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ABSTRACT

A PRELIMINARY ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE
JOBHOLDING BY MANITOBA FARM OPERATORS

by Robert John Ward

Advisor: Dr. W. J. Craddock

Primary agricultural production is an industry which has been
characterizedbby many producers deriving low returns in exchange for
their labour, managerial skills, and capital investment inputs.

In an over simplified sense the Federal Task Force on Agriculture
presented essentially two means by which this problematic situation'may
be resolved; farmers could either expand their current level of operation
to a point sufficlent to meet necessary farm expenditures and maintaih the
farm family on an acceptable standard of living, or he could leave
agricultural production entirely in favour of some other form of employment.

This study pursued an investigation into multiple jobholding by
farm operators as a third alternative solution to the low farm income
problem. Multiple jobholding by farm operators is simply an employment
situétion in which the individual is engaged in more than one job for which
he receives payment.

Multiple jobholding was analyzed on a province-wide basis using a
.tabular method of analysis. Social and economic characteristics of full—‘
and part-time farmers were considered, and the off-farm job was considered

in terms of the most predominant or common,features.




Multiple jobholding by farmers in Manitoba did not appear to be
an isolated occurence but rather tended to be a very definite feature of
agriculture throughout the province. The reason for this occurence
appeared to be based upon the high percentage of farmers reporting low
gross sales figures and the need to supplement the resulting low net farm
income ﬁith income from some additional source so as to be able to meet
fotal annual family and farm expenditures.

Dually-employed farmers demonstrated socio-economic traits which
distinguished them from their full-time counterparts, in that they as é
group tended to be younger and possess genefally higher levels of formal
education. Further, there was a direct relationship between the level of
education and the frequency of dual-employment. Multiple Jobholding
farmers overall averéged smaller scale operations as indicated by lower
general levels of gross sales, capital investment and usable acreages.
The predominant farm enterprise associated with the dual-occupation farm
was grain production with cow-calf beef production a close second. In
terms of profitability multiple jobholding farmers felt their farms were
less profitable over past years than full-time farmers, however in terms
of future plans multiple jobholding farmers appeared to be more content
with current conditions.

Multiple jobholding was considered as it relates to the off-
farm job. This consideration covered such things as number of days worked
off the farm, annual average salary recelved, average number of years
worked, distance travelled, and type of skill development associated with

the off-farm job.




This research presents an overall investigation of multiple
jobholding by farmers and as such may provide a basis or at least a

background to further more detailed research in the same field.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The Problem

High costs associated with farm expansion, low price differentials
between farm input and output prices, and changing conditions in agricul-
ture gould force many Manitoba farmers to face the serious problem of
economic survival on low net farm incomes. The het impact of this is
that for some operators the continued operation of their farm may be in
jeopardy.

Many studies have been publiéhed which explore such alternatives
as out-migration, diversification, and expansion of the farm operation,
however relatively little atfention has been directed towardsvconsidér—
ation'of multiple jobholding as a possiblg solution. Supplementing
lagging farm income through employment off the farm unit coﬁld be the
means by which certain farmers would be able toiremain actively engaged
in farming. Therefore,Aresearch into multiple jobholding could be of
value in the development of effective policies aimed at improving

farmer's incomes.
‘Objectives of the Study

Multiple jobholding in agriculture can be the end result of

three situations. The individual may be engaged in multiple jobholding,




first, to facilitate gradual entry into full-time farming; second, to
supplement an existing low farm inéome; or, third, to gradually withdraw
entirely from farming. The objective of tﬁis study is to provide a pre-
liminary analyéis of multiple jobholding among Manitoba farm operators
primarily from the viewpoint that it is a means of supplementing low net
farm income.

This research was initiated in the summer of i972vwith the fol-
lowing specific objectives:

(1) To initiate research into the occurence of multiple jobhold-
ing among Manitoba farmers and to emphasize it as an alternative in the
development of possible solutions to the problem of low farm income.

. (2) 1o provideva preliminary sécio-economic appraisal of the
characteristics of both full-time and part-time farmers.

(3) To determine the predominant characteristics of individualé
who are part-time farmers so as to develop a clear and representétive
image of what constitutes the average multiple jobholding farm operator.

(4) To determine the geographical extent to which multiple
Jobholding among farmers occurs within the province. The purpose of this
is to determine whether or not off-farm émployment is a frequent occur-
ence, and whether its occurence is restricted to certain crop districts
within the province.

(5) To. consider whether specific types of farm operations have

a higher incidence of association with dual-occupation operators.
Hypotheses

The following major hypotheses to be tested by the study focus




towards and improved understanding qf multiple jobholding. ‘They are:
(1) The incidence of multiple jobholding is:
(2) an occurence among the province's farmers, and
(bj is found in all crop districts rather than only in
those crop districts which have large urban centres within their
boundaries.
(2) .Multiple Jjobholding farmers, in contrast with full—timé farm
operators, exhibit the following socio-economic characteristics. They:
(a) are younger in age,
(b) possess higher formal education,
(c) operate less labour intensive farms,
(d) have lower gross farm salés,
(e) “farm fewer acres of land and of less value’'per acre,
(f) .operate farms of lower tofal capital vélue,
(g) are less associated with farm debt,
(n) have higher per acre operating costs,
(i) own rather than rent their land,
(i) hire more custom work performed,
(k) are more likely to have their wife also working off
the farm, and
(1) view their farm as making no progress.
(3) The frequency of multiple jobholding by farm operators is
directly related to the folloWing variables:
(a) formal education

(b) per acre operating cost




(e) custom work cost
(4) The degree of off-farm employment by the multiple jobholding
farm operator is inversely related to the following variables:

(a) age of operator

(b) 1labour intensity of the farm operation

(¢c) gross farm sales .

(d) acreage of the farm unit

(e) +total per acre capital value of the farm

() land rentals

(g) blevel of indebtedness

(h) distance to off-farm employment

(5) Specifically in terms of the off-farm job:

(a) The frequency of days worked' off the farm will be in-
verseiy,related to age of the operator and directly related to his:
education.

(b) The level of off-farm income will be.inversely related
to gross farm sales, multiple jobholder's age, and directly related to
the operator's education;

(6) Multiple jobholding farmers will seek employmént in jobs which
utilize skills developed in the daily operation of their farms.

(7) Multiple jobholding farmers still view the farm operation as
their major income source and this trait becomes more noticable with

increasing age.
Terminology and Definitions

The definition of farm operator used in this study is anyone




-holding a Canadian Wheat Board permit book in 1971. A multiple job-
holding farmer is one who earned any money in l9Tl'from off~farm or
self-employment.

| To qpalify as a farm unit in this study it was necessary that
the agricultural holding consist of 10 acres or more of improved land
classified for agricultural use.

Work performed off the farm could involve work on.other farm
holdings, as long as there was some form of payment other than the ex-—
change of labour inﬁuts between the two parties concerned.

| In this study the terms "multiple jobholding", "part-time far-
ming", "part-time off-farm employment", and "dual-occupations" were used
interchangeably in terms of the allocation of.the farm operator's labour
resources between more than one income-generatfing activi£y.
. The definition of off—férm income is that income earned by the
farm operatof as wages and salaries from nonfarm: work, wages and
salaries from farm employment on other farms, and net‘income from nonfarm

self-employment.

Sample Selection and Data Collection

The Sample

The study area considered in this research project was that
within the boundaries of the province of Manitoba; Within this area,
any individual who qualified as a farm operator and directed a farm unit
as set forth by the definition and who held a Canadian Wheat Board permit

book in 1971 was included in the population from which the sample was




- selected.

The names and addresses of Manitoba farmers who made up the sample
population were obtained from the Canadian.Wheat Board. This list of
current permif book holders was the most comprehensive available listing
of farmers in Manitoba. People engaged in farming, but for some reason
not included on this list, were not considered statistically significant
to the study. This source was also selected because the namés and addresses
of Manitoba farmers was made available to this study at minimal cost and
in a form which could easily be modified to function on computer facilities
available at the University of Manitoba.

A two stage stratified proportional sample of 8,000 farmers waé
drawn. They weré stratified by crop district and size of holding as
measured in acres. Thus only by chance alone-could a bias towards one
particqlér size category of farm be introduced into the sample for the

region.

Data Collection

The raw data for the analysis were collected through the use of
a mailed questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed to provide cur-
rent data by which some measurement could be made of the factors deter-—
mining viable farm types and the prevalence of multiple Jjobholding among
farmers in Manitoba. To achieve this end T3 questions were developed
ranging from simple ones, such as age of farm operator, to more complex
ones concerning land valuations. As the questionnaire was designed to
serve as the data source for research dealing both with viable farm types

and with multiple Jjobholding, only a portion of the questions asked on




. the questionnaire were related to the objeétive of this research study.
Organizational Structure

This thésis’is orgenized into four subsequent chapters, namely a .
literature review chapter, a chapter in which the analytical framework
is deﬁeloped, an analysis chapter, and a summary chapter.

Chapter 2 reviews the findings of past studies dealing with the
concepts of part-time farming and multiple jobholding by farmers. The |
difference in meaning between the two preceding employment conditions is
explained as it relates to this study. The first portion of the chapter
deals with American studies on the subject. The latter part presents a re-
view of available Canadian publications. A summary of the general findings
of all studies considered concludes the chapter.

The third. chapter involves the development of the analytical
framework for appraising multiple jobholding farmers. A detailed pre-
sentation of specific socio-economic variables is considered in terms of
contrasting multiple jobholding with full-time farmers and their farming
enterprises, and in appraising the multiple jobholder and his off-farm
Jjob.

Chapter b presents the tabular frequency distributions of the
- computer analysis. The chapter is divided into two sections, first the
multiple jobholding farmer versus the single Jobholding farmer and their
farming operétions, and second the multiple jobholder in relétion to the

characteristics of his off-farm job.




The last chapter draws together the conclusions and implications
of the overall study. A contrast is made between single and dual-occupation
farmers; and the significance, stability, and locational aspects of
multiple jobholding are presented relative to the entire provincial agri-

cultural situation.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

It is fhe prime objectivé of this study to facilitate a Dbetter
understanding of multiple jobholding through an examination of the socilal
énd economic characteristics of dual-occupation farmers.- Therefore, a
brief review of some of the work done, specifically iﬁ this area of
agriculture, is in order.

Research studies conducted into the occurence of off-farm employ-
ment by farm operators has, for the most part, taken the format of a de-
scriptive survey appraisal of social and economic traits of these farmers.
The usual procedure has been to select a small region, considered to be
represenfative of the overall situation, and &ithin this region to select

a sample consisting of from 50 to several hundred farm units.
Some Early American Studies

Rozman. One of the earlier studies typical of the descriptive
gurvey approach was that conducted by Devid Rozman [100] in 1930. Rozman
in his study sets forth to determine the significance of part-time farming_
in Massachusetts.

In his study, Rozman restricts qualification as a part-time farmer
in two of three study regions to those who have farm output in excess of
$100 annually. They must also allocate their labour between their farm
enterprise and some other source of employment for two or more months a

year, or they might make combined use of their farm land resource for
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additional use other than farming [100:105]. He further makes a
distinction between a part-time farmer and a part—-time farming enter-.
prise, arguing that one condition does not automatically coincide with
the other. In cases where the farm operator was working off the farm
part-time but the farm was run on a‘regular full-time basis by hired
help or sons, the farm unit was classified as a full-time farming
enterprise. However, if the operator himself and the members of his
family were all working on the farm on a part-time basis, the enterprise
was classed as part-time farming [100:105].

He developed his study by classifying part—~time farmers in terms
of absolute numbers and percentage points according to specific variables
such as age oonperator, education, farm size, type of off-farm employment,
rate of pay, plus various other socio-economic considerations. On a very
limited scale, Rozman drew a parallel between full-time and part-time
farmers to evaluate the latter group's significance in the region's agri-
cultural economy.

Rozman's study viewed individuals engaged in part-time farming as
shifting from an urban to rural life style rather than the reverse sit-
uation. The general overall findings of the study tended to support the
belief that part-time farming was far more prevalent than had previously
been believed, with as many as 50 percent [100:146] of thé state's farmers

involved to some extent.

Adams and Wann. Adams and Wann [1] varied their approach slightly

in that they also included in their sample frame those individuals who at
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one time had operated part-time farms but had since abandoned the prac-—
tice. This was hoped to provide an insight into some of the possible
difficulties which might be encountered in éstablishing a part-time farm
enterprise. They dealt with part-time farming by diyiding their study into
four basic sections. The first involved a study of the actual organization
of the part-time farm involving such characteristics as type and size of
operation, value of gross sales, and farm labour requirements. Next ,
attention was directed towafds the actual acquisition of the farm unit,
with consideration given to acqﬁisistion costs, length of time in acquiring,
operation costs, and type of living conditions most preferred. The third
section dealt with some social traits of the part-time farm operator
according to such individual characteristics as motivations for entering
part-time farming, age, education, and average size of family. The study
was ended by providing a guideline to assess the progress of part-time

farmers and making suggestions as to how success might best be achieved.

Salter and Darling. Salter and Darling [101], as in previous

studies, used the descriptive survey method. However, their treatment of
part~time farming varied to the extent that they considered the area's
agricultural ability to support a part-time farming enterprise, the region's
industrial development, and the availability of jobs in terms of quantity
and skills required, plus the suitability of urban families for such s
program. They followed this with a survey of the social amenities of the
region in ordef to assess capacity to support new entrants to the com—

munity and the quality of rural facilities in relation to currently
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existing urban facilities. Their study represented an assessment of the
region to determine its capacity to support a part-time farming program

rather than an assessment of current part-time farming in the region.

Kenneth Hood. Kenneth Hood's study [52], was done in 1935, using

the same procedural basis as Rozman [100]. However, Hood made a much more
exhaustive appraisal of the characteristics of prart-time farmers and the
potential economic returns possible from part-time farming. To this ex—
tent then, Hood's study presented itself as a more usefullguide in the
development of assessing characteristics of potentially successful part-
time farmers.

To this point in time most of the studies have directed their
attention to an evaluation of part-time farming for the purpose of pro-
viding a sound informational basis for the development of programs aimed
at encouraging part-time farming. However, it would appear that prior to
and during the 1930's, part-time farming was seen as a means of economic
relief, not for the rural poor, but for the urban low-income family.
Part-time farming was viewed as a relatively permanent situation involving
an urban to rural migration for the purpose of supplementing low annual
income of the urban family breadwiﬁner. t first, concern was expressed
as to the effect part-time farmers would have on full-time farm income in
the affected regions. However, the studies showed this effect to be
negligible, since part-time production offered little competition to the

full-time operator.
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Some Studies of the 1950's

The study by Moore and Wayt [81] in 1957 brought with it two new
aspects to the investigation of part-time farming: (1)  a more precise
definition of the dual-occupation condition; and (2) a view of part-tinme
farming, not as a means of economic relief frdm low income, but as a
step to achieving full-time farming status. Their definitién of a
part-time farmer was someone spending 100 days or more at off—farm
employment during the preceding year, and not compensating for reduced
labour input on his farm by hiring paid assistants [81:5]. Their general
objective was to contrast full-time farmers, who were former part-time
operators, with existing part—time farmers in an effort to indicate that
part-time farming was an economically viable way of "breaking into"
full-time farming. However, in their appraisal of part-time farming,‘their
conclusions werévvery similar to those of Adams and Wann some 23 years
earlier. They found that success as a part-time farmer was no prerequisite
to full-time farming, and more importantly, that for:many the most ex-
pedient and SuccessfulcOurse was to continue a nonfarm job and defer plans
to farm full-time more or less indefinitely [81:46]. - In other words they
suggest that part-time farming is a terminal situation in itself which
would remain a relatively long-term stable condition.

A later research bulletin authored by Wayt, Moore and Hillman
[119] in 1959 investigated part-—time farming in Ohio using the interview
and questionnaire method ofldata collection. They drew conclusions based

on a tabular presentation of the social and economic characteristics of
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the responding part-time farmeré. However, in this study a variation
was introduced in that a distinction was made between a part-time farm
and a part-time farmer. "A farm too small to provide productive full-time .
employﬁent (or a living at some acceptable standard) to an operator and
his family can be considered a part-time farm" [119:L]......" this de-
finition is geared to the capacity of an operating unit of land and the
associated resources to produce some limited range of income" [119:4].
A part-time farmer on the other hand was defined as one who worked more
than 100 days off the farm and was not compensated for by hired help.
While the classifications of part-time farming differed in this
work from previous studies, such as that by Rozman and Hood, the analy-
tical framework as regards social and economic characteristics, and

correspondingly the results and conclusions, were very similar.

Lee. John Lee [65] in his publication in the 1965

Journal of Farm FEconomics, attempted to provide a theoretical foundation

for explaining the rationality of allocating farm labour resources to
nonfarm employment. In his presentation, Lee deviated from the usual
descriptive survey approach in favour of a more theoretical economically
oriented appraisal of multiple jobholding. By taking this approach he
explored an area of the part-time farming concept which in the past had
remained relatively ignored or assumed away.

Lee maintains "that the decision by a farm operator to allocate
part of his labour resource to nonfarm employment may be both rational

and consistant with the goal of maximizing family income and making
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efficient use of farm and family resources" [65:83]. Through the use of
graphic illustrations and specific assumptions, Lée proceeds to show that
farm operators in specific situations can maximize their level of overall
satisfaction by becoming a part-time farmer.

In general where the avefage hourly wage rate for nonfarm employ-
ment at some allocative point exceeds the average hourly wage rate for the
farmer, Lee's model provides a basis for showing the rationality of
allocating the farm operator's labour resources between the two. Iee
further suggests that for a specific farm size and off-farm wage rate,

a combination of farm and nonfarm employment could prove to be more re-
munerative than either option taken separately. Lee ends his Work‘by
conclﬁding that an increased awareness, by farm operators and their
families, of the opportunities associated with part-time farming could
result in a reduction in the large lump-sum quantity of family labour
employed on the family farm. This ultimately would reduce the
technical underemployment of labour and improve the overall efficiency

of resource use in agriculture.

Part-time Férming Versus Multiple Jobholding

The literature so far_has mainly been concerned with the pheno-
menon of part-time farming. However, part-time farming suggests that the
individual has a full-time nonfarm occuﬁation (true in some cases) which
is his primary source of income and thaf he then engages in some farming
activities of a somewhat perfunctory nature as an income supplement or

‘hobby. The term "multiple jobholding" causes no such prejudgement as to
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which of an individual's economic activities is his major one; in fact,
it does not require that any single activity'be classified as more im-
portant than any other. All that multiple jobholding implies is that by
some classification the individual is one who is engaged in more than a
single occupation or economic activity which produces income [Hathaway

and Waldo 51:7].

Hathaway and Waldo. The study by Hathaway and Waldo [51] in

196k was one of the earlier works which dealt with farmers in terms of
multiple jobholders. Their study considered the extent, nature, and
earnings of multiple jobholding farmers between 1955 and 1959 on a nation-—
wide basis. In general the findings of the study were that multiple
Jobholding did not represent a continuous situation for most farm oper-
ators. Only a small fraction of those with off-farm earnings in any one
year had such earnings for five continuous years. This conciusion, while
supported by work conducted by Saunders [103] does not completely

coincide with that of Sargent [102] where the occurence of multiple
jobholding was viewed as a permanent situation since "seventy-five

percent of the part-time farmers planned to continue in dual-~employment

indefinately" [102:1].
Some Canadian Publications

The relative abundance of United States publications dealing with
dual-occupation farm operators is contrasted by the lack of such pub-

lications relative to Canadian agriculture. Recognition of the occurence
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of off-farm employment of farm operators dates back in Census
publications to 1936 [Dominion Bureau of Statistics 30:288]; however, there
appear to be very few studies dealing séecifically with multiple job-
holding until very recently, and none deals with its occurence as re-
lates specifically to the province of Manitoba.

Literature of a Canadian natufe appears in the late 1960's and early
1970's, and most of these studies put their emphasis upon the rural far-
mer who is supplementing his income by part—time off—farm.ﬁork [Locas 69,
Gruber 48, Patterson 92, Perkins 93, and 94], rather than the urban
breadwinner who 1s supplementing his income by rural employment as was
the case in the 1930's and 1940's [Adams 1, Hood 52, Salter 101, and
Sargent 102]. Antoine Locus [69] considered multiple jobholding in
Canada on a nationwide basis. He used multiple regression analysis to
predict the frequency of multiple Jjobholding, using various socio-
economic characteristics of multiple Jjobholding farmers. His overall
conclusion was that off-farm employment was an inevitable and.stable
adjustment to the increasing economic pressures of modern farming.

