eighty. Veteran Homstead-Lea.ses in effect_. The issuance. of new »

Hd_mesteéd_~ Leases wa‘s' discontinued in 1964. Lessee may obtain title

L e
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after:complyfng with certain"prescribed cuftivation_and residence

requirements.
E. _griculturai Farm Sales A L
The issuance of Agr1cu1tura1 farm sa]e dlspositions has been re--
p]aced by the Farm and Rura1 Deve]opment Sa1e and Lease d1spos1—
‘”tion. | | !
'F,V'Cultivation Leases o ‘
’ App]icat;ons arewno longer bemg taken as it has been reconmended
that this type of d1$§psit1on«be dis'ontinued Cu]tivatlon 1eases
would be rep]aced by the more f1exib1e Farm peve1opment Leases._
Exist1ng Cu1t1vat10n Leases wi11 be allowed to continue until the1r
-expiry and renewa] of these 1eases w111 ‘be considered under the -
. Farm Development regulat1ons. | | ‘{ x
oo C’u'l vation Permit - - e l"
W,Cash rent is $2. Jacre ($0 81/hectare) for cu1t1vated 1and
-f;d;lslacres ($0.003hectare) for non—cu1t1va€ed areas.and‘taxes;_»
H. Grazing teases "’f‘ | IR | - %

‘f_ - grazing 1eases are 1ssued for a- term of five to twenty years,

- an app11cant for a graz1ng 1ease must be e1ghteen years of age

where land is ‘found not su1tab1e for a h1gher use, such as -

homestead sa]e, cu1t1vat1on or recreatlonal purposes
5

or o]der and a Canadian c1tlzen .

- with the approva] of the ForestaLand Use Branch graz1ng leases

= may be issued in the non-settlement area “Green Area", tO eStab-

Iished farmers who. re51de with1n the sett]ement area

169
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= all holders of grazing 1eases are responsib]e for pay1ng the

mun1c1pa1 taxes on the lands leased _

the annqa]»rental of the grazing land is_based‘on.thef‘mighted
average.brice of beef cattle for the months of'JUly to December
ofrthe~pretgding year, at Caigary market, not including slaughter
steers and heifers, Grades Aiiand A2; the carrying capacity of

the land and the average gaih of cattle on grass. The forage

~ value equais average price mu]tip]ied.by average gain of cattle

on grass (250 pounds or 112. S'kiﬂograms) dirideéibx carryin§
capacfty (acres ((hectares)) per. an1ma1 unit per year) 'In'1974,
‘ége pgﬁcentage of the forage value used to calcu1ate the rental
“was fixed by Grder—in—Counc11 as. fo]]ows~'

Seven and one-ha]f perCent for South "A" Dlstr1ct .

. STX and One-quarterwpercent for Centra] "B" District

| Three percent for North "C"D1str1 t

o= graz1ng lease may be ass1gned to someone e 1g1b1e to ho]d a

R Grazing Lease o

'assignment fee is fifty Dercent of the cons1deration received by" :

the assignor and sha]l not be less than two t1mes the tota] of the -

‘current annua1 rental. Ass1gnment between certain relatives are“

" subject to-a fee equal to the current annua1 rental

@
maximum 1ease s1ze cannot exceed an area suffic1ent to graze
v

six hundred head of cattle unles% a larger area can be leased

‘Agﬁ

‘w1thout adversely affEthng the 1nterests of others in the d1s-

 trict -



1. GrazinggPefﬁit{ o _
) - gr#iing permits may be i$§ued'on public land for the purpose
of grazing 11vestock _  , ‘ E o S

'_Q the permitee is required to’ make payment of the annual ‘rental as

~ well.as all taxes levied against the land

- the’ permit terminates on December 31st, fo]lowing the date of ;

; issue and may be renewed at the discretion of the D1rector

SOURCE: 'Rggulations upder.the Alperta Public Lands Acf; 1966.

-
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_ t Table 2
DISPOSITION OF PUBLIC LANDS ADMINISTERED
BY ALBERTA MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS (SPRCIAL AREAS), 1974

Type of Tenure S | . | '.Are'a ”

5 R - (acres) .. (hectares)
é;atentedkpcrque T 1,530,939 | 619 549.58
Cultivét{on”LeasebAcreage | B 184 768 .68

..CU1t1vation Perm1t Acreage R _f "; 2,409 N S 974 89,
'.Irrlgatlon Lease’ Acreage 7 '"v.i - 2,968 ,: ' 1'20].11‘
Grazing Lease Acreage : - 2,895,798 1171888.91
Grazing Permit Acreage L fl”"'4,:7;049", . 2852.63
Community. Pasture Acreage R  '175;464 S 71 007 82
Vacant Lands St ez e 577 81
L o 4,983,660 2 016 317§433{*'!