Stephen Gruber [48] in 1971 and later Perkins [94] in 1972
narrowed the scope of their studies to a specific area of Ontario.
While their findings were not radically different from Locas' [69], they
both recommended that governments, in their policy making decisions,
take greater cognizance of the economic potential that multiple job-

holding offers to Canadian farmers.
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Overall Observations

An investigation pf the literature reveals a number of salient
points:

(1) As economic conditions have changed over the past four decades,
80 also has the phenomenon of rural and urbaﬁ work activity changed——froﬁ
one where part-time rural farm employment supplemented low urban family
income to one where part-time off-farm employment supplements low farm
family incomes [52, 69].

(2) A large percentage of the studies deals only with the part-
time farmer group.

(3) A study of the part-time farmer, as opposed to the more
inclusive category of multiple jobholding farmer, excludes a significant
number of people involved in two occupations of which one is farming.

(4) The largest percentage of studies deals with the former,
part-time farmer'group, resulting ih a significant loss of data which could
prove useful in analyzing future trends in farm/nonfarm employment.

(5) Some social and economic variables, such as size of family, the
wife's willingness and capacity to work ozf the farm, or the amount of
outstandlng farm debt, contribute to the decision to enter a multlple
Jobholding status but have largely been ignored in the literature
reviewed.

The greatest proportion of studies reviewed has been of American
origin, with ohly the latter three dealing specificélly with multiple
Jobholding as it occurs in Canadian agriculture. In view of this defic-
iency, this study attempts to investigate the phenomenon as it relates to

Manitobs.




CHAPTER IIT

VARIABLES SELECTED FOR APPRAISAL OF MULTIPLE

JOBHOLDING AMONG FARM OPERATORS

This chapter serves to identify and develop some of the socio-
economic variables in terms of an overall framework for analysing

multiple jobholding in Manitoba.
: Introduction

The incidence of multiple jobholding (that is combining farm and
nonfarm employment as a means of supplementing lagging farm income, of
moving entirely out of agriculture, or of achieving é full-time farming
.enterprise) is becoming increasingly common among Manitoba farmers. The
Manitoba Census' of Agriculture for the five census years of 1951 to 1971
indicate a fluctuating trend towards an overall percentage increase in the
occurence of multiple jobholding among farmers (see Table 3.1).

The decision by an individual to enter a multiple jobholding
status is a function of many variable factors, both pecuniary and

non-pecuniary in nature.

19
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Table 3.1

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers of
the Total Farmers in Manitoba®

Percentage
Total Total Multiple
Number Number Jobholders
of of Multiple of Total
Year Farmers Jobholders Farmers
1951 52,383 9,45. 18.1
1956 49,201 7,243 1h.7
1961 43,306 10,516 24.3
1966 39,747 8,993 20.6
1971 3%4,981 10,802 30.9

aCompiled from data in the Census' of Canada for the five
census years 1951 to 1971 inclusive [32, 33, 34, 35 and 109].
Pecuniary Considerations

Any deciéion to shift from a single to dual-occupation status should
consider in presént—value terms the expected future income flows from the
two alternative sources of cash income {less any associated costs). In
this way the individual is able to allocate his labour resource on grounds
which are economically justifiable.

The farm operation must be viewed in terms of the expected income
which it will be capable of generating. The farm must also be considered

in terms of the income it could produce if expanded; however this must be
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tempered with the probability of the operator's economic and managerial
ability to achieve the necessary expansion. The real total income the
farm operator derives from the farming enterprise can be éreater than

that achieved from an actual cash fiow due to receipt of "income-in-king".
This can take the form of lower housing costs, food commodities produced and
consumed on the farm, and various tax savings, all of which must be taken
into account‘whén arriving at a present-value figure for farm income.
Implicit in the calculation of future income flows for the farm operation
is an allowance for_changing prices in both products produced and used

on the farm, as well as some allowance for technical and struetural changes
in general in agriculture.

While evaluation of the flow in income from nonfarm employment in
present-value terms is considerably easier than for farm employment
(because the former in most instances is a reasonably predictable wage
rate) any valuation obtained must be viewed in light of the relative
dependability of wmost forms of non-seasonal type off-farm employment.

Tpis would necessarily involve the age of the individual, type of work he
was performing, his educational level and associated skills, and the re-.
gularity of employment on a yearly basis.

Both income sources must be considered net of any costs incurred
in achieving the revenue. The two farming possibilities would be eval-
uated, less the operating costs of the farm which would also include any
costs involved‘in obtaining capital for expansion noted in the second

farming alternative. Costs associated with the off-farm job would include
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transportation costs to and from the job, union fees if applicable, and
pension and unemployment insurance deductions. These latter two costs
could be misleading since the eﬁployee will eventually regain his pension
contributions and could potentially benefit from unemployment insurancev
contributions. However, because there may be an immediate need for cash
income these costs represent real deductions from the available dis—
posable income and can justifiably be included as cosfs when viewed in
this light. - |

Evaluation of alternative income streams in present value terms
involves a prior knowledge of the appropriate rate of discount to be used
and the time period over whiéh the income stream will be attainable. The
final merits of one form of income producing employment over another can
be drastically affected, depending upon the asbove values used in arriving
at a present-value figure for income. Therefore selection of these values
necessitates careful consideration so as to arrive at values which approxi-
mate as nearly as possible, expected actual conditions.

Implicit in the preceding is that the farm operator sets out in a
cold and calculated manner with present-value tables in hand to compare
the income possibilities of farm and nonfarm employment and the potential
financial benefits obtainable throﬁgh combining both activities. While
this may occur in a few cases, the majority of farmers appraise multiple
Jjobholding in more of a subjective manner as they gradually become involved

with the practice over time.
Non-Pecuniary Considerations

Multiple jobholding can provide the individual with certain social
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benefits such as reduced stress and uncertainty through improved

economic stability or broadened employment opportunities. However,
associated with the benefits are costs that might be incurred. These must
be recognized and accepted prior to entering the dual-occupation status.
These costs could include such things as the loss of former leisure time
tq income generating activities; the additional physical expenditures and
_ subsequent-increased job fatigue; or the inconvenience of travelling
between two employment sites. Such aspects of multiple jobholding are
difficult to equate in dollars, but must be considered by the individual

considering dual-employment.
Socio-Economic Variables

The Farm and The Operator-

Age of farm operator. The anticipated decline in multiple

jobholding with advancement in operator's age was based both upon economic
and non-economic ;onsiderations.
The rationale were:

(1) vYounger farmersl, by virtue of their relatively recent entry
into farming, would have a'highér degree of indebtedness and would be
inclined to accelerate the accumulation of farm equity through multiple

Jjobholding

110 this study the term "younger farmer" refers to an individual
34 years of age or less. A "middle-aged farmer" is one who is between
35 years and 54 years of age; and "older farmer" is one 55 of years of age
and over.
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(2) Younger farmers, with growing families living off one income
from the farm and with possibly higher living expenses than some middle-
aged or older farmers (whose children are more likely to be financially
self-sufficient) would be more inclined to meet these additional
expenses through multiple jobholding.

(3) Younger farmers would also be less established in their
ways of living and would likely be more prepared to adapt to a situation
of multiple jobholding than would older farmers.

(4) Younger farmers would have a greater number of potential
off-farm work years ahead of them. This might induce younger farmers to
be more inclined to enter a dual-occupation status. Furthermore, employers
whose business makes it necessary to frain the prospective employee
(whether formally or through skill development), would be more inclined
to hire younger farmers with greater possibilities for return on their
training investment.

(5) Finally, younger farmers are perhaps better prepared
educationally to seek and obtain off-farm employment. This is attributed
mainly to the increased access in recent years toveducational facilities
for rural peopie and to increased levels of farm mechanization. This
means that labour input of farm children is no longer as crucial as in the
past, thus allowing them to remain in school for s greafer number of years.

In a study by Brian Perkins [9h] it was found that multiple
Jobholding was substantially higher for younger individuals than for their

older counterparts with the most noticeable decline occurring past the
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age of bl [94:9]. Stephen Gruber [48] in his unpublished thesis research
- substantiates Perkins"conclusions. Sfatistics reported in Census Canada
[109] supported, in general, the findings of the preceding studies.
However, the greatest frequency of multiple jobholders was observed to oc-
cur in the age range of 45 to 54 [109:57-11], a range somewhat higher
than that found by Perkins [9L4] and by Gruber [48]. However, when the
total number of farmers in dual-occupations for each age category are
added cumulatively, those below the age of Ll are greater in total than
above the level. Other studies which support the preceding findings

are Duvick [37], Loomis [72], and Sargent [102].

Education of farm operator. The education of the farm operator
would ?rovide 8 general indication of the fype of employment the indivi-
dual would likely be able to obtain and retain which in turn would deter—
mine the monetary returns from part-time off—farm-work. Within limifations,
the higher the level of formal education achieved by a rural individual, the
greater would be his ofportunities in achieving part-time off-farm employ-
ment, and the better would be his chances in competing fo? urban employment
against the honfarm population in urban centres. Many fé}ms employing new
personnel usually require a basic level of formal education of prospective
employees regardless of the job which is to be performed. More advanced
levels of formal education would be indicative to the potential employer
that the individual possessed the ability to learn and master new skills.

Research conducted by Martin and Southern [79] indicaﬁed that

there was a close association between the age of the farm operator and
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his level of formal education. They found, in general, that part-time
farm operators possessed a higher level of education than full-time farmers
in the same relative economic classification. Indications were that of
farmers reporting no off-farm work, 85 peréent completed less than grade
nine in school, contrasted to 37 percent for those individuals reporting
substantial work off the farm [Martin and Southern 79:10]. Perkins [94]
found that "the probability of taking off-farm jobs was much higher for
those farmers who had completed grade ten than for those with less formal
education, and those who had special training for nonfarm employment were
twice as likely to be multiple jobholders as were other farmers" [9h:11].
Stephen Gruber [48] further collaborated the conclusion reached by
Perkins, but work by Wayt, Moore and Hillman [119] concluded that part-
time farming was not specifically associated with any one level of
educational attainment. However, they did conclude that nonfarm earnings
increased consistantly with the amount of formal schooling, thus in-
dicating a higher motivation for the more highly educated farmers to be-

come multiple jobholders.

Predominant farm enterprise. The labour requirements of the possQ

ible farming enterprises vary considerably from one type of operation to
another. The interaction of labour allocation between farm and nonfarm
employment will result in a successfui multiple jobholding situation only
if the farm tYpe coincides with the labour pattern required by the off-farm
part-time job. A small grains producing farm would be well suited to

off-farm employment during winter months, whereas a cow-calf beef operation
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would be better suited to an off-farm job which required a certain

number of hoﬁrs each day. In general though, a farm operation which is
:not normally labour-intensive is more likely to be operated in conjunction
with an off-farm part-time job.

Wayt, Moore, and Hillman [119] found in their research that part-
time farmers, because of their relatively constrained labour supply
tended to shift to livestock operations which required relatively small
quantities of labour and tended to limit the nuwber of farm enterprises
in order to minimize the total labour requiréments. They also found
that some operators, where land conditions were suitable, produced grain
crops. In gerneral, howerver, part-time farmers tended to do as their
countéfparts operating full-time farms, that is, "to follow the type or
types of farming found to be most profitable in an area and best adapted
to the land" [Wayt 119:40].

Charles Sargent [102] came to the same general conclusions as Wayt
et al., that is, that part-time farmers tended to be engaged in li&estock
operations such as a beef or beef‘and hog combination rather than a moré
labour-intensive dairy operation. Part-time farmers tended also to re~
strict their livestock enterprises to one kind of livestock. The cropping
practices on part-time farms concentrated in production of meadow-type
crops rather than more specialized crop production.

- Perkins [94] found that dairy operators were less likely to be
multiple jobholding farmers due to the heavy and inflexible daily labour
demands of the enterprise. He found beef cattle and mixed livestock

enterprises to be the most predominant types of farm operations engaged
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in by multiple jobholding farmers. Statistics presented in the 1971
Census of Agriculture for Manitoba [109] indicated that the farm

énterprises showing the highest inéidence of dual-occupation by the
operator were those farms involved in the production of small grain

crops (excluding wheat) and livestock operations (excluding dairy).

Gross_sales of the farm. The basis for a dual-occupation status

among farm operations in many cases is founded upon the need for a supp-
lementary source of income because of a low income returned by the

farming operation. While low farm income can be attributed to geveral
causal factors, one of the most important is the lack of the economic
ability or desire of the operator to expand.his cufrent size of farm
operation. Multiple.jobholding could present an equally viable alternative
to expansion of the farm, and as such would be more likely associated with
smaller farm operations than with the larger farming enterprises. The mul-~
tiple jobholding farmer.must allocate his scarce labour resource between
two labour-requiring activities. While for some operators this will involve
only a more efficient use of labour time allocated to farming, for others
there will bé the need to divert some of the labour input in farming to
nonfarm employment. The result of this could take the form of reduced
levels of total farm production capacity, or at least prevention of any
further expansion of total current output. The relative importance of the
farm as a source of income could diminish as the particulaf farmer became
more closely identified with and dependent upon his off-farm income source.

This could then result in a general acreage reduction in the overall
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farming effort for the particular farm unit. One way these conditions
could be manifested is in the form of low gross sales figures for the
farming enterprise.

Perkins [94] in his study found that the greatest percentage of .
multiple jobﬁolding farmers was concentrated on farms producing the lowest
level of-value of farm pfoduct sales, and the lowest level of value of
farm‘product sales, and the percentage of multiple Jobholders declined
in a steady fashion as the level of gross sales increased. Martin and
Southern [79] found similar results to Perkins' work, in that part-time
farmers generally had low values of gross sales with relatively few
part-time farms responsible for a large proportion of the total sales.
"lLess than 10 percent of the part-time farms accounted for 50 percent of the
aggregate value of fafmvsales on all ba;t-time farms" [Martin and Southern
79:14]. Statistics Canada reported similar findings to those of the
preceding studies, in that multipleAjobholding farmers were Qoncentrated
in the lower gross sales categories with 42.8 percent below a $2,500
gross sales figure, 33.7 percent below $7,500, and leaving only 23.5
percént above $7,500 total gross sales. Full-time single occupational
farmers tended to be concentrated in the higher gross sales ranges, with
only 20.6 percent below $2,500 gross sales, 35.1 percent below $7,500

and 4h.3 percent above $7,500 [Statistics Canada 109:52-1 to 52-8].

Acreage of farming operation. The occurence of multiple job-

holding among farmers was thought to be inversely related to the farm size

as measured in total usable acres. The rationale for this is that multiple
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Jjobholding is thought to be engaged in as a supplement to low farm
incomes, which in turn is considered to be characteristic of farms

too small to produce sufficient output so as to provide a reasonable farm
income. The farmer must allocate his labour between two employment |
functions when employed part-time off the farm. In many cases this will
form a limit on thé physical size of the farm the operator is capable of
managing Withoﬁtbreplacing his own'farm»labour with hired help. For this
reason the acreage of part-time farm operations will be inclined to be
less than for full-time farms. In general, caution must be exercised in
interpreting findings expressed in terms of acreage since, depending upon
the type of farming operatioh, physical size is not the most adequate
measure of the relative significance of the farm in economic agriculﬁural
terms.

Martin and Southern [T79] found in their study area that part-time
farms varied considerably in size, thus limiting the significance of
acreage in its relation with the occurence of multiple jobholding. In
general, however, they found that most part-time farms were small relative
to the acreage of full-time farms in the area. The average farm size
varied directly with the extent of off-farm work with the median size of
90 acres [Martin and Southern 79:12]. Statisties Canada [109] reported
a higher frequency of multiple jobholding among farms with lower acreage
ranges. Other studies supporting this general conclusion are by Duvick

[37] and by Saunders [103].
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Total capital value of farm. The total per acre capital value

of the farm operation consists of the summation of the per acre value

of the farm equipment, building, livestock, and land. In general, the
total pér acre capital value of farms operated by multiple jobholders were
believed to be lower than for those operated by single-occupation farmers.
The basis for this is related to the connection between multiple job-
holding, on the one hand, small-scale operations (which economically
cannot justify high capital investment) on the other hand, and low in-
come farms which do not have sufficienct capital for ihvestment in the
farm.

These views in part are supported by the research of Sargent
[lO2]ywho found as a rule that the farm buildings, machinery and
1ivest§ck on the part-time farms were of poorer quality than on full-time
farms. However, housing énd land values tended to counter this trend
to lower capital value. Martin and Southern [T79] also found that part-
time farms were characterized by relatively low capital values, but that the
capital value did increase in terms of the value of livestock and equip-
ment held by part~-time farmers, as the average number of days worked off
the farm by the operator increased. .In their study, land still constituted
tﬁe major capital asset of the part-time farmer. Statistics Canada [109]
indicated a higher incidence of multiple jobholders in the lower capital
value categories than for full-time farm operators.

If farms are compared on a full-time versus part-time basis in
terms of total per acre capital wvalue, but are restricted to comparisons

between farms of relati#ely equal economic size, then it is possible that
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the preceding stated relationship between multiple jobholding and per

acre capital value may not occur. The multiple jobholding operator may
have a higher per acre capital investment in his farm than his full-time
counterpart. This could be attributed to the possibility that the part-
time farmer substitutes capital investment in equipment for labour he has
diverted to his off-farm job. The off-farm job may also serve to provide
the farmer with readily available operating'capital with which to improve
his current level of operation. This would be particularly true if multiple
jébholding for the farmer was undertaken as a means of eventually entering
full-time farming or of improving hisvcurrent farm operation more rapidly.
A study conducted by Saunders [103] provides supporting evidence to this
viewpbint in that his work indicated a higher capital investment in part-

time farms as compared to other small farms in the study areas.

Outstanding mortgages on the farm operation. The total out-

standing mortgage value is made up of the mortgage held on the farm land,
buildings, equipment and livestock. In most situations, mortgages held
on farm land will also include bulldings located on the land. The ex—
ception to ﬁhis will occur for a relatively new building whose capital
value represents a sizabie proportion of the total capital value of the
farnm.

Multiple jobholding farm operators were believed to be more
frequently associated with farms having lower levels of total liabilities.
This was, in part, based upon the belief that duval-occupation farmers are

associated with small scale operations and by virtue of this would have less
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need for credit. financing of farm costs. In any event, these
individuals, because of their smallness, may find it difficult to obtain
credit financing. The accumulation of a high level of indebtedness

in many instances is the result of farm expansion. Multiple employment
by farmers has been suggested as an alternative to expansion as a méans
of increasing farm income. It is, therefore, believed that elimination
of this reason for increasing indebtedness would by itself contribute an
overall reduction in the degree of indebtédness among.dual—occupation
farmers. Finally, employment off the farm would result in an increase

in farm family income. It is logical that a poftion of this income would
be direéted towards reduction of any outstanding debt with the net result
thaﬁ, on an overall basis, multiple jobholders could be associated with
lower levels of indebtedness.

While the preceding argument favours the association of multiple
Jjobholding with lower levels of indebtedness, there will unquestionably
be situations in which the reverse is true. In the case of a farmer who
has Jjust recently entered farming and is using dual-employment to
facilitate entry there may be a very high level of indebtedness. In total,
however, it is believed that the overall trend will be for multiple
Jjobholding farmers to be associated with lower levels of indebtedness.

The associlation of multiple Jjobholding farmers with lower levels
of total liabilities was not substantiated in a study conducted by Loomis
and Wirth [73]. In their study part—time farmers had a considerably higher
total value of liabilities than full-time farmers, and that over time

part-time farmers showed a greater percentage increase in liabilities
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relative to full-time operators.

Farm operating cost. The costs incurred in maintaining the farm

as a functioning unit are represented by the operating costs. Farms on
which the operator is employed at some revenue-producing function in add-
ition to his farm are likely to have higher pef acre operating costs

than other farms in general and farms on the same economic level. This

could be attributed to several factors such as the need to have greater
quantities of farm work performed on a custom basis or lower level of
efficiency because éf the economic size of the farm. Other factors could

be the demand for labour off the farm during péak periods in the farming
‘operation, and a general division of interest caused by two jobs placing less
demand on the farm to provide all the family income.

Loomis and Wirth [73] found that full-time farmers had lower operating
expenditures when compared to part-time farmers over the five-year study
period. Martin and Southern [T79] agreed with and further supported Loomis
and Wirth in that they noted a'steady'increase in cash farm expenses as

the frequency of days worked off the farm increased.

Tenure status. It is difficult to resolve the question as to

whether it is better to own or rent cultivated acreage. It is believed
that the division of labour between two jobs and the reduced dependence
on farming for a livlihood could account for a lower incidence of land
renting among mﬁltiple jobhblders. Furthermore, the ircreased security
individuals seem to associate with land ownership, plus the reluctance of

others to rent their land to individuals not totally committed to the land
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for a livlihood, adds credibility to fhe belief that multiple Jobholding
farmers will tend to own their own land. However, this does not imply
that it is not rational for multipie Jobholding farmers to rent their cul-
tivated acreage. On a purely economicvbasis, renting land could allow
for é more flexible and perhaps more efficient utilization of a major
portion of the individual's available résources ("part—time farmers as
a whole had 80 percent of their total investment in lang" [Martin ana
Southern 79:131). ‘
Previousiresearch studies support the belief that multiple job~
holding farmers will favour ownership of their study that relatively few
part-time farmers rented land. They attributed this to owners' reluctance
to share-rent to tenants Wh§ had some other Job, plus the ability of
individuals with some form of relatively stable income to command sufficient
crédit to purchase their desired acreage. Moore and Wayt [81] also concluded
that most part-time farmers had title to all or almost all thg land they
farmed. Statistics Canada [109] reported a higher proportion of part-time
farmers owning more and renting less than was the case for full-time

farmers tended to own most of their land used in farming.

Custom work performed on the farm. Generally, custom work is more

likely to be associated with farming operations on which the operator has

a dual-occupation status. The basis of such a relationship is that multiple
Jobholders will have smaller-scale farms and will not be economically
Justified in investing large sums of capital in equipment which will receive
only minimal use. They will, therefore, be inclined to hire others to perform

the necessary special tasks such as seeding and harvesting. It may also pay
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the particular operator to allocate more of his labour to off-farm
employment at a higher rate of return and hire the farm work done by

others.

Wife working off the farm. It is believed that the incidence of

multiple jobholding by the farmer's wife will be greater for those farmers
who are multiple jobholders themselves. However, there are two possible
viewpoints wifh reference to the incidence of multiple jobholding by the
operator's wife. The costs of commuting to off-farm employment would be
no greater if both husband and wife worked off the farm in the same general
location. On the other hand, the wife's income from working off the farm
could reduce the financial need for the husband to work off the farm. It
is, therefore, possible that off-farm employment by farm wives be closely
associated with sifuations in which the farm operator farmed full-time,
and less closely associated with conditions where the operator was.a
multiple jobholder.

Stephen Gruber [48] found that the incidence of nonfarm employment by
wives whose husbands were multiple jobholders was highér than for those
full-time operators. Wayt and Dix [120] found a relatively small pro-
portion of part-time farmers who also had wives working off the farm.

Wayt, Moore and Hillman [119] concurred with the previous study in that
only 1h percent 6f multiple jobhqlders' wives also reported nonfarm

employment [119:33]. They did find, however, that wives in families on
the larger part-time farms were as likely to have nonfarm employment as

those on smaller farms.
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Saunders [103] fbund that on farms where multiple Jobholding
occurred, the farm operator was the person most frequently involved in
the off-farm employment. This was followed by combinations in which both
the operator and his wife worked éff the farm. Situations in which only the
wife worked at off-farm employment occurred leastbfrequently of all the
three possible altérnatives. It should be noted, however, that the spread
between the most frequent and least frequent off—farm employment occur—
ence was only 6.7 percent [Saunders 103:1L].

Martin and Southern [79] noted a high inéidence of the wife
working off the farm relative to the operatof working off the farm when
the number of days worked were relatively few (less than 100). However,
as the days worked increased, the percentage of husband-wife multiple

Jobholding decreased rapidly.

Profitability progress of farm over time. The economic progress

of the farm unit over time will influence the operator's decision as to
whether to continue as a part-time farmer, to move to full-time farming,
or to opt out of agriculture altogether. In terms of a full-time operator,
his progress might suggest to him the need to supplement his income from
the farm by off-farm employment.. In this thesis it was hypothesized that
multiple jobhoiding will be found more closely associated with those
farms reporting no progress or those farms which had regressed in
economic terms over five years.

Loomis and Wirth [73] found that full-time and part-time farmers

were more or less equal in terms of net income and financial progress
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over time. Part-time farmers tended to operate farms less efficiently
than full-time operators and they only achieved economic equality through

the supplementary effects of their nonfarm employment.

The Off-Farm Job

Amount of off-farm work. On a farm of specific physical size with

an operator who can allocate a fixed amount of time to work activities,
the amount of off-farm work expressed in terms of days is thought to be
directly related to the labour intensity of the farm operation. Given
these limitations there are essentially two alternatives. One involves a
farm operation requiring a relatively constant labour input allowing for
year round off-farm employment. The other involves a farm operation
requiring large quantities of labour only during specific peak periods,
therefore facilitating seasonal off-farm employment.

Sargent [102] found that in fhe majority of cases, the off-farm
Jjob held by the part-time operator was a regular forty-hour week position
in a nearby town or city. The majorify (80 percent) [Sargent 103:1k]
of these part-time farmers worked year-~round with the remainder working
seasonally on a full-time basis. Loomis, McKee and Bonnen [72] found in
their research‘that the common image of farmers supplementing their income
during slack periods in farming through seasonal employment off the farm
was not the case in their study area. Rather, nearly 75 percent of the
farmers worked off the farm on a regular year—rbund basis. Wayt, Moore
and Hillman [119] arrived at similar conclusions with the exception that

they found a full-time job of an eight-hour day, five-day week schedule
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was the typical situation for most operators regardless of the amount
of farming they did‘in addition to this.

These studies indicate that multiple jobholding is a relatively
long-term arrangement for many farmers. It is also indicated that most
types of nonfarﬁ employment which provide a degree of year-to-year
permanence usually require relatively inflexible year-round participation
by the individual. In view of these findings, this research postulates that
part-time farmers will tend to work year-round (or nearly so) at off-farm

employment.

Distance travelled to off—farm.ﬁork. The +travel to off-farm

emplqyment incurs both tangible and intangible costs to the farmer.
There is the actual operating cost of gas and oil and depreciation

costs to his car. There is also the cost in terms of time spent driving
to the job which otherwise could be allocated to some other aétivity.
Finally, there is the cost in terms of fatigue from travelling.

While there is a direct relationship between distance travelled
and cost incurred, it is not necessarily proportional in terms of total
cost per mile. The proximity of urban centres to the farm is one of the
major determinants of‘the distance the farmer will travel. In general ,
however, there tends to be a limit to the distance travelled, with an
inverse relationship between distance travelled and the number of farmers
travelling. The basis for this is that the pecuniary and time costs begin

to exceed the returns derived; travel time is of such length that it does

not enable the individual to reach his off-farm Job at the proper time; and




4o

farmers tend to seek employment in their surrounding area where they are
familiar with available job opportunities.

Moore and Wayt [81] in their study found that while some operators
reporting dual-occupations did travel 60 miles and more, the vast majority
commuted considerably fewer miles averaging 15 miles one-way to work.
Loomis, McKee, and Bonnen [T]] reported that two thirds of the nonfarm
Jobs were within a 20 mile commuting range, the longest distance travelled
being 62 miles one-way. Sargent [102] found that most farmers travelled
10 to 20 miles ohe—way to get to their nonfarm Job with a few travelling
in excess of 40 miles. The average distance travelled was found to be
17 miles one-way. Wayt, Moore, and Hillman [119] found most farmers
travelled from 5> to 20 miles one-way to a regular place of employment ,

with an average distance of about 13 miles.

Years worked at off-farm employment. Multiple jobholding can be

the means of achieving one of three possible objectives. It can be the means
of gradual out-migration from agriculture altogether; it can be the means

of accumulating capital for expansion of the farm business; or it can be

the means of sﬁpplementing low farm income so as to allow stabilized
.continual operation of the farm unit and yet provide sufficient total

annual income to enable the farm family to achieve an acceptable standard

of living. In general, the number of years spent working (continuously)

off the farm will be influenced considerably by the farmer's reason for
dual-occupation status. If the true nafure of multiple jobholding is

represented by either the first or second situation, it would be expected
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that farmers with these objectives in part-time farming would tend to
work fewer years off the farm (arbitrarily selecting five years or less)
than would be the case if the third situation was the basis for two
occupations. The rationale for this conclusion is that in the first two
situations, multiple jobholding was a means of achieving an objective which,
once reached, no longer required a dual~-occupation condition for its con—
tinued existence. In the third case, however, to enable the farm family
to remain viable in a farming situation, it is necessary that the dual-~
occupation status exist on a continual for a long period of time. Multiple
Jobholding in Manitoba is believed to represent a relatively long-term
occupational adjustment to a more economically stable life style. Therefore,
it is postulated that a substantial portion of dual-occupation farmers
will hold off-farm employment for long periocds of time.

Studies conducted in the .United States by Ralph A. Loomis [70],
Charles Sargent [102], and W. M. Crosswhite [United States. Department
of Agriculture 116:146-151] have suggested that part-time farming is not
a transitory but a continuing status‘for the individual. This lends support
to the third premise stated above as representative of the objective
of multiple Jobholding. Sargent [102] found that men averaged 12.2 years
of employment at their current off-farm job, indicative of a fairly per-
manent way of life. Wayt, Moore and‘Hillman [119] reported in their work
a range of from less than one to kU1 years of off-farm work with an average
value of eight years at the Present job for all operators. A substantial
proportion of multiple jobholders in their study reported working a greater

period of time at a nonfarm job than they had lived on the present farm.
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This indicates that for these individuals part-time farming represented

a means of entering farming.rather than an adjustment to low farm incomes.
Hathaway and Waldo [51] cast some doubt on all of these findings when they
stated in their research that for many persons multiple jobholding was a
step in changing occupations and thaf after a few years of nonfarm employ-
ment many individuals were no longer engaged in farming. Further they
found that relatively few farmers were multiple jobholders for as many

as five consecutive years.

Type of off-farm employment. The particular type of work which an

individual will select in addition to farming will be influenced consider-
ably by the types of jobs generally available within close proximity to
his farm. The types of jobs available will in turn be governed by the
relative location of large urban centres, transportation facilities,
availability of raw materials, natural raw materials, location of markets,
and availability of labour and its relative cost.

Individuals eﬁgaged in multiple jobholding as a means of
supplementing farm income are believed to be more inclined to seek a
line of employment in which they could use skills already acquired throughb
farming or in which a minimal amount of training is required. This could
be due to the fact that the prime objective is to earn additional ready
revenue rather than develop a long-term career, therefore, the farmer
is not prepared to spend a lot of time in férmal training. Also, unskilled
and semi-skilled jobs are very adaptable to the irregular daily or seasonal

availability of farmers.
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Stephen Gruber [L8] found that one of the major determinants of theA
type of job a part-time farmer was likely to be engaged in was the
relative degree of industrialization of the region. Regions lacking con-
centrated industrial centres tended to have a higher incidence of multiple
Jjobholders employed in the unskilled Job forms. Sargent [102] found that
75 percent [102:15] of the farmers reporting off-farm employment worked
for wages and that production workers in factories represented the largest
concentration of employment with clerical and sales workers accounting
for the lowest concentration. This.indicates a concentration of employ-
ment in the unskilled to semi-skilled classifications.

Duvick [37] found that T5 percent of those operators reporting
off-farm work performed jobs which were classified as semi~-skilled, with
only 12 percent reporting unskilled employment. He élso found that the
type of job reported reflected éhe degree of development within the region..
Hathaway and Waldo [Sl] found that the most frequent’source of waged
employment was with some unit of the government accounting for 25 percent
of the total employment. The second most ffequent industry of employment
was in wholesale and retail tradé, followed by manufacturing, agriculture,
forestry and fisheries.

The overriding factor evident in the preceding studies relative
to type of off-farm employment is that it is influenced considerably by
the relative degree of indusfrialization of the region in which the farm

was located.

Pay received for off-farm work. The postulated supplementary
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nature of muitiple Jobholding could account for a large proportion of
farmers receiving low off-farm income, as compared to the average achieved
by the remaining rural nonfarm segment of the population. The possible
secondary status of the off-farm job could result in farmers allocating
their labour resource to nonfarm employment only when labour requirements
for the farm had been completely fulfilled. This could leave relatively
little time for allocation to nonfarm employment‘which in turn would
automatically fesult in low nonfarm income returns. Closely associated
with the labour-time element as it affects remuneration for part-~time
off-farm work is the premise that constrained time input for off-farm
employment will adversely influence the type of job which the potential
multiple Jobholding farmer will be able to obtain. The result could be
the possibility of achieving employment only in jobs which pasy the lowest
wage rates.

Hathaway and Waldo [51] found that a substantial proportion of multiplé
Jobholding farmers were concentrated in the lower annual off-farm income
ranges, with 31 percent receiving less than $200 annually and only T per-
cent receiving in excess of $3,000 [51:32]. Furthermore, they found that
over time the relative distribution by énnual income ranges did not vary
significantly, thus indicating a rather stable distribution. Stephen Gruber
[4L8] found a similar trend in that the largest broportion of dual-occupation
farmers was concentrated in the lowest off-farm income range. However,
this minimum range was substantially larger than that of Hathaway and Waldo
[51] in that the minimum was $2,000 or léss [51:58]. Duvick [37] found,

as Gruber [L48] had, that 30 percent [48:38] of the part-time Jjobholding
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farmers were in the lowest off-farm income range. However, unlike

Gruber, Duvick found that the percentage of multiple jobholders within
specific income ranges did not decline with increases in the income ranges.
He found that off-farm income made a substantial contribution towards

that total farm income position, with 63 percent of the farmers reporting
off-farm income of $4,000 or more [Duvick 37:70]. Sargent [102] found
that, in general? there was an inverse relationship between amount of off-
farm income and farm acreage; that is, a smaller farm meant more off-farm
income. Again off-farm income represehted a substantial contribution to
total income with the lowest recorded average offffarm income of $3,930

[Sargent 102:16].

Major source of income. Off-farm income has been shown in some

studies to contribute substantially to total farm income. However, the
salient point is that for many operétors it is still believed to be only
a secondary income source to enhance the primary source of farming. The
off-farm income source for these individuals coﬁld represent a dependable,
regﬁlar income source with which they could finance the daily operating
cost of the farm and family during periods of irregular and sometimes
unstable farm income.

For some individuals off-farm employment may provide the means
of upgrading their total income to an acceptable level. However, the
farm income is likely to remain the major component because of inability
to expand off—farm.employment income as a result of insufficient skill

levels or some other disqualifying characteristic such as advancing age.
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On the other hand, those who do not rate farming as their predominant
income source, may farm or live on a farm because of the life style
it affords. They may do so quite profitably but still remain dependent
on some regular nonfarm source of income for their livlihood.

The basic premisé of the thesis is that for many Manitoba farmers,
muitiple jobholding constitutes an income source by which they would be
able to supplement a low farm income so as to derive sufficient total

income to be able to meet family and farm expenditures.
Sumnmary

This chapter has cast the foundations upon which the actual
analjsis of multiple jobholding by Manitoba farmers will be performed.
Arguments have been presented both pro and con for expected results of
the socio-economic analysis. They have been support;d through specific
findings of previous studies conducted predominantly in the United States.
The succeediﬁg section will set forth, with these guidelinés, analysis
of the data in order to repudiate or accept the hypothesized relationships

in order to provide a more comprehensive picture of the multiple jobholding

condition among Manitoba farmers.




CHAPTER IV
ANATYSTS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA
Introduection

In the preceding chapter a framework was developed for the
analysis of multiple jobholéing by farm operators. The structural
organizétion of the analytical framework involved a socio-economic
appraisal of the farming operationbof multiple versus single-occupation
farmers, plus the dual-occupation farmer and his off-farm Jjob. This
chapter tries to determine more concisely those characteriétics associated
vith_development of a dual-occupation status, and to test the h&potheses
stated in Chapter 1. The empirical results obtained from the mailed
questionnaire are presented and interpreted in terms of the support
they lend to acceptance of the hypothesized relationships between selected
variables and the occurence of multiple Jobholding. Where the hypothesized
relationships are not substantiated by the data, possible explanations are
presented for this occurence. The chapter ends in a summation of the general

findings of the analysis.

Method of analysis. The data source for the study consisted of

1,561 questionnaires returned from 8,000 mailed to Manitoba farm operators
in April, 1972. The study sample was developed using the Canadian Wheat

Board listing of current permit book holders as the study population.

L7
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The province was divided into 14 crop districts aﬁd the sample size of
each region was selected in the same proportion to the total sample as
was the total number of farms for.the region to the total for the
province. The sample for the region was then made up of farms of various
sizes proportionate to the frequency with which the size occurred within
the region. Those farms of less than 10 acres were excluded from the
sample. As the guestionnaire (see Appendix A) was intended to serve a
dual research function; only a portion of the gquestions contained on the
form pertained to this study.

This study uses a tabular distribution research approach. This
method of analysis is directed towards ascertaining the prevailing con-
ditions associated with multiple jobholding, and is essentially a technique
of quentitative description of the general characteristics of the dual-
occupation farmer and his farming operation. Characteristically, this approach
to analysis does not delve deeply into the statistical interrelationships
and causal factors of multiple jobholding. Rather it stops with the
disclosure of facfs in tabular form and a suggestion of relatively
prominent possible connections betwéen ﬁhese facts and apparent causes.

In this analysis, three tabular formats are utilized to facilitate accept-
ance or rejection of the hypothesized relationships between selected
variables and the occurence of multiple jobholding.

The first tabular format considers only one variable in addition
to the occupation status of the individual. The actual number and relative

percentage frequency distribution is calculated for each range of values
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of the variable for both occupation classifications. The resulting
distinguishable differences and similarities in the distribution as
presented in the table, between full-time and part-time farmers will in-
dicate acceptance or rejection of the hypothesized associations between the
two occupation classes.

Only one variable in addition to the occupation variable is
considered in the second tabular format, although there can be a slight
variation depending on the variable under consideration. The table in-
volves a percentage distribution of multiple jobholding farmers for each
value range of the variable to be analyzed. The percentage distribution
is relative to all farm operators for those variables which ecan involve
both occupation groups of farmers, and relative to all other multiple
Jjobholding farmers classified in the other value ranges of the variable
for those variables which can only involve dual-occupation farmers.

- Arrangement of data in this fashion serves two functions. It indicates
those value ranges of the variable in which multiple jobholding farmers

are concentrated and as the value ranges of the variable are increased

"~ a trend is indicated in the frequency of multiple jobholding. Observation
of the data in this tabular form will enable determination of the frequency
of multiple jobholding. It will also infer acceptance or rejection of the
hypothesized relationship between the selected variables and the frequency
of multiple jobholding. Furthermore, it will allow for determination of
the predominant characteristics of a dual-occupation farmer.

The final tabular format used in this analysis involves two

variables in addition to the occupation status, and is restricted to only
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those variables associated with dual-occupation. Two percentage
distributions are calcuiated in these tables for.each possible combination
of the variables. One is the percentage'distribution for the overall
total of the table, while the other is the percentage distribution for
a particular row or column total. Data presented in this form allows for
further stratification of the variables so as to determine more concisely
the interrelationship that exists between the vafiables as they influence
the frequency of off-farm employment. This method of presenfation allows
for the observation of distribution changes as one variable is held
constant and the second variable is altered. Observation of data in this
tabular form facilitates acceptance or rejection of the hypothesized
relationship between the multiple jobholder and his off-farm job.
Furthermore, it makes it possible to determine more concisely the pre-
dominant characteristics of the multiple jobholder and his off-farm Jjob.

Multiple jobholding by'farmers in Manitoba has been.a relatively
ignored aspect of provincial agriculture. The tabﬁlation teghnique for
appraisal lends itself well towards serving as the reconnaissance stage
of research in entering a new area of study. This preliminary analytical
approach provides a readily understood genéral appraisal of multiple
Jobholding, indicating predominant characteristics of the multiple
Jjobholder and his off-farm job.

The tabulation technique used in this study is but one method a-
vailable for use in the analysis of muitiple jobholding. Other stages
could involve the use of correlation analysis, tests for the comparison

of two samples, or multiple regression analysis.
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Simple correlation coefficients could be calculated between the
frequency of multiple jobholding (as expressed by days of off-farm work)
and selected other variables to determine the degree of closeness of the
linear relétionship between the two variables. A further refinement of
this approach would then be the calculation of partial énd multiple correl-
ation coefficients. These refinements would allow for determination of
the degree of interrelationship between two variabies while one or more
associated variables are held constant, and for consideration of the
interrelationship between a selected dependent variable and other independent
variables. Correlation analysis will indicate the degreebof relatidnship
between variables but does not measure the change in one varisble with
changes in the other, nor can it be used as a method of accurately pre-
dicting one variable given the value for the other.

A test of significance for a difference between sample means could
be used as a second analytical technique in the analysis of multiple
Jjobholding. Those variables common to both occupation groups and for which
mean values could be calculated could be statistically tested to determine
if the mean values were significantly different. With this information
it would be possible to establish the similarities and differences between
multiple jobholding and full-time farmers for certain variables.

Multiple regression analysis is a third analytical technique which
could be used. This research method involves the establishment of one
dependent variable (such as days worked off the farm) and several believed

related independent variables. The results of the analysis would make it
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possible to determine accurately changes in the dependent variable as the
independent variables changed. It would also indicate which independent
variables give the best linear prediction equation of the dependent
variable, and would rank the independent variables in order of importance
in contributing to the prediction of the dependent variable. Further-
more, a measure can be made to indicate the percentage variation in the
dependent variable that is explained by the independent variables included
in the analysis, thus indicating the completeness of the analysis by
considering those variables which influence the values of the dependent

variable.