L aan

_SOURCE. Minutes of Spec1a1 Areas Board AdVlSOry Comm1ttee Conferences,

1974-—1975 Alberta Mumc1pa1 Affalrs
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F1gure 2
SUMMARY OF REGULATIONS FOR DISPOSITION OF -
PUBLIC LANDS ADMINISTERED BY ALBERTA
MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS (SPECIAL AREAS)

. A.‘“Graziﬁg Lease l. P R -
Eligibility ” o |
- everyone who has attained the age of eighteen and is a Canadxan .
;c1tizen or is a corporation may app]y for a grazing lease or )
renewal of graz1ng lease. No grazing lease shall be 1ssued to
a corporat1on unless the maJority of 1ts shares are owned by -

re51dents of the Prov1nce who are Canadian c1t1zens and the - 1ease

-
s for the exclus1ve use and benef1t of - the shareholders

. Term . 7f' ". . o . ' -
Al'twehty yéaég“" ) A B B S a o
._— rehewal Adp’tion B o 5 : ' .b »
- assigNment fee: A Gy o L
{(a) = 1mmed1ate fam11y ’Z'V $15.00 |
(b) other - average carny1ng capac1ty \ fee/acre
30 acres/head/year ~ _“~’-$.5b/acre
60 acres/head/year ;. - $.30/acre

" B. GraZjhngermitV
- yearly contract
TS
- similar fee structure - -
N



C. Cultivation Lease

same eligibility criteria as for Grazing Leases

ten years

renewal option

si%th share of crop .

-
-

1

" p. .Cultivation Permit/

'.-“yearly'cdnfract ’

o

- similar fee structure ’ e o

rental consists of cash rent on the uncultivated land plus one~.

SOURCE : Regd]ations under-the-Alberté.Spe;ial Areas Act, :1964.

Bk

. 3 .
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Table 1
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_ALBERTA  FARM POPULATION, NUMBERS AND SIZE, ]921-1971

tary 1 =¥

Total -

. Total y
Nuriber Acres . Farm Hectares Farm-

oo of - Per - Area - Per ~ Area
Year Farms Farm . {000) ac. . Famp ° (000) hectares
1921 82,954 353 29,293 142,85 11 854.47
1931 . 97,408 400 - 38,977° 161.87 15 773.45
1941 o732 438 43,277 . 175.63 17 513.60
1951 84,315 527 44,460 - 213.27° 17°992.34
1956 79,424 579 45,970 - 234.31 18 603.42
1961 . 73,212, 645 47,229 ' 261.02 19 112.92
1966 69,411 . 706 48,983 285.71 - 19.822.73
1971 62,702 790 49,506 319.70 20 034.39

SOURCE: Alberta Agriculture, A History in G}agbs, 1972 (revised),

Statistics Canada: Alberta Agriculture, 1971.
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. AG RlCU LTURE . : . ég'ogrc. Economics . _ E

403/425-9410

_Com‘monwoalth Building
9912 - 106 Street
Edmonton, Alberta, f:nryoda

.

-July 22nd, 1974

* Dear Sir/Madam:

[ I
Good available agricu1tural land at moderate prices is becqu};as -

. scarce. Alberta agricultural real estate values increased by 14 per-

- cent last year. The average number of acres per farm in Alberta :

. increased by 22 percent dver the last ten years while the number of
farms dropped by 14 percent Almost - 50 ,000 people Teft fanming from ..

1961 to 1971.

. This questionnaire is one part of a - on rura] Iand owner-
ship and leasing. We are. .seeking to find out how the attitudes of '

T6K 2C8

.

" Albertans towards land ownership have been shown in their ownership and .~

leasing arrangements. The second on-going part of.the survey is con- .
sfdering leasing arrangements 1n detail, by persona1 1nterview.

The {nformation from these surveys wil! be published by A]berta:

'Agriculture and will be forwarded to all respondents, in time for use

o -during .the public ﬁearings of the Alberta Land Use Forum. This survey-

has ‘the support of the Alberta Land Use. Forum and it is hoped that you

_will also support it through participation in this mail survgy. ».ﬁi

: Your ear]y response to this questionnaire w111 be greatly
ppreciated If you have: any‘duestions concern1ng this survey, please
ca11 me col]ect at 425-9410 Ext -259. .

{', SR o o 2. 1_151ncere1y yours. |

’]ij M. Boylen. :
- ‘Resource Economist

vor
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Dear Sir/Madam:
‘ A short time ago, a surQey qdéstionnaire-on rural land tenure
wasvmaileﬁ to you. L | '

_ I you have replied, THANK YOU.

L 4

P

_If you have not; pTea;e db so TODAY. Youﬁ‘éttitudes and '
answers on land tenure‘are.nécessany'fob the successful COﬁp1etion

of the report. Thank.you.

.\
3

D{ M. Boylen, -

. Resource Economics Branch
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'FACTOR SCORE- COEFFICIENT MATRIX ’

B L) 7

v Variable

© W N O B W N

0
n.
12
13
SRS
5
RN

. Factor 1 °

. -0.535014

0.214464

~ -0.409579

0.120667

0.072036
EREEr)
0.104308
. -0.250189
o.1sas75
-0.253639
©-0.303341
~0.01525
| “1"0;159357
-0.372369
0.225113 -
0.383808

Factor 2.

-0.387110
" 0.302950 |
,ﬁ{~{b.317oog_
©0.185268
~-0.023918
0002133

0.058281

-0.159096
. 0.251537
| -6.11g3zo~*-:
T Loaenal
"6.074808 |

- 0.295242

. -0.245230
0.449260
- 0.5844M12°

0 g

F'ac.tor- 3

-0.023954
-0.106584

v-o.1é7107
-0.027055 -
-1.091097
0.472271
-0.838014
| 9;124951q
g 6:070725 '”
0.372196
6;464581'
. -0.637467
0.424729
'_‘,  0.089748 -
. 0.676938
0.148100
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