Incidence of Multiple Jobholding by Province and Regions

Of the total 1,561 Manitoba farm operators who returned the
survey questionnaire, 44.0 percent of 688 reported some degree of involve—
ment in multiple jobholding. The percentage of multiple jobholding farmers
varied significantly between crop districts. The highest frequencies of
multiple Jjobholding occurred in crop distriets 3, 5, and 13 reporting
52.3 percent, 56.5 percent, and 58.6 percent respectively. Table k.1
shows the lowest frequencies of multiple jobholding occurred in crop
districts 1, 2, and T reporting 34.2, 33.6, and 27.9 percent respectively.
The higher incidence of dual-occupation status farmers in districts
3 and 5 could partially be attributed to the influence of employment
opportunities offered by such urban centers as Winnipeg, Portage la Prairie,
and Selkirk. These centers collectively account for 42 percent of all

farmers reporting off-farm employment within these two crop districts.
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Crop districts 3 and 5 are also characterized by several well-defined and
securely established industrialized sub-employment centers (such as
Winkler, Altona, Morris, Morden, Carman, Steinback and Beausejour) which
further contribute to providing part-time employment opportunities to farmers.
The inclusion of crop district 3 in the class of districts with higher than
average frequencies of multiple jobholding tends to indicate that dual-
occupation status among.farmers is not necessarily a phenomenon of only
those crop districts with low agricultural productivity. High off-farm
employment here could be the result of a more efficient allocation of the
operator's labour resource through a more effectively managed farming
operation. Coupled with this is the fact that farmers in crop district

3 predominantly produce grain and special crops, thus allowing for winter
months which could be directed towards employment off the farm.

In Table 4.1 the highest percentage of multiple Jjobholding farmers
was recorded in crop district 13. However, the district differed
significantly from either crop distriet 3 or 5 in that the relatively small
- communities of Swan River and Minitonas are the only well-defined employmeﬁt
centers within the district's boundaries. The centralized location of
the two towns, coupled with the restriction of farming to the strip of
valley between the Duck and Porcupine provincial forest reserves, places
these centers in a dominant position in terms of providing off-farm employ-
ment opportunities. Collectively they accounted for 31.7 percent of all
farmers reporting off-farm employment within the district. Furthermore,

there is considerable availability of employment within the two provincial
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forest reserves as well as the exiétence of forestry work in non-park
forested areas. Finally, the lower agricultural productivity (average
gross sales $7,797, versus provincial average $13,209) of some of the
fringe areas of the district mayvbe a factor in creating a higher incidence
of dually employed farmers, in that more individuals may be forced to

seek work off the farm in order to earn a total income sufficient to live
at an acceptable standard. Together these factors may aécount for a

higher incidence of multiple jobholding farm operators in crop

district 13.

The basic premise is that a system of well-defined, securely
established, decentralized service-industrial employment centers are
generally characteristic of districts with high frequencies of multiple
jobholdiné. Districts which are not characterized by these conditions
will generally demonstrate lower incidences of dual-employment among
farm operators. Crop districts 1 and 2, and to a somewhat lesser degree
T, tend to substantiate the above. Croé districts 1 and 2 have no large
urban center which could provide.off~farm employment opportunities.
Melita, Boissevain, and Killérney are the only cenﬁers large enough to
be classed as sub—employmentl centers; they each, in terms of multiple
jobholding, account for T.L percent, 15.4 percent, and 1k.0 percent
respectively, of the farmers reporting off-farm employment.

Crop district T, while somewhat different in that there exists

lUrban centers with a population of 1,000 or more.
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the potential influence of Brandon as well as sub-centers at Virden and
Souris, does not demonstrate a high incideﬁce of dual-employment. It
reported the lowest incidence of multiple jobholding for all regions.

It appears that Brandon has little western drawing influence in region 7,
with perhaps most of the farmers working in Brandon coming from crop district
8, that is aboﬁt 30.2 percent of all farmers reporting off-farm employment
within the district. In addition the two sub-centers collectively
contribute only 20.8 percent of the total number of farmers reporting off-
farm employment. This lack of employmént centers distributed throughout
the region plus high gross farm incomes (average gross sales for the

three districts of $1L,742 relative to the provincial average of

$13,209) could be the cause of lower incidence of multiple jobholding in
these crop districts.

Regional disparity in tgrms of frequency of multiple jobholding
by farmers is a function of interrelated factors. The preceding has
attempted mainly to consider regional differences on the ba;is of their
proximity to urban centers large enough to act as areas of employment
opportunity. In general thié has been the case since crop districts with
large urban centers and well-defined sub-centers have tended to show
higher frequencies of multiple jobholding than‘fbr those districts with .
few urban employment opportunities for farmers. The predominant type of
farm enterprise, types of off-farm employment within the area, agricultural
productivity, and the many other factors involved in determining the
frequency of multiple jobholding regionally will be dealt with in a later

section of this chapter.
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Table k.1

Distribution of Sample Farm Operators
By Occupational Status for
Manitoba Crop Districts

Manitoba Muitiple Full-- Percent of
Crop Jobholding Time Multiple Job-
Districts Farmers Farmers Total holding Farmers
1 27 52 79 3h.2
2 43 85 128 38.6
3 146 133 279 52.3
L 22 : 37 59 37.3
5 105 81 186 ‘ 56.5
6 12 13 25 48.0
T 2L 62 86 27.9
8 53 85 138 38.4
9 38 Lo 87 3.7
10 60 97 A 157 38.2
11 50 5 125 - 40.0
12 37 ko 7 L8.1
13 b1 29 70 : 58.6
1k 30 35 65 46.2
Province 688 873 1,561 "+ hh.o

Age Structure

Table 4.2 shows the distribution of farm operators by age
classifications and occupational status. The data support the hypothesis
that multiple jobholding farmers do indeed tend to be younger than their
full-time counterparts, in that thé 50.7 percent of the dual-occupation
farmers are Wh years old or younger, relative to only 31.9 percent for

full-time operators. The average age provincially for multiple jobholding
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operators 43 years compared to 51 years for full-time farmers -- a signifi-
cant difference of eight years. Table 4.3 further supports the postulated
inverse relationship between.age and the incidence of multiple Jjobholding,
in that there i; a steady decline in the occurence of multiple

Jobholding with advancing age classification. Six out of ten farmers in
the 3b-years-or-less age category reported some form of paid off-farm

employment. The most noticesble decline occurred once the age of 60

was reached. This could in part be attributed to the existence of the

Table L.2

Distribution of Farm Operators by
Age and Occupational Status

~ Number of Percent of
Age of Multiple Multiple Number of . Percent of
Farmer Jobholding Jobholding Full-Time Full-Time
(years) Parmers Farmers Farmers Farmers
less than 25 48 7.0 18 2.1
25-3h 13k 19.5 .85 9.7
35-4Y 167 2Lh.3 175 20.1
45-5) 198 28.8 249 28.5
55-59 83 12.1 115 13.2
60-64 39 5.8 108 12.4
65-69 16 2.3 68 7.8
greater than T0 3 0.4 55 6.3
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Table 4.3

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Age Classifications

Number of Percent of
Age of Multiple Multiple
Farmer Jobholding Number of Jobholding
(years) Farmers Farmers Farmers
less than 25 48 66 T2.7
25-3k 13k 219 - 61.2
35-44 167 ' 3h2 48.8
k554 198 Wt hh.3
55-59 83 198 k1.9
60-64 39 1h7 26.5
65-69 16 8L 19.0

greater than TO 3 58 5.2

retirement pension at age 65 for most nonfarm occupations, as well as to
" the reluctance of employers to hire individuals so close to retirement.

Other factors involved could be: reduced need for supplementary iﬂcome"
since family obligations no longer exist; greater likelihood of the farm
being fully owned; and possibly reduced scale of farming, thus requiring

less annual income to live and meet current debt payments.

Education

The abilities which an individual possesses will determine
whether he will be able to obtain a Jjob and the type of job he will obtain.
The level of formal education which a particular person achleves does in no

way fully define his employability, but it does provide a basic quantifiable
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proxy for his level of ability aﬁd as such will be used in this study.
The data support the belief that multiple jobholding farmers
tend to have a higher overall level of forﬁal educaﬁion as a group than
their counterbart full-time farmers.. Provineially the average
education level of part-time farmers was approximately grade eleven,
contrasted with grade nine for full-time operators. Table 4.4 shows
that the dual-occupation farmer group alsoc had a significantly greater
percentage of high school graduates than did the full-time farmers.
The multiple jobholding operators reported 25.3 percent with post-high
school education and 52.9 percent with at least grade ten. Contrasted
with this is the single-occupation farmer group which had only 15.5

percent beyond grade twelve and only 38.6 percent with grade ten or higher.

Table L.k

Distribution of Farmers by Education
and Occupational Status

Percent
Percent of of
Percent Multiple Multiple Full- Full-
Formal Total of Jobholding Jobholding Time Time

Education Farmers Parmers Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers

Grades 1-3 37 2.4 12 1.8 25 2.9
Grades L-6 1h5 9.4 LY 6.4 101 11.7
Grades T-9 672 43.3 266 38.9 Lo6 46.8
Grades 10-12 390 25,2 189 27.6 201 23.2
Farm Management 115 T.4 58 8.5 5T 6.6
Diploma Agric. 78 5.0 39 5.7 39 L.5
Other Diploma 62 4.0 38 5.6 24 2.8
University 52 3.k 38 5.6 1k 1.6
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The data in Table 4.5 confirm the hypothesis that there is a
relationship between‘multible Jobholding andvthe level of formal education
of the farmer. As the level of formal education increases so does the
occurence of multiple jobholding.

In the section dealing with age and multiple jobholding, it was

shown that there was an inverse relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.5

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Education

Percent of

Multiple
Number of - Jobholding
Formal Education Farmers Farmers
Grades 1-3 37 32.Lh
Grades L-6 1ks5 30.3
Grades T7-9 672 39.6
Grades 10-12 390 48.5
Farm Management 115 50.4
Diploma Agric. T8 50.0
Diploma Other 62 61.3
University ‘ 52 T3.1

The association of dual-occupations with younger farmers was in part
proposed since they were more highly educated and thus more capable of
obtaining off-farm employment. As the data in Table 4.5 show, there is
a direct relationship between education and the incidence of multiple

jobholding. Now the gquestion becomes one of whether the more highly
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educated multiple jobholders are in fact yocunger.

Table 4.6 supports the contention that the more highly educated
multiple jobholding farmers are younger én the average. This
observation supports the reasoning set fort in Chapter 3,Athat younger
farmers show a higher incidence of muitiple Jjoebholding because they
are better educated and thus more adeguately prepared than their full-

time counterparts to obtain off-farm part-time employment.

Table k.6

Distribution of Average Age by Education
Classifications for Multiple
Jobholding Farmers

Number of

Multiple

Jobholding Average
Formal Education Farmers : Age (years)
Grades 1-3 12 60
Grades bL-6 Ll 50
Grades T-9 266 k5
Grades 10-12 189 b1
Farm Management 58 38
Diploma Agric. 39 38
Diploma Other 38 38
University 38 37

Gross Farm Sales

The data in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 show a greater percentage of
multiple jobholding farmers with $5,000 or less gross farm sales annually,

than for the full-time operators. There were 36.7 percent of the multiple
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Jjobholding farmers classified in this very low farm income class as
compared to 21.7 peréent for full-time farmers. Raising the upper limit
of the low income classification to the level of $10,000 total gross

sales caused only a slight improvement in the proportional discrepancy
between the two occupafional status farmer groups. Under the revised

low farm income parameters of $10,000 total gross farm sales, 62.3 percent
of the multiple jobholding farmers were below the upper limit, as
contrasted with only 49.3 percent for full-time farm operators.

With some exceptions, the data lend credence to the postulated

Table 4.7

Distribution of Farm Operators by Gross
Sales and Employment Status

Percent Percent

Multiple Multiple Fuil- Full-

Farm Jobholding Jobholding Time Time
Gross Sales ($) Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers

50-249 16 2.4 6 0.7
250~1,249 5k 8.3 26 3.2
1,250~2,499 53 8.2 36 h.5
2,500-3,7Th9 58 8.9 L6 5.7
3,750-4,999 57 8.8 61 7.6
5,000-7 ,499 81 12.5 120 1k.9
7,500-9,999 85 13.1 103 12.8
10,000-1L%,999 106 16.3 145 18.0
15,000-24,999 86 13.3 139 17.2
25,000~34,999 22 3.4 53 6.6
35,000-4%,999 11 1.7 28 3.5
45,000-54%,999 7 1.1 1k 1.7
55,000-6k4,999 5 0.8 6 0.7
65,000-Th4 ,999 2 0.3 3 0.4
75,000 and greater 6 0.9 22 2.7
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Table k4.8

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers by
Value of Farm Gross Sales

Multiple
Jobholding
_ Multiple Full- Farmers
Farm - Jobholding Time as Percent
Gross Sales ($). Farmers Farmers Total of Total
50-249 16 6 22 2.7
250-1,249 54 26 80 69.5
1,250-2,k499 - 53 36 89 59.6
2,500-3,749 58 L6 104 55.8
3,750-4,999 57 61 118 48.3
5,000~T7,499 81 120 201 4o.3
T,500-9,999 85 103 184 h5.2
10,000~-1%,999 : 106 1ks 251 ho,2
15,000-2k%,999 86 139 225 . 38.2
25,000~-34,999 22 53 5 29.3
35,000-4%,999 11 28 39 28.2
45,000-5%,999 7 1k 21 33.3
55,000-64,999 5 6 11 45.5
65,000~-T4,999 2 3 5 40.0
75,000 and greater 6 22 28 21.4

hypothesis that there is an inverse relationship between gross farm sales
and the incidence of multiple jobholding by farmers. This is evidenced
by the tendency for the value of farm sales increased. One explanétion
may be that the low farm income itself forced the farm operator to supple-
ment it with additional income from off-farm sources. As farm income
increases, in general, fewer farmers need an off-farm supplementary income

source.
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The multiple jobholding farm operators reported overall 27.5
percent less gross séles, averaging $11,106 compared to $15,312 for the full-
tiﬁe farmer. In addition, the dual-occupation group accounted for
57.6 percent of éll farmers with gross sales of $5,000 or less and 52.3
percent with gross sales of $10,000 or less. 1In conclusion, it appears
that there is a direct link between low gross sales values and higher

frequencies of multiple jobholding among farm operators.

Annuval Farm Operating Costs

It was expected that, in general, within similar economic classes
of farms, multiple jobholding farm operators would incur higher operating
costs than full-time operators. The data,las presented in Table 4.9
indicate that, on an overall basis, multiple jobholding farmers are not
clearly associated with higher operating costs per acre than full-time
farmers. Dual-occupation farmers, on the average, reported $22.53 per
acre operating costs for their farms as compared with $24.26 per acre for
full-time operators. This is a difference of 7.7 percent in favour of the
single-occupation farmer. There is some indication in Table L4.10 that
within the lower economic classes of farms (gross sales) the frequency of
multiple jobholding farmers is higher for the higher operating cosf ranges. .
However, when viewed in totality this does not hold true for all economic
classes of farmers and as such does not deviate from findings presented
in Tables 4.9 and k.10.

Table 4.9 reveals that multiple jobholding farmers have generally

lower per acre operating costs. Most of these farmers have costs per acre




Table 4.9

Distribution of Farmers by Farm Operating Costs
Per Acre and Occupation Status

_ Cumulative Percent Cumulative Percent

"Percent of Percentage of Percentage Multiple
Per Acre Multiple Multiple of Multiple Full- Full- of Full- Jobholding
Operating Jobholding Jobholding Jobholding Time Time Time Farmers of
Costs ($) Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers - " Parmers All Farmers
Less than $5.00 , 75 : 11.8 . - hs 5.8 - 62.5
$5.00 - $14.99 353 55.8 67.6 519 67.0 72.8 Lo.5
$15.00 - $24.99 146 23.1 ©90.7 87 11.2 8L.0 62.7
$25,00 - $34.99 45 7.1 97.8 69 8.9 92.9 39.5
$35.00 - $Lk.99 1 0.2 98.0 43 5.5 98.14 2.3
$45.00 ~ $54.99 0 0.0 98.0 0 0.0 98.4 0.0
$55.00 - $64.99 T 1.1 99.1 7 0.9 99.3 50.0
$65.00 - and greater 6 0.9 100.0 5 0.7 100.0 54.5
Total 633 ' 775

9l
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below $25.00 with 90.T percent of these farmers with costs below $25.00
as compared to 8L ﬁercent of the full-time farmers. The hypothesis that
multiple jobholding farmers will have higher levels of per acre operating
costs than full-time farmers must be rejected. In fact, Table 4.9 seems
to indicate an inverse relationship between the level of operating costs
and the incidence of multiple jobholding.

The hypothesis was made essentially on the basis that the multiple
Jjobholding farmer would supplement labour allocated to off-farm employment
with capital in operating his farming business. However, this may not be
the case since the farmer may only be allocating labour,‘which formerly
was under—eﬁployed, to nonfarm activities.

Tables 4.10 and 4.11 relate operating cost data to the economic
size (gross sales) of the farm in appraising the relationship between
farm size and costs of operation. The data in Table L.11 indicate that,
on & per dollar value of production basis, there is some evidence that
multiple jobholding férmers are more conceﬁtrated in the higher cost
ranges than full-time farmers. Multiple jobholding farm operators
reported 61.1 percent with operating costs below $0.90 per dollar value of
production as compared with Tl.7 percent for full-time farmers, a difference
_of 10.6 percent. There is some further support for this relationship
to be found in Table 4.10 in that for the two lowest economic farm sizes
there is a higher concentration of multiple jtholders in the upper operating
cost ranges. However, this does not occur consistantly for all economic
classes of farms. There seems to be a degree of relationship between

multiple jobholding and higher production costs per dollar value
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Table k.10

Pércentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Opersating Costs, and Gross Sales

Gross Sales

less 5,000 10,000 15,000 greater
Operating than to to to than
Costs ($) 5,000 10,000 15,000 25,000 25,000
50 - 2,499 61.8 45.8 66.7 4o0.0 50.0
2,500 - 7,499 54.3 39.1 47.8 32.1 28.6
7,500 -24,999 66.7 63.0 40.8 ho.1 33.8
25,000 and greater 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.2

of production.

While it would appear (based on the evidence as presented in
Table 4.9) that multiple jobholdérs are associated with lower per acre
operating costs, Table 4.11 shows thét they are also associated with higher
per dollar value of production operating costs. Dual~occupation farmers
would seem to be incurring lower per acre production costs than full-time
farmers, but at the expense of a lower gross farm income resulting from
either lower yields or inferior quality of production.

Evidence as presented does not suggest a direct relationship
between operating cost and multiple-jobholding. It indicates, to some
extent, an inverse relationship with a high concentration of multiple
jobholding farmers having low per acre operating costs. However, when

considered in terms of the value of production (gross sales) the




Table 4.11

Distribution of Farmers by Farm Operating Cost Per
Dollar Gross Sales and Occupational Status

Operation Percent Cumulative ' Cumulative Percent
Cost Per of Percentage Percent of Percentage Multiple
$1.00 Gross Full- Full- of Full- Multiple Multiple of Multiple Jobholding
Sales Time Time Time Jobholding Jobholding Jobholding Farmers of
($) Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers All Farmers

less than 0.10 7 1.0 - 6 1.0 - L6.2
0.10 - 0.19 8 1.1 2.1 5 0.8 1.8 38.5
0.20 - 0.29 31 h.3 6.k 33 5.4 7.2 51.6
0.30 - 0.39 51 7.1 13.5 39 6.1 13.6 43.3
0.40 -~ 0.49 53 7.4 20.9 34 5.6 19.2 39.1
0.50 - 0.59 117 16.3 37.2 81 13.4 32.6 40.9
0.60 - 0.69 90 12.5 ho.T Th 12.2 L. 8 45,1
0.70 - 0.79 149 20.7 70.4 96 15.8 60.6 39.2
0.80 - 0.89 9 1.3 1.7 3 0.5 61.1 25.0
0.90 - 0.99 0 0.0 T1.7 0 0.0 61.1 0.0
1.00 - 1.09 166 23.1 94.8 145 23.9 85.0 46.6
1.10 - 1.19 0 0.0 948 0 0.0 80.0 " 0.0
1.20 - 1.29 0 0.0 oLk.8 0 0.0 85.0 0.0
1.30 - 1.39 0 0.0 94,8 2 0.3 85.3 100.0
1.50 - 1.49 11 1.5 96.3 23 3.8 89.1 67.7
1.50 - 1.59 i 0.6 96.9 0 0.0 89.1 0.0
1.60 - 1.69 9 1.3 98.2 10 1.7 90.8 52.6
1.70 - 1.79 1 0.1 98.3 0 0.0 90.8 0.0
1.80 ~ 1.89 0 0.0 98.3 0 0.0 90.8 0.0
1.90 ~ 1.99 0 0.0 98. 0 0.0 90.8 0.0
2.00 and greater 1k 1.8 100.0 55 9.2 100.0 79.7

89
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relationship éppears to be direct in nature. While the hypothesis is
rejected when operating cost is related to acres and accepted when
related to gross sales, in the final analysis, the gross sales-operating
cost associagbion and subsequenf conclusions are the more significant as
it is this relationship to multiple jobholding that indicates the

economic stability of the farm unit.

"Custom Work Expenditures

Custom work was reported by 42.0 percent of the multiple jobholding
farmers and by 33.6 percent of ﬁhe full-time farmers. It would appear
that multiple jobholding farmers have a higher incidence of custom work
performed. However, Table 4.12 shows that both full—timé and multiple
Jjobholding farmers had almost identical percentage distributions within
their particular occupation group for the various levels of expenditure
for custom work performed. Both groups of farmers tended to be con-
centrated toward the lower end of the overall'range of custom work
expenditure. Multiple jobholding farmers reported 81.7 percent and full-
time farmers 82.1 percent below the $700 expenditure level. On the average,
both occupation groupings reported very similar findings. Dual-occupation
farmers averaged $426 and full-time farmers averaged $433 total expenditures
for custom work performed on their farms.

The data contained in Table 4.13 indicate that both dual- and
single~occupation farmers appear to have very similar utilization patterns
of custom work. The percentage of farmers who are multiple jobholders in

each of the categories of custom work values can range widely and appears




Table 4.12

Distribution of Farmers by Custom Work
Expenditures and Occupational Status

Percent - Percent
Multiple - Multiple Full- Full-
Value of Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cumulative
Work ($) Farmers Farmers Percentage Parmers Farmers Percentage
less than k49 1k 4.8 _— 11 3.8 -
- 50~ 99 26 9.0 13.8 26 8.9 12.6
100-199 62 - 21.5 35.3" 56 19.1 31.7
200-299 37 12.8 48,1 48 16.4 48.1
300-399 : 38 13.2 6L.2 4o 13.7 61.8
%00-499 27 9.3 70.6 21 7.2 69.5
500-599 26 9.0 79.6 22 7.5 77.0
600~699 6 2.1 8L.7 15 5.1 82.1
700-799 9 3.1 84.8 7 2.4 84.5
800-899 6 2.1 86.9 9 3.1 87.6
900-999 1 0.4 87.2 5 1.7 89.3
1,000~1,099 10 3.5 90.7 8 2.7 92.0
1,100~1,199 2 3.5 90.7 2 0.7 92.7
1,200-1,299 8 2.8 ok.1 L 1.h4 - 9k
1,300 and greater 17 5.9 100.0 19 6.5 100.0

)
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Table k.13

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Custom Work Expenditure

Percent
Multiple

Multiple Full- Jobholding

Value of Jobholding Time Total . Fawrmers of

Work ($) Farmers Farmers Farmers A1l Farmers
less than 49 1k 11 25 56.0
50~ 99 26 26 52 50.0
100~-199 62 56 118 52.5
200-299 37 L8 75 h9.3
300-399 38 Lo 78 L8.7
400-499 27 21 48 . 56.3
500-599 26 22 48 s5h.2
600~699 6 15 21 28.6
T700-T799 9 T 16 65.3
800-899 6 9 15 ho.o
900-999 1 5 6 16.7
1,000-1,099 10 8 18 55.6
1,100-1,199 2 2 o 50.0
1,200-1,299 8 3 12 66.7
1,300 and greater 17 19 36 k1.2
Total 289 293 582 ho.T

to have no tendency to increase or decrease, thereby indicating no

increasing or decreasing pattern of multiple jobholders as custom work

increases.

Overall, h9.7 percent of farmers reporting custom work performed

on their farms were multiple jobholding farmers.

In conclusion, both occupation groups within the confines of those

farmers reporting, appear to be fairly egqually matched in expenditure

ranges. However, when considered in total, the hypothesis is confirmed
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in that custom work appeared to be more important for multiple jobholders.

Capitalization

It was expected that multiple jdbholding farmers would tend to have
lower per acre levels of total capital investment in their farming operation
as compared to single-occupation farmers. Multiple jobholding farmers,
based upon data presented in Table k4.14, would appear to be slightly less
concentrated within the lower capitalization ranges with 52.9 percent of
the dual-occupation farmers showing less than $99.00 capitalization per acre -
relative to 57.9 percent for full=time farmers. Contrasted with thi; is
the percentage distribution of farmers in the capitalization categories
of $3OO per acre and above. Full-time farmers have 8.8 percent of their
number in this'range as compared with 11.9 percent for multiple jobholding
farmers. Full-time farmers overall averaged $181.00 capitalization per
acre compared with $200;OO per acre for dual—occupation farmers.

The statistics presented in Table L:15 demonstrate that multiple
Jjobholding farmers do not exhibit a definite tendency towards lower values
of total capitalization investment on a.éer acre basis when compared with
full-time operators. Single-occupation farmers dominated the percentage |
of operators with per acre total capitalization of less than $200 per acre
in that they accounted for between 52.8 and Th.5 percent of all farmers
responding. Conversely, this same category of farmers accounted for
25.0 to 49.5 percent of all farmers reporting $200 or more capitalization
per acre. The point at which the dual-occupation farmers become more

predominant proportionally for the specific capitalization ranges occurs




Table L4.1k

Distribution of Farmers by Value of
Farm Assets and Occupation Status

Percent Percent
Multiple Multiple Full~ Full-
Asset Value Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cumulative
$/acre Farmers Farmers Percentage Farmers Farmers Percentage
less than 49 185 26.9 - 207 23.7 -

50- 99 178 26.0 52.9 299 3h.2 57.9
100-1k9 166 24k T7.3 18L 21.1 79.0
150-199 27 3.4 80.7 T9 9.0 88.0
200-249 51 Tk 88.1 17 1.9 89.9
250~299 - - -~ 10 1.3 91.2
300~349 27 k.o 92.1 25 2.9 ob,
350-399 _ 3 0.k 92.5 2 0.2 9k.3
400 and greater 51 Te5 100.0 50 5.7 100.0

€l
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Table k.15

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Cepitalization

Percent
Multiple
Multiple Full- Jobholding
Asset Value Jobholding Time Farmers
$/acre - Farmers Farmers Total of Total
less than 50 185 207 392 ht.2
50-99 178 299 LT 37.3
100-149 166 184 350 7.4
150-199 27 9 106 25.5
200-249 51 17 68 - - T75.0
250-299 - 10 - —
300-3k49 : 27 25 52 51.9
350-399 3 2 5 60.0
400 and greater 51 50 101 50.5

somewhere between $200 and $245 per acre. Past this range part-time
farmers are the higher percentage of individuals within the various
capitalization ranges.

From Table 4.15 it is apparent that there exists, with
considerable variation, a limited direct relationship between value of
capitalization per acre and the incidence of multiple jobholding by farm
operators. Therefore, it would appear that the hypothesis postulated
in Chapter 3, that multiple jobholding farmers are associated with lower

total capitalization per acre values, is not true.

Farm Debt

Farm debt in this analysis is divided into three major components --
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land, farm equipment, and livestock. It was expected that in each case
multiple jobholding farmers would have less association with debt than.
full-time farmers, and that the frequency of multiple jobholding would
be higher for lower levels of debt.

Land. The data presented in Table L4.16 indicate that while both
farmer occupation groups have mortgaged land, the multiple jbbholding
catégory showed a consistantly higher percentage of farmers with
indebtedness for each mortgage range. In both occupational classes the
$40,000 to $59,000 mortgage range accounted for thé largest percentage
of individuals. Overall, within the same occupation class, multiple -
Jobholding farmers had a higher percentage of individuals ﬁith mortgages
(reporting 59.5 percent) than was the case for full-time farmers
(reporting 45.6 percent). The average land debt per acre reported for
dual-occupation farmers reporting indebtedness was‘$89 as compared to |
$70 per acre for full-time farmers reporting mortgaged land.

Table L4.17 does not confirm the hypothesis that lower levels
of land debt are associated with higher frequencies of multiple jobholding.
With increases in the ranges of land debt, thefe does not occur a
corresponding decrease in the freéuency of multiple Jjobholding., other than
only slight variations, which are mainly attributed to smallness of sample
size. However, data in Table L4.17 do indicate that multiple jobholders
generally are associated to a greater degree with land indebtedness. This
is shown by the observation that Lk.0 percent of the respondents were
multiple jobholders, but that they represented 50.8 percent of the farmers

with outstanding land debt.




Table 4.16

Distribution of Farm Operators by
Land Mortgages and Occupation

Percent
Multiple
Jobholding - Percent
Multiple Farmers Full- Full-
Mortgage Value Jobholding with Land Cumulative Time Tinme Cumulative
($) Farmers Debt Percentage Farmers Farmers Percentage
100-1,999 19 2.8 - 1k 1.6 -
2,000-%4,999 23 3.k 6.1 20 2.3 3.9
5,000-9,999 48 7.0 13.1 43 5.0 8.9
10,000-14,999 59 8.6 21.7 6k Tk 16.2
15,000-19,999 60 8.8 30.5 62 7.1 23,4
20,000-39,999 - 5k 7.9 38.3 52 6.0 29.3
40,000-59,999 116 16.9 55.3 106 S 12.2 1.5
60,000~79,999 18 2.6 57.9 : 22 2.5 Lh,1
80,000-99,999 7 1.0 58. L 0.5 4h.5
100,000-149,999 b 0.6 59.5 6 0.7 45,2
150,000 and greater 0 0.0 59. 3 0.4 45.6

9L
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Table L.17

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Land Mortgage Value

Percent

Multiple

Multiple Full- Jobholding
Jobholding Time . Farmers

Mortgage Value ($) Farmers Farmers Total of Total
100-1,999 19 1k 33 - 57.6
2,000-4,999 23 20 43 53.5
5,000~9,999 48 43 91 52.7
10,000-1L%,999 59 64 : 123 -48.0
15,000-19,999 : 60 62 122 ho.2
20,000-39,999 5k . 52 106 50.9
40,000-59,999 116 106 222 52.3
60,000-79,999 18 22 Lo 45.0
80,000-99,999 7 L 11 63.6
100,000-149,999 L 6 10 40.0
150,000 and greater 0 3 3 0.0

Total 408 396 80k 50.8%

None 278 473 751 37.0%

aThese values do not sum tc 100 due to non-responses to the
questionnaire.

Fouipment. The information provided in Tables k.18 and k.19
provide some indication that multiple jobholding farmers have a greater
degree of equipment debt than full-time farmers. Table 4.18 shows that
within the respective occupation classes dual-occupation farmers reported
45.4 percent with some degree of debt involvement relative to only 36.8
percent for full-time farm operators. Furthermore, in Table 4.19, dual-
occupation farmers represented 49.2 percent of all farmers with equipnment
debt, yet only LL.0 percent of all farmers in the sample, thus indicating

a greater incidence of equipment debt among dual-occupation farmers.




Table 4.18

Distribution of Farmers by Equipment
Debt and Occupation Status

Percent Percent
Multiple Multiple Full- Full-
Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cunulative
Debt ($) Farmers Farmers Percentage Farmers Farmers Percentage
100-1,999 89 12.9 - 78 8.9 -
2,000-4,999 96 1k.0 26.9 102 11.7 20.6
5,000-9,999 81 11.8 38.7 85 9.7 30.3
10,000-19,999 37 5.4 hhy.1 LY 5.0 35.3
20,000-29,999 8 1.2 45.3 5 0.6 35.9
30,000~39,999 1 - 0.1 L5,k b 0.5 36.4
40,000-49,999 0 0.0 0.0 1 0.1 36.5
50,000-59,999 0 0.0 0.0 2 0.2 36.7
60,000~69,999 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 36.7
T70,000-79,999 0 0.0 0.0 1 0.1 36.8
80,000-89,999 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
100,000 and greater 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

gL
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Table 4.19

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Equipment Debt

Percent

Multiple

Multiple Full- ‘ Jobholding
Jobholding - Time Farmers

Debt ($) Farmers - Farmers Total of Total
100-1,999 89 78 167 53.3
2,000-4,999 96 102 198 48.5
5,000~-9,999 81 ' 85 166 48.8
10,000-19,999 ‘ 37 Ll 81 k5.7
20,000~29,999 8 5 13 61.5
30,000-39,999 1 L 5 20.0
40,000-49,999 0 1 1 0.0
50,000~59,999 0 2 2 0.0
60,000-69,999 0 0 0 0.0
70,000-79,999 0 1 1 0.0
80,000-89,999 0 0 -0 0.0
100,000 and greater 0 0 0 0.0
Total 312 322 634 ho.2

Full-time farmers, however, did show some 6perators within the
higher ranges of indebtednéss in which there were no multiple Jobholding
farmers recorded. In this way it did indicate_that full-time farmers were
those farmers with the higher debt values but not the greater degree of
indebtedness. The averaée value of indebtedness further tended to identify
the full-time farmer with greater equipment debt than multiple jobholding
farmers; the full-time farmer reported an average of $6,918 as compared to

$5,841 for the multiple jobholding farmer, a difference of approximately
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$1000.

The hypothesis that lower levels of equipment debt are associated
with higher frequencies of multiple jobholding is not substantiated by
data in Table 4.19. Increases in equipment debt are hot associated with
a decreasing trend in the frequency of dual-occupation farm operators.
Rather, there appears to be wide variation in the frequency as debt ranges

are increased.

Livestock debt. Livestock, like equipment indebtedness, was

expected to be associated more with full-time farmers than multiple
Jjobholding farmers. Since livestock operations are generally labour
intensive and multiple jobholding requires labour expenditure away from the
farming operation, multiple jobholding farmers are less likely to be
livestock operators (see Table 4.25) and therefore are not likely to have

a high degree of livestock debt.

Data in Tables 4.20 and L.21 do not substantiate the expected
relationship as stated. Table L4.20 indicates that, within respective
occupation classes, multiple jobholding farmers had a slightly larger
percentage of individuals (16.3 percent) with livestock debt than full-
time farmers (15.1 percent). While data in Table 4.21 show that dual-
occupation farmers represented 45.7 percent of all farmers with livestock
debt, only LL.0 percent of all farmers were multiple jobholders. Although
the results tend to be inconclusive due to only slight variations in
percentage distribution, there is some support for rejection of the

hypothesis that there is a lesser incidence of livestock debt among




Table 4.20

Distribution of Farmers by Livestock
Debt and Occupation Status

Percent Percent
Multiple Multiple Full- Full-
‘ Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cumulative
Livestock Debt ($) Farmers Farmers Percentage Farmers - Farmers Percentage

100-1,999 21 3.1 —-— 23 2.6 -
2,000-4,999 53 7.7 10.8 LYy 5.0 7.6
5,000-9,999 13 1.9 12.7 28 3.2 10.8

10,000-19,999 18 2.6 15.3 19 2.2 13.0
20,000-29,999 . 0.3 15.6 ' b 0.5 13.5
30,000~39,999 2 0.3 15.9 3 0.3 13.8
40,000-49,999 3 0.4 16.3 5 0.6 1h, 4
50,000-59,999 0 0.0 —_— 3 0.3 1h.7
60,000~69,999 0 0.0 - 3 0.3 15.0
70,000-T79,999 0 0.0 - 0 0.0 15.0
80,000~89,999 0 0.0 - 0 0.0 15.0
90,000-99,999 0 0.0 —-— 1 0.1 15.1
100,000 and greater 0 0.0 - 0 0.0 -

8
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Table h.21

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers
by Livestock Indebtedness

Percent
Multiple
Multiple Full- Jobholding
Jobholding Time Farmers
Livestock Debt ($) Farmers Farmers Total of Total
100-1,999 21 23 by hr.7
2,000-%,999 53 L o7 54.6
5,000~-9,999 13 28 L3 31.7
10,000-19,999 18 19 37 48.6
20,000-29 ;999 2 L 6 33.3
30,000-39,999 2 3 5 Lo.0
40,000-49,999 3 5 8 37.5
50,000-59,999. 0 3 3 -
60,000~69,999 0 3 3 -
70 5 000_79 [ 999 O 0 0 -
80,000-89,999 0 1 1 S
90,000-99,999 0 0 0 ——
100,000 and greater 0 0 0 -
Total 112 133 245 hs.7

multiple jobholders.

Table 4.21 further indicates that multiple jobholding farmers
tended to be polarized towards the lower debt range values with the most
noticeable concentration occurring at the $2,000-to-$4,999 debt range.
Here 54.6 percent of all farmers reporting this debt range were multiple
Jobholders yet only Lk4.0 percent of all farmers were dual-occupation

operators. Full-time farmers averaged $11,669 debt relative to only
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$7,402 for multiple jobholders, a difference of $l,267. Virtually no
dval-occupation farmers had livestock debt in excess of $50,000 contrasted
with 0.8 percent of full-time farmers reporting debt in excess of this
value.

The results of the analysis, while not entirely conclusive,
do indicate rejection of the hypothesis. In terms of outstanding land
(and building), equipment, and livestock debt there is not a lower incidence
of debt among multiple jobholders. However, in terms of dollar values
of outstanding debt, multiple jobholding farmers reported lower wvalues
for equipment and livestock, but a higher value for land. The inverse
relationship between dual-occupation frequency and lower levels of debt
was not substantiated by the data. Livestock was the only form of debt
which indicated higher frequencies of dual—occupation farmers for lower
values of debt and even this did not represent a consistent trend for all

debt ranges.

Predominant Farm Enterprise

The incidence of multiple jobholding among farmers was thought
to be inversely related to the intensity of the labour requirements for the
farming enterprise. In Table 4.22 crop prodﬁction had the greatest con-
centration of both single~ and dual-occupation groups. Multiple jobholders,
however, with 59.7 percent recorded a higher concentration than full-time
operators with 46.3 percent. Conversely, within occupation classes, full-
time farmera showed a stronger association with livestock operations

(except poultry) than multiple Jjobholding farmers. Of those multiple
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Table 4.22

Distribution of Farm Operators by Predominant
Type of Farm Enterprise and Occupation Status

Percent Percent

Multiple Multiple Full- Full-

Jobholding Jobholding Time Time
Farm Enterprise Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers
Grain ko9 59.7 397 L6.3
Special Crops 51 T.5 52 6.1
Registered Seed 9. 1.3 8 0.9
Forage Crops 6 0.9 1 0.1
Marketing Gardening 2 0.3 2 0.2
Cow-Calf 83 12.1 160 18.7
Beef Feed Lot. 22 3.2 53 6.2
Beef Stocker ‘ 15 2.2. 27 3.2
Dairy (manufactured) 9 1.3 33 3.9
Dairy (fluid) 7 1.0 27 3.2
Hogs -~ 55 8.0 79 9.2
Poultry 13 1.9 1k 1.6
Mink Ranch 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other (sheep) Y 0.6 5 0.6

Jobholding farmers who were engaged in a livestock operation the greatest
tendency was for a cow-calf enterprise. A possible explanation is that
the cow-calf enterprises represent fhe least labour intensive, and has the
greatest degree of freedom from rigid hours of labour input, particularly
during the summer months.

The grouping of farm enterprises in Table L4.23 establishes more
clearly within the two occupation classifications the relative predominance
of crop production for multiple jobholders in that T1.4 percent of all

multiple jobholders were engaged in crop production relative to only
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53.9 percent of all full-time farmers. Within the occupation classes,
full-time farmers reporting 28.1 percent showed a greater association
with livestock enterprises than dual=occupation farmers who reported

only 18.0 percent.

Table k.23

Grouped Distribution of Farm Operators by Predominant
Farm Enterprises and Occupation Status

Percent Percent

Multiple Muliple Full- Full-

Jobholding Jobholding Time Time
Farm Enterprise Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers
Crop Production e 1.4 L60 53.9
Beef Production 120 18.0 2Lo 28.1
Dairy Production 16 2.4 60 7.0
Hogs 55 8.0 T9 9.3
Poultry 13 2.0 1k 1.7

The information contained in Tables L.2hk and 4.25 further supports
the premise that multiple Jobholding farmers have a greater tendency to be
engaged in crop production relative to the options of beef and dairy
production. This becomes particularly evident when the data are classified
by general types as in Table 4.25 in that 50.9 percent, 33.3 percent, and
21.1 percent of all farmers engaged in these respective operations were
multiple jobholders while L44.0 percent of all farmers were multiple jobholders.
Hog and poultry operations both show surprisingly high concentrations

of multiple jobholding farmers. Yet these are generally thought to be
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labour-intensive operation, and as such would not be expected to appeal
to operators seeking to allocate some of their labour resources 1o non-—
farm employment. One explanation could be that both poultry and hog .
operations are often located on urban‘fringe areas, and by this association
would provide multiple jobholding operators with greater-off—farm employ-
ment opportunities. This explanation is further supported.by the fact
that both operations require only small acreage and tend to locate close‘
to market sources, thus making location in urban fringe areas a logical
choice.

Poultry farming in parﬁicular»is characterized by a large number
of préducers with flocks only large enough to provide marginal incone,
thus forecing the farmer to seek some form of supplementary income.
Furthermore, poultry operations do not require heavy daily physical labour,A
particularly if the flock is small (500 or less).v Therefore, the wife
of the operator could perform some of the daily labour task thus freeing
the férmer to engage in some form of off-farm work. Finally, there are
sections of land (particularly east of Winnipeg) which have very marginal
agricultﬁral production potential in terms of crop or cattle production.
This land, with its proximity to Winnipeg, is well éuited to poultry
operations. The provincial percentage of multiple Jjobholding farmers
engaged in poultry production was 2.0 percent, yet for érop districts five
and six (eastern Manitoba - see map page 1Th) the percentages were T.8
percent and 9.1 percent respectively, considerably higher than the

provincial percentage.
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Table L.24

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers
by Predominant Farm Enterprise

Percent
Multiple
Multiple Full- Jobholding
Jobholding Time Farmers
Farm Enterprise Farmers Farmers Total of Total
Grain ko9 397 806 - 50.7
Special Crops 51 52 103 kg.5
Registered Seed 9 8 17 52.9
Forage Crops 6 1 7 85.7
Market Gardening 2 2 L 50.0
Cow-Calf 83 160 k3 - 3k.2
Beef Feed-lot 22 53 75 29.3
Beef Stocker 15 27 ho 35.7
Dairy (manufactured) 9 33 Lo 21.h
Dairy (fluid) T 27 3k 20.6
Hogs 55 79 13k hi.o
Poultry 13 ik 27 48.2
Mink Ranch 0 0 0 0.0
Other Y 5 9 Ly L

The low frequency of multiple Jobholding associated with beef
production can be explained in part by the widespread nature of beef
operations located predominantly in areas of low off-farm employment
opportunitigs and the higher labour intensity of this type of operation.

Based upon the data presented particularl& in Table 4.25 (and
accepting the preceding rationale for variances in the observations) it
would appear that there is an inverse relationship between the labour

intensity of various farm enterprises and the incidence of multiple
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Table k.25

Grouped Percentage of Multiple Jobholding -
Farmers by Predominant Farm Enterprise

Percent
Multiple
Multiple Full- Jobholding
Jobholding Time Farmers
Farm Enterprise Farmers Farmers Total of Total
Crop Production L7 460 937 50.9
Beef 120 2ko 360 33.3
Poultry 13 1k 27 h8.2
Hogs 55 79 13k 1.0
Dairy 16 60 76 21.1

Jobholding by farmers engaged in these operations. That is, crop pro-
duction does exhibit a higher incidence of multiple jobholding and in
general operations which are less labour-intensive have a greater
association~with multiple jobholding thus substantiating the hypothesis.
Based on the preceding explanation and the data in Table 4.22 (re: cow-
calf operations), it would appear tﬁat there is some basis for inclusion

of beef production in the category of farm enterprise types likely io

be associated with multiple.jobholding farmers. _This latter point, however,
is not completely proven by current data and its general applicationv

must be used cautiously.

Acreages Owned

Number of acres. Within occupation classes, the most noticable
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variance in improved acres owned between single~ and dual-occupation
farmers occurs between the ranges of T0-239 and 2h0—399 acres as shown
in Table L4.26. The percentage of all multiple jobholding farmers
reporting 239 improved acres or less ekceeds thé percentage of all full-
time operators within the same acreage class by 12.1 percent, indicating
a greater concentration of multiple jobholding below this acreage level
relative to full—time‘farmers. Furthermore, two—thirds of all multiple
Jjobholding farmers reported farms of approximately one~half section or
less, relative to only appréximately one-half of all the full-time operators
reporting farms of a similar size. On the éther hand, only 10.7 percenﬁ
of all multiple Jobholding farmers reported farms of 760 acres or more
and none in excess of 2,240 acres, compared to 16.5 percent for full-
time farmers with 760 acres or moré and three with 2,240 acres or more.
On the basis of averages, full-time farmers averaged 110 more
improved acres than multiple jobholding farmers, reporting Oh the average
of Lh2 acres compared to 332 acres. In unimproved acreé the full-time
farmer group averaged 134 acres as compared with 91 for the multiple
Jjobholding farmer group. The greater acreages of unimproved land owned
by full-time farmers may partially be explained by the fact that this
land would also include unimproved pasture since_full—time farmers are
more closely associated with livestock operations. A second possible
explanation could be that because full—time farmers on the average appear
to have larger acreages of land it is logical that to achieve this they

would also tend to have large acreages of waste and unimproved land.




Table L4.26

Distribution of Farm Operators by Total
Improved Acres and Occupational Status

Percent 4 Percent
Multiple Multiple Full- Full-
Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cumulative -
Acres Farmers Farmers Percentage Farmers Farmers Percentage
10-69 TC 10.2 - 30 3.k e
T0-239 189 27.5 7.7 193 22.1 25.6
2k0~399 186 27.0 6h.T 245 28.1 53.6
L00-559 139 20.2 8k.9 183 21.0 Th.6
560~759 67 9.7 ok, 116 13.3 87.9
760-1,119 30 bk 99.0 78 8.9 96.8
1.,120-1,599 5 0.7 990.7 19 2.2 99.0
1,600~2,239 2 0.3 100.0 6 0.7 99.7
2,240-2,879 0 - —— - 2 0.2 98.9
2,880 and greater 0 - - 1 0.1 100.0

06
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Table L.27

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Total Improved Acres

Percent

. Multiple

Multiple Full- Jobholding

Jobholding Time Farmers

Acres Farmers Farmers Total of Total
10-69 ' 70 30 100 70.0
T0-239 189 193 382 Lh9.5
240-399 186 2hs 431 43.2
400-559 139 183 322 k3.2
560~T59 67 116 183 36.6
T60-1,119 30 78 108 . 37.8
1,120-1,599 5 - 19 24 20.8
1,600-2,239 2 6 8 25.0
2,240-2,879 0 2 - 2 0.0
2,880 and greater 0 1 1 0.0

The information contained in Table L4.27 indicates a very high
concentration of multiple jobholding farmers in the 10-69 acreage ranges
relative to the percentage of multiple jobholding farmers in the sample
(44,0 percent). It may be possible that farms with TO acres of improved
land represent the vary basic subsistance level crop-oriented farm and
that many individuals associated with farms of less than TO acres must
find alternative sources of annual income. The information contained in
Table 4.27 also shows that nearly 50 percent of all farmers reporting
T0-239 acres of improved land reported some off-farm employment whereas
L4.0 percent of all farmers were multiple jobholders. While there was

a drop in the percentage as acreage rose to 599 acres or less, there was
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still a sizeable percentage of these operators reporting income from
off-farm sources. This tends to indicate that particularly for the small
farm and, to a somewhat lesser degree for the medium size farm, off-farm
employment is pursued by a significant percentage of all operators.

The data presented in Table 4.27 support the original hypothesis
that there is an inverse relationship between the total improved acres
owned by a farmer and the frequency of multiple jobholding. Furthermore,
there is a higher frequency of smaller acreage farms associated with

multiple jobholders.

Acreage owned, age and occupation status. It was thought that there

might be some relationship between age of operator, acreage owned and
occupation. Multiple jobholding farmers were thought to be more highly
concentrated within the lower age ranges and lower acreage rangés.

The information contained in Table 4.28 shows that within the
respective occupation classifications, multiple jobholding farmers have
higher percentages in the lower acreage and age ranges than full-time
farmers. Within tﬁe multiple jobholding occupation classification, the
greatest percentage of individuals falls within the lower acreage size -
and the middle age category. In contrast full~time operators had the
highest percentage within the middle age range and acreage size cakegory.
Table 4.29 indicates that within specific economic classes (operating
cost), multiple Jjobholding farmers are more frequently associated with
farms of small physical size.

Table L4.30 indicates that the multiple jobholding farmer group has

a higher percentage of individuals who are younger and operate smaller
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Table k.28

Distribution of Farm Operators by Age, Owned
Acres and Occupation Status

[]
Multiple §
Jobholding Farmers { Full-Time Farmers
acres: less 400 1,120 ' less Loo 1,120
than to and than to and
400 1,119 greater| 400 1,119  greater
Age (years) {
t
less than 34 107 . 52 1 : 61 b 36 6
(16.1)"  (8.0) (0.2){ (1.0) (k.1) (0.7)
35-54 210 139 bt g0 202 12
(32.1) (21.3) (0.6):(21.7) (25.h) (1.k)
greater than 55 ol 45 2 { 217 119 10
(1h.k) (6.9) (0.3);(21;.8) (13.7) (1.2)

“The percent of multiple jobholders within the specifiec acreage
and age classification of all multiple jobholding farmers.

bThe présent of full-time farmers within the specific acreage and
age classifiéation of all full-time farmers.
farms in terms of acres of,land than the full—time farmer group. The
largest percentage of multiple Jobholding farmers is associated with the
lowest percentages are either associated with the youngest category and
the middle acreage rangé or with the middle age class and the smallest
acreage class. In general, the greatest percentages of multiple jobholding
farmers is grouped around the lower acreage and age classifications.
Conversely, the largest percentage of full-time farmers is associated with

the largest operations and the highest age classification.
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Table L.29

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers of All
Farmers by Operating Costs and Improved Acreage

Improved less 2Lk0o 560 1,120

Acres than to to and
Operating 2ko 559 1,119 greater
Cost ($)

50-2,499 ‘ 64.9 50.h 39.1 0.0
2,500~7,499 55.2 ho.3 Lo,2 17.7
7,500~24,999 76.7 42.3 39.7 26.7

25,000 and greater 33.3 33.3 25.8 22.7
Table k.30

Percentage of Multiple Jotholding Farmers of
Al]l Farmers by Age and Owned Acreage

less koo 1,120
than to and
Loo 1,119 greater
Age (years)
less than 35 63.7 59.1 1%.3
35-54 52.5 38.5 25.0 -

55 and older 30.2 27.h 16.7
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Land valuation. The value of improved land per acre owned by

multiple jobholding farmers was expected to be of lower value by virtue of
the association of multiple jobholding with low farm income and generally
marginal farming operations. |

Based upon Table 4.31, it would appear that there is no basis for
the expectation that within occupétion classes multiple jobholding farmers
show a greater degree of association with low value farm land. Provincially,
all full-time farmers showed 27.3 percenﬁ with land valued at $69 per acre
or less contrasted with only 22.0 percent of all multiple jobholding
farmers with similar land values. In terms of higher land values 68.L
percent of all multiple jobholding farmers throughout thé province reported
land valued in excess of $80 per acre compared with 59.2 percent for all
full-time operators with similar land values. Overall, multiple jobholding
farmers reported an average value per acre of $89 while full-time operators
averaged $8L per acre.

Table L4.32 shows no direct relationship between the value of im- _
proved farm land and frequency of mulfiple Jjobholding. What it does show
however, is that multiple jobholding farmers are by no means entirely
associated with marginal value land. In both the $30-to-$59 and $80~to~$139
per acre ranges for land value, single-occupation farmers accounted for a
higher percentage than multiple jobholding farmers. In the $30-to-$59
range they represented an average of 6k.9 Percent of all farmers in the
range. In the $80-to-$139 range they averaged 52.3 percent of all farmers
represented only 56.0 percent of éll farmers in the sample. However, as

the value of land increased (ie. the $80-to-$139 per acre ranges) the




Table 4.31

Distribution of Farm Operators by value per Acre
of Improved Land and Occupation Status

Percent Percent
Multiple Multiple , Full- Full-
Value per Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cumulative
Acre ($) Farmers Farmers Percentage Farmers Farmers Percentage
less than 10 0 0.0 - 0 0.0 —
10-19 b 0.6 - 5 0.6 -
20-29 10 1.6 2.2 11 1.4 2.0
30~39 - 12 1.9 h.1 23 2.9 5.0
Lo-L9 22 3.5 7.6 46 5.9 10.9
- 50=59 ho 6.7 14.3 67 8.6 19,4
60~69 ko 7.8 22.0 62 7.9 27.3
TO~T9 61 9.7 31.6 103 13.2 40.5
80-99 160 25,3 57.0 180 23.0 63.5
100-119 152 24,1 81.0 167 21.3 84,8
120-139 58 9.2 90.2 62 7.9 92,7
140 and greater 62 9.8 100.0 57 7.3 100.0

96
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Table L4.32

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers by
Value per Acre of Improved Land

Percent
, : Multiple
Multiple Full- ’ Jobholding
Value per Jobholding Time Farmers
Acre ($) ~ Farmers Farmers Total of Total
less than 10 0] 0 0 -
110-19 L 5 9 by L
20-29 10 : 11 21 hr.6
30-39 12 B 23 35 34.3
ho-L9 22 L6 68 - 32.h
50~59 4o 67 109 38.5
60-69 ho 62 111 b,
T0-79 61 103 164 37.2
80-99 160 180 340 hr.1
100-119 152 167 319 hr.7
120-139 58 62 120 48.3
140 and greater 62 57 119 52.1

relative percentage of single-occupation farmers declined to below the
percentage they constituted of o&erall sample. In the $1k0-and-over per
acre range the dual-occupation farmer accounted for 52.1 percent of all
farmers reporting, yet only constituted 4L.0 percent of all farm operators,
thus indicating that multiple Jjobholding and low land values do not

necessarily function together.l

lThe association of multiple jobholding farmers with higher valued
land, relative to lower valued land, on a per acre basis does not imply that
these farmers will be associated with higher total land values, since this
figure is easily offset by larger quantities of land owned by full-time
farmers. ’
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In conclusion, multiple Jjobholding farmérs are associated with
smaller acreages. Furﬁhermore, there appears to be a connection betveen
age of the operator, farm size in acres and incidence of of multiple |
jobholding. There is evidence (Table 4.30) that the smallest acreage
farmer who is a dual-occupation operator also-fallé‘within the yoﬁngest
age category. Finally, there is no basis for belie%ing that, throughout
the province, full-time operators are only those who are found to be associated

with high value land.

Land Rentals

It was expected thatrmultiple Jjobholding farmers would tend to be
less frequently associated with land rental than would full-time operators.
However, the results of the analysis as p?esented in Tables 4.33 and 4.3k
do not substaﬁtiate}this hypothesis. |

Table 4.33 indicates that within their respective occupational
classifications full-time farmers had a greater cumulative percentage of
individuals renting 399 acres or less, whereas multiple jobholding farmers
had a greater percentage renting in excess of 399 acres. However, the
differences were very slight and as such must be interpreted with cauﬁion.
In terms of the most frequent within class land rental range, both groups
of farmers fall within the T0-to-239 acre range, with multiple jobholding
farmers reporting L1.6 percent in this range as compared ﬁith 45.3 percent
for full-time operators. Full-time farmers averaged 121 acres of rented
land relative to 13L4 acres for multiple jobholding.

The information presented in Table b.34 shows that there is no




Table L4.33

Distribution of Farm Operators by Land
Rentals and Occupation Status

Percent Percent
Multiple Multiple Full- Full-
Jobholding Jobholding Cumulative Time Time Cumulative
Acres Rented Farmers Farmers Percentage Farmers Farmers Percentage
1-9 0 -— - 0 - -
10-69 2k 8.4 - 16 5.1 ——
T0-239 119 41.6 50.0 1k 45.3 50.5
240~-399 63 22,0 72.0 76 2.k Th.9
400-559 - ke b7 86.7 32 10.3 85.2
560~T759 21 7.3 ok,1 22 7.1 92.3
760-1,119 9 3.2 .97.2 12 3.9 96.1
1,120-1,599 5 1.8 99.0 9 2.9 99.0
1,600~2,239 2 0.7 99.7 1 0.3 99.h4
2,240-2,879 0 0.0 99. 2 0.7 100.0
1 0.3 100.0 0 0.0 100.0

2,880 and greater

66
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Table 4.3k

Percentage of Multipie Jobholding
Farmers by Land Rentals

Percent
Multiple
Multiple Full- Jobholding
: Jobholding - Time - Farmers
Acres Rented Farmers Farmers Total of Total
1-9 0] 0 0 0.0
10-69 2k 16 Lo 60.0
70-239 119 b 260 45.8
240-399 63 76 139 Ls5.2
400-559 Lo 32 Th 56.8
560~759 21 : 22 43 48.8
760-1,119 9 12 21 ho.9
1,120-1,599 5 9 1k 35.7
1,600-2,239 2 1 3 66.7
2,240~-2,879 0 ' 2 2 0.0
2,880 and greater 1 0 1 100.0
Total 286 , 311 597 L7.9

relationship between the acres of rented land and the frequency of multiple
Jobholding. Indications are that while for some ranges of rented land
dually-employed farmers show less than Lk percent participation, there are
several rental ranges ﬁhich have multiple jobholding farmers accounting

for more than half the individuals reporting land rentals. Overall,
multiple jobholding farmers within their occupation class reported 58.L4
percent of the farmers having no land rented whereas within the Tull-time

farmer category 6h.3 percent of the farmers reported no land rented.
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In total, this indicates that within tﬁe confinés of the respective
occupation classifications, dually-employed farmers tended to have a
greater overall incidence of farmers reporting rented land than was
the situation with full-time farmersQ_

The analysis does not substantiate the hypothesis that there is
less frequent land renting among multiple jobholders. Nor does it in-
dicate an inverse relationship between the frequency of dual-employment

and acres of farm land rented.

Profitability

It was expected that multiple Jjobholding farmers would show sz
greater degree of association with operations having little or.no economic
growth in preceding years. Table 4.35 indicates that the largest percentage
~of individuals within occupation classes for both occupation categories,
were those individuals associated with less profitable farms relative to
five years prior to the survey. While 55.6 percent of all multiple job-
holding farmers reported less profitable farms, this only slightly ex~
ceeds the 53.3 percent of full-time farmers with similar farms.
Conversely, in terms of more profitable farms, full-time farmers are
again only slightly better off than their multiple jobholding counter-
parts. Full-time farmers reported 17.5 percent while part-time farmers
reported 16.0 percent profitability.

There is a relatively large percentage of individuals in both
occupation classes who have remained economically static over the pre-

ceding five year period. It is possible that these individuals under




Distribution of Farm Operators by Profitability

Table k.35

and Occupation Status
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Profitability Rating Multiple Full-
Over Preceeding Jobholding Time
Five Years Farmers Percent Farmers Percent
much more profitable 11 1.6 22 2.5
more profitable 97 1h.h 130 15.0
about the same 173 25.6 245 28.3
don't know 19 2.8 T 0.8
less profitable 228 33.8 300 347
much less profitable 1h7 21.8 161 18.6
Table 4.36
Percentage of Multiple Jobholding-Farmers
by Profitability Rating
Percent
Multiple
Multiple Full- Jobholding
Jobholding Time Farmers
Profitability Rating Farmers Farmers Total of Total
much more profitable 11 22 33 33.3
more profitable 97 130 227 ho. 7
about the same 173 2hs 418 hi.h
don't know 19 T 26 73.0
less profitable 228 300 528 43.2
much less profitable 1h7 161 308 hr.7
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increasing economic Pressures, may in the future deterﬁine the aésociation
of an occupational group with low farm profitability. Overall, it appears
from Table 4.35 that there are very few individuals in both occupationsl
classes who are unaware of the economic progress of their farms. |
Furthermore, both classesvof agricultural producers are very similarly
distributed among the various profitability ranges within their re-
spective occupation classifications.

The data in Table 4.36 do provide limited support to the hypothesized
ﬂrelationship between multiple Jjobholding and farm profitability. Fof
all producers reporting profitable farms, multiple jobholding operators
accounted for only 33.3 percent of the "much more profitable" class, and
42.7 percent of the "more profitable” class for an overall average of
L1.5 percent. Contrasted with this are the dual-occupation producers
who accounted for 43.2 percent of the "less profitable" class and hr.7
percent of the "much less profitable” class for an overall average of
Lh.9 percent. This tends to indicate a stronger association of multiple
Jobholding operators with the less profitable farms than with profitable
operations;

In conclusion, the very subjective nature of the question warrants
cautious interpretation of the results. While it would appear that there
is some evidence to support the view that multiple jobholding operators are
associated with less profitable farm enterprises, the evidence‘currently
available is insufficient to Justify outright acceptance of the hypothesized

relationship.
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Wife Employed Off The Farm

The wives of multiple jobholding farmers were thought to be more
inclined to seek off-farm employment than wives of full—tiﬁe farmers.
Table 4.37 shows that 21.4 percent of the multiple jobholders had wives

‘employed off the farm, in contrast to 10.7 percent of the full-time
operators.

Table 4.38 makes it quite clear that while there is a larger per-
centage of all farmers (1,561) where only the Ffarm operator worked off the
Vfarm, there are strong indications that when the farm operator works off
the farm there is greater probability that the wife will also work off .
the farm. This is shown by the relatively large percentage, within these
two categories only, of wives and husbands working off the farm relative

to only the wife working off the farm. There are 58.1 percent more wives

Table Lh.37

Distribution of Farm Operators by Wives Working
Off the Farm and Occupation Status

Percent _ . Percent
Multiple Multiple Full- Fuli-

Wife Working Jobholding Jobholding Time Time
Off the Farm Farmer Farmer Farmer Farmer
yes kT 21.k 93 10.7

no 541 78.6 T80 89.3
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Table L4.38

Percentage of the Total Sample Frame with Either
the Wife, the Wife and Husband, or the
Husband Only Working Off the Farm

Person(s) Working

Off the Farm Actual Number Percent
husband only 541 ' 3h.T
wife and husband 1h7 9.4
wife only 93 6.0

working off the farm with their husbands than there are Just wives
working off the farm.

. In conclusion, it would appear that multiple jobholding farmers
have a greater frequency of their wiveslworking off the farm than do
full-time operators. The incidence of the wife working off the farm
when her husband also is employed off the farm is greater than if the

husband was not working off the farm.
Multiple Jobholding and the Off-Farm Job

The off-farm employment source possesses certain traits. These,
in addition to the previously considered social and economic variables
associated more directly with the dually-employed operator and his farm,

will influence the decision of the operator to become a multiple jobholder.
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Number of Days Worked at the Off-Farm Job

It was hypothesized that due to conditions of employment, a
significaht Percentage of multiple Jobholding farmers Wbuld tend to
work the full year or nearly so at their off-farm job. Table L.39
indicates that 34 bercent of multiple jobholdiné farmers worked off the
farm at leést 127 days. The balance of the multiple jobholding operators
was evenly distributed between those working one month or less and those
working between 6ne and five months at off-farm employment. Overall,
multiple jobholding farmers averaged 102 daySFOf work off their farms,

or assuming a six day work week approximately four to five months of work.

Table L4.39

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Days Worked Off the Farm

) Percentage
Multiple Multiple
Jobholding Jobholding
Days Worked ‘ Farmers Farmers
1-6 . 89 12.9
T-12 60 8.7
13-2k 60 8.7
25-148 - 105 15.3
ho-72 Lo 7.1
73-96 30 L.y
97-126 62 9.0
127-228 127 18.5
15.%

229-365 106
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The preceding findings are not totally consistent with the
hypothesis that the majority of multiple jobholding farmers will tend to
work year round (or nearly so) at off~farm eméloyment. However, they
do show that there is a significant percentage; approximately 50 to 60
Percent of farmers who do work at off-farm employment for an extended
period of time, and that this is closely associated with farms engaged in

crop production.

Days Worked and Age of Operator

The number of days worked off the farm was postulated to be
inversely related to the age of the multiple jobholding farmer. The
data presented in Table L.40 substantiate this belief. The data indicate

a downward trend in the average number of days of work.

Table h.LQ

Distribution of Multiple Jobholding Farmers by
Age and Average Number of Days Off-Farm Work

Percent Average
Age of Number of of all Number of
Multiple Multiple Multiple Days of Off-
Jobholder Jobholders Jobholders Farm Work
less than 35 182 26.5 112
35 - 5k 365 53.0 101

55 and greater 1h1 20.6 79
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In Table 4.41, within each age classification the highest
percentage of dual-occupation farmers was associated with the lowest
range of days worked off the farm, and the lowest percentage was
associated with the mid-way range of days. This indicates that multiple
Jobholders tend to be either definately committed or superficially

committed to the occupation status. Furthermore, as the

Table h.hi

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Age Classification and Days
Worked off the Farm

Days 1-48 - ho-126 127-365
less than 35 11.62‘,b : 4.8 10.0
' (kk.0) (18.1) (37.9)
35 ~ 54 2h.1 11.5 17.2
(45.5) (21.6) (32.9)
55 and greater 9.9 | L.2 6.4
(48.2) (20.6) (31.2)

aThe number of respondents within the specific age and days range,

expressed as a percentage of all multiple jobholding respondents.

bThe number of respondents within the specific age and days range
expressed as a percentage of all multiple Jobholding respondents within

the specific age range.

classifications increase there is a definate shift in the relative percent

of the individuals in each of the day ranges towards the lowest range of days
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worked off the farm. This further supports the proposed relationship
between age and days of work off the farm. Overali, the greatest
percentage (2L4.1 percent) of multiple jobholders are within the middle

age class and work the fewest days off the farm.

Days Worked and Education of Operator

The formal education possessed by a multiple Jjobholding farmer
waé thought to have a direct influence on the number of days wofked off
the farm. |

Data in Table L4.42 show that, as the level of formal education of
the multiple jobholder improves, there is a corresponding increase in the
avérage number of days worked off the farm.’ The trend, however, is not
consistant for university level education. Days of work off the farm
dramatically decreases as university levels of education were attained.
While the‘data do support the expected relationship between education
and days of work off the farm, it is restricted to levels of education
below university. The fewer days of work off the farm associated with -
wmiversity educated multiple jobholders could be the result of a stronger
committment to farming as a solevincome source or that these individualé,
because of their more advance educatién,vhave fewer job opportunities for
part-time employment.

Data in Table 4.43 indicate that‘for all education ranges except
"farm management and other" the greatest percent (bracketed values) of
multiple jobholders worked the fewest range of days off the farm. In the

education range "farm management and other" the greatest percent of
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Table k. k2

Multiple Jobholding Farmers by Education and
Average Number of Days Off-Farm Work

Highest Level of Average Number of Days
Education Attained ' Off-Farm Work
Grade 0 - 6 L 66
Grade 7 - 12 : » o2
Farm Management and Other 133
Diploma Agriculture o7
University 57

individuals worked the highest range of days off the farm. The explanation
for this may be that the classification "other" included those multiple
Jobholders holding trade_certificates (eg. electrician, carpenter, welder)
which in many cases gave the individual a very marketable skill. The high
relative concentration (64.9 percent of multiple jobholders) with university
' education, in the lowest range of days worked off the farm (1 -~ 45 @gays)
further supports the findings in Table L.L2. O&erall, the greatest
percentage of multiple jobholders was_within the grade T.— 12 educational
level and worked 1 - 48 days bff'the'farm. However, the greatest average
number of days worked off the farm was by multiple jobholders in the
"farm management and other" educational level.

In summary, multiple Jobholding farmers as a general rule did
not work off the farm for the full‘yeér, but rather tended to work four .
to five months, particularly winter, when labour requirements of the

farm were minimal. Multiple Jobholding farmers tended to work fewer days




111

Table h.h3

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers Within Educational Classes by Formal
Education and Days Worked Off the Farm

Days 1-48 Lho-126 127-365
Highest
Educational
Level
Attained
Grades 0-6 3.h%b | 2.6 2.1
(41.8) (32.7) (25.5)
Grades T-12 31.3 12.6 22.7
. (47.0) (18.9) (3k.1)
Farm Management & Other 3.1 1.9 6.4
(27.6) (1h.5) (57.9)
Diplome Agriculture 2.3 1.8 © 1.6
: ' (41.0) (30.8) (28.2)
University 5.4 1.9 1.0
(6Lk.9) (22.8) (12.3)

aRepresents the number of respondents within the specific education
and days range expressed as a percentage of all multiple Jjobholding
respondents. ’

' bRepresents the number of respondents within the specific education
and days range expressed as a percentage of all multiple jobholding
respondents within the specific education range. '

off the farm as they advanced in age and, within limitations, more days

off the farm as formal education improved.
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Annual Off-Farm Income

The off-farm income a multiple jobholdingrfarmer will be able to
obtain is a function of many variable factors such as educational
qualifications, time constraints, or transportation problems. Because
of the interaction of these factors, it was hypothesiied that dually-
employed férmers would, in many cases, receive relatively low off-farm’ '
ihcome.

Table L.LL clearly shows that a substantial percentage of multiple
Jobholding farmers derived low annual income from their off-farm Jjobs,
with 43.0 percent earning less than $500, of which 24.0 percent earned
less than $100. With one exception, as the level of off-farm income
increased, the percentage of multiple Jjobholding farmers within the
specific income ranges consistantly decreaséd. Overall, dually-employed
farmers averaged $1,598 annual income from the off-farm job at which
they worked an average of 102 days‘fOr a dally average off-farm income of

$15.67.

Gross sales. The question of acceptable levels of income, and the
significance of one source of incoﬁe as it contributes to total income,
is best viewed in relation to total income received from all sources.
Consideration of off-farm income in isolation could result in a distorted
image of its significance in felation to the total income of the
individual. Table 4.45 clearly shows that higher off-farm income is
associated with economically smaller-scale farmiﬁg operagtions in that as

the value of gross farm sales increases, there is a corresponding decrease
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Table hL.hh

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Total Off-Farm Income

. - : : Grouped
Earnings Number of . Percentage Percentage
From Off- Multiple Multiple of Multiple
"Farm Job Jobholding Jobholding Jobholding

($) . Farmers Farmers Farmers
less than 100 165 2h.0
100~199 b 6.0
© 200-299 . L6 6.7 L3.0
300~399 28 k.1
- 40oo-k99 o - 16 2.3
500-599 29 .2
600-699 12 1.7
700~799 20 2.9 11.9
800-899 8 1.2
900~999 13 1.9
1,000-1,k99 43 6.3
1,500-1,999 L8 7.0 16.7
2,000-2,499 2l 3.5
2,500~2,999 19 2.8
3,000-3,Lk99 ' 0 -
3,500-3,999 27 3.9 11.9
4,000~k ,k99 2L . 3.5
4,500-4,999 12 1.7
5,000~5,499 16 2.3
5,500-5,999 13 1.9
6,000-6,499 10 1.6 8.6
6,500-6,999 9 1.3
7,000-7,499 11 1.6
73500"79999 9 1-3
8,000-8,499 8 1.2
8,500-8,999 9 1.3 L.9
9,000-9,499 i 0.6
9,500~9,999 L 0.6
10,000-10,999 6 0.9 2.9
11,000 and greater 1k 2.0
100.0 100.0

Total 688
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Table L.hs

Multiple Jobholding Farmers by Gross SBales
and Average Off-Farm Income

Average Off-Farm

Gross farm Sales ($) Income ($)
less than 5,000 2,443
5,000 - 9,999 - 1,25k
10,000 - 24,999 1,197
25,000 and greatef 1,175

in the average income received from off-farm employment. This finding
1s further substantiated by data in Table 4%.46. Within each off-farm
income range, and as off-farm income increases, the largest percentage of
individuals gradually become more closely associated with farms having
lower gross saleé values (see starred [*] figures in Table L.L46). One
possible explanation is fhat the low farm income generated from small
scale farmiﬁg operation has forced these individuals to become more
dependent on off-farm income and té subsequently strive for higher
off-farm income.

The significance of income derived from off-farm employment is

relative to the percentage it represents of the total income and the
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Table 4. kL6

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding Farmers
by Total Off-Farm Income and Gross Farm Sales

Earnings From Off-Farm Work ($)

less 2,500 5,000 7,500 10,000
Gross than to to to and
Sales ($) 2,500 4,999 T,k99 9,999 . greater
less than 5,000 19.0% 6.6 6.0 3.5 1.k
(26.2) (57.3)* (73.6)% (Th.2)* (b7.4)=
5,000-9,999 . 21.h 1.5 1.5 0.6 0.5
. , (29.6) (13.3) (18.9) (12.9) (15.8)
10,000-24,999 25.0 3.0 0.3 0.6 0.8
(3kh.5)* (25.3) (3.8) (12.9) (26.3)
25,000 and greater 7.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.3
(9.6) (k.0) (3.8) (0.0) (10.5)

aRepresents multiple jobholding farmers with the specific off-farm
income range and gross sales range express as a percentage of all multiple
Jobholding farmers responding.

bRepresents multiple jobholding farmers with the specific gross

sales range expressed as a percentage of all multiple jobholding farmers
with the particular off-farm income range for each column.

degree of reliability of the ihcome sourceg. There are 32.8 percent3 of

2For this latter factor, see pages 131-134 of this thesis.

3This figure is a summation of those nom-bracketed percentages
in Table L.45 which fall under off-farm income ranges equal to at least
50 percent of the farm income (gross sales range).
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the multiple jobholding farmers who defive off-farm income greater than

Or equal to half of the value of their total annual gross sales. When
considered in terms of het income from farming it is obvioqs that for

these individuals, off-farm income is truly a very significant contribution
to their total income. Approximately 35 percent mofe of the dual-occupation
farmers earn off-farm income which, while not as significant as the pbre—
ceding case, does contribute to an improvement in available farm cash

income.

Age of Operator. It was expected that the younger farmers would
tend to earh more off-farm income than those more advanced in age. Data
in Table 4.47 support this belief in that average off-farm income declines
with advancement in operator's age. The most noticable income drop
occurred for multiple jobholders 55 years and older.. The possible
explanation may be that these individuals are more economically secure
and have less need for off-farm incoﬁe or that they have fewer employment
opportunities available to them.

Table 4.48 indicates that as age classes are increased, there )
is a greater relative percentage éoncentration of multiple jobholders in
the lowest off-farm income class. Within each age class, the greatest
concentration of individuals occurs for the lowest off-farm income class;
and overall, the largest percent of dual-occupation farmers fall within

the 35-to-5h age range and the less than $2,500 off-farm income range.
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Table bL.ht

Multiple Jobholders by Age and
Average Off-Farm Income

Average Off-Farm

Age oflOperator Income ($)
less than 25 2,490
35 - 524' 29209
55 and greater 1,073
Table L4.L48

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding Farmers
by Age Classification and Total Off-Farm Income

Earnings From Off-Farm Work

less 2,500 5,000 7,500 10,000
than to to to and

Age 2,500 4,999 7,499 9,999 greater
less than 35 1.2% . b1 2.5 1.5 1.3
(64.8) (15.4) (9.4) (5.5) (5.0)
35 - 5k 39.0 5.5 h.7 2.5 1k.5

| (73.4) (10.k) (8.8) (4.7) (2.7)
55 and greater 15.6 2.3 1.5 1.1 0.2
(75.9) (11.4) _(7.1) (5.0) (0.7)

aRepresents the percentage of respondents within the particular age
and off-farm income range, relative to all multiple jobholding farmers
responding to the survey.

bRepresents the percentage of réspondents with a particular age and
off-farm income range, relative to the multiple jobholding farmers with the
particular age range.
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Bducation of operator. Previous analysis has established that

‘ multiple jobholding farmers tended to have higher formal education than
full-time farmers. It was expected that within the dually-employed
farmer group those with the higher levels of education would show an
increasing aséociatioﬁ with the higher levels of off-farm income.

The data presented in Table L4.49 show a steady increase.in the
average off-farm income earned as formal education levels increased. Thé
most significant observation is the dramatic increase in off-farm income
as degree level university education is reached. In terms of'income from
off-farm employmeht, those farmers possessing a univérsity education
accounted for By far the greatest percentage, per educational category
of individuals earning in excess of $10,000 from off-farm employment.

In the preceding analysis, individuals with university education worked
the fewest average number of days off the farm (see Tables 4.42 ang h.42).
Thefefore, it can be concluded that those with university education who
worked off the farm must have received significantly ghigher wage rates
relative to individuals within the other educational categories.

The data (bracketed values) presented in Table L4.50 show that within
classes, as the level of formal education increases, there is a decrease .
in the relative percehtage of multiple jobholders in the lowest off—farm
income class and a significant increase in the highest class. This adds
further subsfantiation to findings presented in Table L.Lh9, Overall, the
greatest percentage (48.5 percent) of multiple Jjobholding farmers within

the range of grades T-12 earned less than $2,500.
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Table L.k9

Multiple Jobholders by Education
and Off-Farm Income

Average Off-Farm

Highest Education Attained Incomes ($)
Grades 0 - 6 o 1,163
Grades T - 12 2,093
Farm Management and Other | 2,299
- Diploma Agricu}ture » 2,518
University : - 4,814

In general, multiple jobholding farmers derived relatively low
total annual income from off-farm employment, averaging overall $1,598
annually or $15.67 per day. The small-scale farming opération (in terms
of gross sales) tended to be more closely associated with those farms
reporting higher off-farm earnings. This may be made necessary by the
insufficient contribution made‘by farm sales to the individual{s overall
income. A significant percentage of these farﬁers derived a substantial
percentage of their total income from nonfarm sources. Both younger and
more highly formally educated multiple jobholding farmers were associated

with the higher levels of income derived from off-farm employment.
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Table k.50

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Total Off-Farm Income and Education

Highest Education Attained

Farm Man-

Off-Farm Grades Grades agement & Diploma Univ- "’
Income ($) 0-6 T-12 Other Agric. ersity

less than 2,500 ' 6.9?b 48.5 10.2 3.5 2.5
(83.9) (73.0) (79.9) - (61.5) (bh.7)

2,500-k4,999 0.7 8.0 1.6 1.2 0.4
. ) (8.9) (12.1) (11.5) (20.5) (7.9)

5,000-T,499 | 0.6 5.1 1.3 0.6 1.0
(7.1) (7.7) (9.k4) (10.3) (18.%)

7,500-9,999 0.0 3.k 0.4 0.3. 0.7
(0.0) (5.1) (3.1) (5.1) (13.2)

10,000 and greater 0.0 1.5 0.k 0.2 0.9
(0.0) (2.2) (3.1) (2.6) (15.8)

aRepresentsthe percentage of respondents within the rarticular
education and off-farm income range relative to all multiple Jobholding
farmers responding to the survey.

bBracketed values represent the Percentage of respondents within

the particular education and off-farm income range relative to all multiple
Jobholding farmers within the particular education range.

Years Worked at Current Off-Farm Employment

Dual-employment for many Manitoba multiple Jobholding farmers
was postulated to be a relatively stable employment situation. Therefore,

it was expected that a substantial percentage of these farmers would have
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Table k.51

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Years Worked at Current Off~Farm Job

Cumulative

: Number of Percentage Percentage

Years of Mulitple Multiple Multiple

Work Off Jobholding Jobholding Jobholding

the Farm Farmers Farmers Farmers

1 7 14.3 14.3
2 57 10.6 24.8
3 58 10.7 35.6
L 3k 6.3 bi.9
5 50 9.3 51.1
6 27 5.0 56.1
T 16 3.0 59.1
8 16 3.0 62.0
9 6 1.1 63.2
10 33 6.1 69.3
11 10 1.9 T1.1
12 27 5.0 76.1
13 5 0.9 17.0
1k 124 - 23.0 100.0

worked continuously at their current off-farm job for five or more years.

The statisties presented in Table 4.51 show that 58.1 percent of all multiple
Jobholding farmers worked at least five years, and 36.9 percent worked ten.
years or more consecutively off the farm at their current place of employ—'
ment. The greatest overall single percentage of Ffarmers reportedjworking

1k years or more off the farm. Overall, multiple Jjobholding farmers averaged

seven years of previous off-farm work.
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These results indicate that a significant percentage of multiple
Jjobholding farmers viewed the dual~occupation status as a relatively
stable and.permanent economic arrangement. This supports the hypothesis
that a substantial percentage of multiple jobholding farmers worked off

their farms for extensive periods of time.

Age of operator. It was expected that those multiple jobholding

farmers more advanced in age ﬁould, by virtue of this characteristic,

show a tendency to be associated with a greater number of years of qff—farm
work. Table 4.52 supports the expected relationship between years of
multiple jobholding and age of the farm operator.

Data in Table 4.53 show that there was 10.4 of all multiple
Jobholding farmers, who were 55 Years or older, reporting in excess of
nine years off-farm work, whereas only_5.6 percent who were younger
than 34 years worked in excess of nine years off the farm. Within the
specific age classification (bracketed value), as the age of the operator
increased, there is g steady increase in the reiative percentage of multiple
Jobholding farmers reporting ten or more years of off-farm employment and a
steady decline in the percentage reporting less than five years off-farm
employment with advancement in operator's categories.

Overall, the greatest percentage of multiple jobholding farmers was
classified as working off the farm less than five years and in fhe age
range of 35 to 54 years. However, caution must be exercised in drawing
implications from this observation. The 21.3 peréent assoclated with this

particular two-way classification is only slightly larger than the 20.8
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Table k.52

Multiple.Jobholders by Age and Average Number
of Years of Off-Farm Work

Average Number of Years

Age of Operator Off-Farm Work
less than 35 5.3
35 - 54 T.b

55 and greater 8.2

percent for the two-way classification of "ten years and greater” on the
age range of 35 to 54 years. The greatest actual percentage value must
be somewhere between the two extremes of the above classification of age
and years of off-farm employment.

In summary, a substantial bercentage of multiple jobholding
farmers have worked a considerable number of consecutive years at their
current off-farm job, indicating that for these individuals multiple
Jobholding tends to be a permanent way of life. Furthermore,‘there appears
to be a direct relationship ﬁetween the age of the multiple Jobholding .

farmer and the years worked off the farm.
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Table h4.53

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers
by Age and Years Worked Off the Farm

Years of Consecutive Off-Farm Work

less 10

Age of than 5-9 and
Operator 5 - greater
less than 35 13.3ab 7.8 5.6
(50.0) (29.2) _ (20.8)
35 ~ 54 21.3 11.1 20.9
(39.9) (20.8) (39.2)
55 and older 7.2 2.4 10.4
(36.1) (12.0) (51.9)

aRepresents the percentage of respondents within the particular age
and years of off-farm work range, relative to all multiple jobholding farmers
responding to the survey.

bBracketed values represent the percentage of respondents within

a particular age and years of off-farm work range, relative to all multiple
Jobholding farmers within the particular age range.

Distance to Qff-Farm Work

The distance travelled to the source of off-farm employment was
thought to be inversely related to the frequency of multiple jobholding
farmers within the wvarious distance ranges.

The statistics in Table 4.5k support the hypothesized relation—
ship between mileage and frequency of multiple jobholding. There appears
to be a steady downward trend in the number of dually-employed farmers

travelling progressively further distances to their off-farm jobs. The
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" Table k.5kL

Percentage Distribution of Multiple
Jobholding Farmers by Distance to
the Off-Farm Job

Distance Number of Multiple
in Miles Jobholding Farmers Percentage
less than 5 158 29.9
>-9 : 103 19.5
10-19 103 19.5
20-29 - , 51 9.6
30-39 30 5.7
h0-49 20 3.8
50-59. , 10 1.9
60 and greater 54 10.2

10.2 percent travelling 60 miles or more is the exception to the preceding.
It may, howe?er, be explaihed by the fact that this distance travelled is
possibly a summation for all distances in excess of 60 miles and if the
distance categories were continued , this exception to the trend might
disappear.

Of the multiple jobholding farmer, 68 to Sl.percent travel 20
miles or less to their off-farm job. Based on current methods of
transportéiion they averaged approximately 24 minutes. The largest
percentage (29.9 percent) of thé multiple jobholding farmers travelled
less than five miles to their off-farm job. Overall, multiple jobholding
farmers commuted an average distance of 18 miles per day one~way to their

off-farm Jjobs.
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Type of Off-Farm Employment

It was hypothesized that multiple jobholding farmers would be more
closely associated with semi-skilled jobs, using skills already acquired;
and that'regionally there would be substantial vafiation in éredominant
types of off-farm jobs.

bata in Table 4.55 substantiate the hypothesis in that T5.2 percent
(excluding "other")h of all multiple jobholders were engaged in off-farm
jobs that required either moderate or no skill development. In order
of occurenée farm work, truck or bus driving, and construction work were
the most frequent areas of employment off the farm. Jobs such as a
trade, or cleriéal work, which required a definate period of training,
recorded low participation by multiple jobholding farmers. In total,
these two classes of jobs represented only 1L.5 percent of all dual~occupation
farmgrs. |

There could be several reasons for the popularity of farm work,
truck or bus driving, and construction work. Farm work off his own operation
allows the individual considerable flexibility in the timing and quantity
of off-farm work in which he will engage. Furthermore, in the case of
custom work, it may simply allow for greater utilization of the individual's
existing farm equipment. Bus driving has the advantagevthat it is regular
employment, it may be close to éhe farm unit, and it is performed at de-

finate time periods usually requiring a minimal amount of time away from

This represents the summation of the individual percentage values
for the most frequent types of off-farm jobs. The classification "other"
includes government jobs and an assortment of specific Jobs which were not
classified under the preceding headings.
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‘Table 4.55

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Type of Off-Farm Employment

Number of

Multiple Percentage

Jobholding _ Percent- . Excluding
Job Description Farmers age "other"
Fishing or trapping _ Y 0.6 1.0
Farm Work 122 17.8 29.4
Truck or Bus Driver 101 -1h.8 24.3
Construction 89 13.0 21.5
Factory Work -39 5.7 9.4
Clerical Work . _ 22 3.2 5.3
Self Employed (trade) 38 5.6 9.2
Other 269 39.3 -

*Farm work off the individual's own farm including custom work.

the farm. Finally, construction work is characterized by a relatively
large number of unskilled jobs.

Information presented so far supports the belief that, from a
provincial viewpoint, multiple jobholders show a definate assocliation with
employment in off-farm jobs that require limited skill development.
However, in order to get a more_representative understanding of the dis~
tribution of the various off-farm jobs it is necessary to consider |

regional variations in the predominant types of off-farm jobs.

Regional variations. Table 4.56 shows that, regionally, the

predominance of the many types of multiple jobholding varied considerably
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from one area of the province to another. A higher incidence of multiple i
Jjobholding associated with employment in construction, factory production
lines, and self—employed trades is found in crop districts 4, 5, and
6.. This, in part, could be explained by their close proxiﬁityvto the
Winnipeg employment market, and by the lower agricultural potential
relative to some of the other crop districts. While crop district 3 shares
the locational advantages of districts 4, 5, and 6 relative‘to distance
from Winnipeg, multiple jobholders in thié district did not- demonstrate
employment characteristics similar to those found in the other district 3
were employed in farm work off their own holding. The explanation for this
could be the gréater agricultural potential of district 3 (relative to U,
5, and 6) which could reduce the need fof farmers to seek employment
outside of farming. Furthermore, the type of agriculture practiced in
distrigt 3 coﬁld result in a strong seasonal demand for.hired farm labour.
Multiple jobholders in crop district 2 and to somewhaf lesser
degrees T, 8, 9, and 10, like district 3, had the greatest percentages of
multiple jobholders working at farm work off their individual holdings.
The lack of well-defined larger employment centers; particularly in crop
district 2, could be the reason why this form of multiple jobholding is so
common. Lower agricultural potential, lack of larger employment centers
and associated employment opportunities,‘plus the fact that driving a
school bus is a common form of off—farm employment for many farmers, are
possible reasons for this high percentage. Crop district 1k, and to a

lesser degree 13, reports a high percentage of individuals engaged in truck




Table 4.56

Percentage of Multiple Jobholding Farmers by
Type of Off-Farm Employment and Region

Production
Fishing Truck Structural Line Self
Crop and Farm or Bus Con~ a Factory Clerical Employed
District Trapping Work Driver struction Work Work (trade) Total
1 0.0 28.6 35.7 28.6 0.0 7.1 0.0 100
2 0.0 L6k 2l.k 21.h4 - 0.0 7.1 3.6 100
3 0.0 Lo.2 20.6 19.6 8.3 5.2 6.2 100
L 0.0 28.6 7.1 21,4 1%.3 0.0 28.6 100
5 0.0 17.7 20,0 12,9 30.7 6.5 3.2 100
6 0.0 18.2 9.1 45.5 9.1 0.0 18.2 100
7 0.0 33.3 26.7 26.7 6.7 0.0 6.7 100
8 0.0 33.3 22,2 19.4 8.3 2.8 13.9 100
9 0.0 28,0 28.0 2k, 0 8.0 8.0 o) 100
10 10.3 31.0 20,7 13.8 0.0 10.3 13.8 100
11 - 0.0 21.0 21.1 10.5 0.0 10.5 36.8 100
12 h,2 20.8 20.8 37.5 4.2 8.3 L,2 100
13 0.0 24.0 32.0 32.0 4.0 0.0 8.0 100
1k 0.0 6.3 50.0 25.0 6.3 0.0 12.5 100

aincluding highways, buildings, and associated trades

62T



Table 4.57

Distribution of Multiple Jobholding Farmers by
Type of Multiple Employment and Regions

Job Description

Fishing Truck Structural Production Self
Crop " and Farm or Bus Con-— Line Clerical Employed
District Trapping Work Driver © struction Factory Work Work (trade)
1 0 L 5 L4 0 1 0
2 0 13 6 6 0 2 1
3 0 39 20 19 8 5 6
L 0 L 1 3 2 0 L
5 0 11 18 8 19 h 2
6 0 2 1 5 1 0 - 2
T 0 5 b il 1 0 1
8 0 12 8 T 3 1 >
9 o T T 6 2 2 1
10 3 9 6 L 0 3 4
11 0 L 4 2 0 2 T
12 1 5 5 9 1 2 1
13 0 6 8 8 1 0 2
1k 0. 1 8 b 1 0 2

0ET
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or bus driving as a form of multiple jobholding.

In this consideration of regional variation in off-farm Jjob
types, it is necessary to realize that some of the percentages developed
in Table 4.56 were based upon a small number of respondents for a par-
ticular crop district (see Table k.57), thérefore the significance
attached to particular results must be weighted by this fact. However,
the examples presented do indicate that within Manitoba there is

considerable variation in off-farm job types.

Major Source of Income

The data in Table 4.58 confirm the expectation that the majority
of multiple jobholding farmers would still rate the farm enterprise as
their major source of income. OFf all multiple jobholding farmers, 62.8
percent rated the farm ag their majof income source. Furthermore, it is
these individuals who rated farm as their major income source, that
perhaps most typify the farmers for when multiple jobholding represents
a relatively permanent, stable adjustment to a situation of low farm
income.

However, the significance of the 62.8 percent who selected the
farm response must be tempered with the realization that within this group
of dually-employed farmers are fhose individuals who only trifle with
off-farm employment and who derive only minimal economic benefit from
such income. The 37.2 percenf of the multiple jobholding farmers who
selected off-farm as their major income source are likely a mixture of

individuals for whom multiple employment is an adjustment out of agriculture,
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Table 4.58

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Major Source of Income

Number of
Major Source Multiple Job-
of Income holding Farmers Percentage
Farm ' 432 62.8
Off-Farm 256 . _ 37.2

or an adjustment into agriculture, or‘those who are very marginal farmers
in the sense tﬁat farming does not constitute their main occupational
interest. In general, while a majority of farmers derives their main
income from farming (and supplements this with off-farm work), there is

a sizable percentage of individuals who obtain the dominant share of

their income from off-farm sources.

Age of operator. The data in Table 4.59 indicate, within
limitétions (and with some variations), the percentage of multiple
jobholding farmers reporting off-farm as their major source of income
decreases with increasing age of the individual. Furbthermore, on an
overall basis, dually-employed farmers indicating off-farm as their major
source of income tended to be slightly younger than those selecting farm.
As a group, those selecting off-farm as their major source of income

averaged L42 years of age contrasted with an average of 43 years of age
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Table 4.59

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding
Farmers by Age Classification
and Major Source of Income

Income Source

Percentage

of Total

Selecting

Age Farm Off-Farm Total Off-Farm
less than 25 27 21 48 43.8
25-3k 83 51 13k 38.1
35-Lk4 105 62 167 ©37.1
L45-54 136 63 198 31.3
55~59 Lo 34 83 Li.0
60-64 : 19 20 39 51.3
65-69 11 5 16 31.3
70 and older 2 1 3 33.3
Total 432 257 689 37.3

for those selecting farm. The basis for this situation may be that
- employment off the farm is the means by which younger individuals can
enter farming and that as they grow olde; they become more securely
established in farming and thus do not need to depend so heavily on off-
farm income to meet their needs.

In addition, there tends fo be greater opportunity for employment
off the farm for younger individuals than for those more advanced in age.
In conclusion, the findings as presented in Table 4.59 are consistant, to

a degree, with the view that younger multiple jobholding farmers show a
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stronger association with off-farm employment as their major source of
income, and that this association tends to decrease with increasing age
of the individual.

In summation, the majority (Table 4.58) of multiple jobholding
farmers vieﬁ the farm enterprise as providing their major source of
income. Invgeneral, there is some indication (see Table 4.59) that
there exists an inverse relationship between the age éf the'dually—
employed farm operator and the percentage of these individuals selecting

off-farm employment as their major source of income.
Summaxry

The préceding analysis clearly indicates that multiple Jjobholding
is not an uhcommon‘occurence among Manitoba farm operators. Farmers en-—
gaged in this occupational practice had specific'characteristics which
distinguished them from their full-time counterparts. Multiple jobholding
farmers tended to be younger in age, possess higher levels of formal

education and, in general, to be more satisfied with current conditions.
Their farming enterprise essentially was smaller in terms of improved
acres and value of gross sales. However, in terms of capital invested per
acre, they exceeded their full-time counterparts by an average of $19.00
ber acre. Multiple jobholding farmers also tended to have lower per acre
operating costs than fﬁll—tiﬁe farmers, an observation contrary to initial
belief. Dually-employed farmers showed a relatively strong association

with grain type of farming operations as contrasted to livestock operations.
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The basis of this association is likely due to the considerable seasonal
variation in labour demand associated with grain-oriented operations.

The analysis of multiple jobhol@ing by farmers also facilitated
an investigation of-the off-farm job itself in ordef to identify those
conditions which most typified the occupational status. The typical off-
farm job involved employment for an average of 102 days. However, the
most frequent period of employment was from 127 to 228 days. The average
return for this period of employment was $1,598 annually. The majority
of jobs were located with 20 miles driving distance from the farm, within an
overall provincial average distance of 18 miles. The majority of
individuals worked in excess of five consecutive years at their current
off-farm job, with some working in excess of 1L consecutive Years. The most
common form of multiple employment was hired farm work off the individual's
own holding, followed by truck or bus driving. In conclusion, however, the
majority of multiple jobholding farmers still viewed the farm as their major4
source of income.

Empirical data has been analyzed in this section to facilitate
acceptance or rejection of the hypothesized characteristics of the multiplé
Jobholding farmer relative to the full-time operator, and of the off-farm
Job itself. The succeeding chapter will relate the finding of this section
in general to the overall problem of low farm income, and specifically
will present the unique results developed for each of the characteristics
of the multiple jobholder and his off-farm Jjob. The chapter will then be
directed towards the development of general conclusions regarding multiple
Jobholding by farmers. The chapter will end with recommendations for areas

of further study.




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The foregoiﬁg detailed evéluation of multiple jobholding
considered the nature and importance of the variables which were viewed
as playing a role in the development of a dual—-occupation status. Thé
analytical findings will now be developed into a presentation of the
socio~economic characteristics of the multiple Jobholder relative to
the full-time farmer, of the multiple jobholder himself, and of the
off-farm job. The chapter is concluded with a brief coﬁsideration of fhe

policy‘implicaiions of multiple jobholding and areas for future research.
‘Analytical Conclusions

Dual- versus Single-Occupation Farmers

Multiple jobholding by farmers in Manitoba is by no means an
insignificant occurence, in that Ul percent of farmers are dual-occupation
farm operators, averaging approximately $1,598 annually from their off-farm
employment. Farmers who are engaged in work both on and off their farms,
as an occupationai group, possess social and economic traits which in
many instances distinguish them from their full—-time single-occupation

counterparts.

136
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Multiple jobholding farmers were on the average younger and
possessed higher levels of formal education than full-time farmers.
They averaged 43 years of age and gradé eleven education, whereas full-time
farmers averaged 51 years and grade eight formal education. The positive
association of higher formal education with multiple jobholding is con-
sistent with the view that higher demoﬁstrated capabilities will lead to
greater employment opportunities and generally increased motivation to
seek employment off the family farm. However, while the foregoing is true,
the_degree of direct causal relationship between these‘two variables is
questionable. Multiple jobholding farmers tend to be younger, and in furn_
younger farmers are, because of relatively recent improvements in rural
educational faéilities and increased emphasis on obtaining a formal edﬁcation,
more inclined to achieve a higher education than older ful}—time farm
operators. The association between multiple jobholding aﬁd younger farmers,
younger farmers and higher formal education and, subsequently, multiple
Jjobholding and higher formal education is the more probable linkage
~between these two variables, rather than any direct causal relationship.
This is further substantiated by the fact that multiple jobholding farmers
show a strong associafion with jobs off the farm which incorporate lower
skill levels or skills which are a natural consequence of daily functioning
on the farm. This is not to negate the influence of formal education on
multiple jobholding but rather to inject the conclusion that its relationship
is not entirely causal in nature.

Dually-employed farmers showed a very definate association with

small-scale farming operations in both economic size as measured by gross
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sales and physical size as measured by acreage. Multiple jobholding farmeré
averaged $11,106 gross sales and 332 acres conﬁrasted with $15,312 gross
sales and 4L2 acres for full-time farmers. Generally, multiple jobholders
operated farms which had declining profitability based upon a preceding
five-year period. These findings support the premise that multiple jobholding
as an alternative form of economic adjustment is characterized by
individuals with diminishing profitability and inéufficient physical and
economic size to sustain a viable operation. To these indiyiduals this
adjustment option offers the means of retaining a farming occupation
within their constraints and yet earning sufficient income to meet
necessary expenditures.

Multiple jobholding farmers overall averaged lower general per
acre operating costs than full-time farmers bub higher costs in relation
to peridollar of gross farm sales. Thus, when taken together, it supports,
to a degree the hypothesis that due to economics of scale and inefficiencies
of operation, dually-employed farmers would be associated with higher
farm costs of operation. In terms of specialized cost such as hired custom
work, both multiple jdbholding and full-time farmers averaged very similar
total expenditures. However, in terms of utilization of the production
alternative, multiple jobholding farmers showed a slightly greatef utiliz-
ation rate. The basis of this is two-fold, in that due to limited physical
size of farms associated with multiple jobholding farmers, high capital
investment in equipment is not warranted. Also because multiple jobholding
is associated with low farm income, in many cases it is not financially

feasible to invest large sums of capital in specialized equipment having
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low utilization.

Average capital investment éf $200 per acre by multiple jobholding
farmers relative to $181 per acre by single-occupation operators tends to
contradict expected relationships between capital in&ested in the farm and
the occupational status of the farmers. This observation, however, may be
rationalized when it is considered that many multiple Jobholding farmers
operate small farms located within close proximity to urban centres.:

These centres tend to iﬁflate the value of the agricultural land close

by. The fact that the purchase of the very basies in farm machinery can
involve considerable investment, plus the physical cénstraints on how
well equipment can be matched with small farms, both can have considerable
upward influence on the ber acre capital investment value when spread over
relatively few acres. Finally, by virtue of the off-farm employment,
multiple jobholding farmers may haﬁe_money necessary for investment in
farming equipment. The lower average total capitalization value

($76,716 versus $121,609) shown by dually-employed farmers demonstrates
that, while on a per acre basis multiple jobholding operators reported
higher average.capital investment, on an overall basis these farmers are
indeed associated with lower total value farms.

The results of the preceding analysis did not substantiate the
expectation that fewer multiple jobholders would have outstanding debt.
Indications were. that, in general, dual-occupation farmers had higher
occurences of debt. This could be attributed, in part, to poor managerial
abilities, non-viable farm operations, or recent entry into agricultural

production. In terms of dollars of debt, however, multiple jobholders did
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not have a higher total value debt. This is particularly evident in the
case of livestock debt,bwhere the average spread between the two occupation
groups in favour of full-time operators was $4,267. - This can be explained,
in part, by the association of multiple jobholding with smaller-scale
operations where high degrees of indebtedness are neither warranted

nor economically justifiable to the same degree as for larger full-time
operations.

While dualéoccupation farmers do rent slightly greater average
acreages, they as a group do not show as strong an association with the
practice of rentiﬁg farm land as is the case with their full—time counter-
parts. The explanation for this could be the limited time available for
additional farm work due to the allocation of some time to off—farm work.
This would deter the multiple jobholding farmer from renting additional
farm land. The_rental of farm land represents an expansion of the fa;m,
and since multiple Jobholding was viewed as an alternative to expansion,
the conclusions are consistent with this basic underlying premise.

Th¢ labour intensity of the farm operation was shown in the
analysis to be inversely related to the incidence of multiple Jobholding.
In farm operations in which the operator's labour resource is not fully
utilized, there is a greater probability that this individual will be
associated with employment on a part-time basis off his farm. This was
evidenced by the higher concentration of multiple jobholding farmers in
operations which are not year-round labour intensive such as crop production
enterprises. Conversely, full-time farmers digd not demonstrate the same

degree of concentration with these enterprise types.
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In terms of the future of the family farm, while both occupational
categories of farmers expressed static economic futures for their farming
operations, multiple jobholding farmers as a group did not express as
strpng a desire to leave farming entirely as dig £hé'full—time farmer
group. This further supports the belief that multiple jobholding
represents an acceptable adjustment alternative in a situation of low
farm incomes. Dually-employed farmers appeared to be more content with
current ecoﬁomic and social conditions in terms of their personal lives
than did the full-time farmers. As such they are likely to retain this
occupational status for some time to come.

In appraising the family farm relative to'multiple Jjobholding,
consideration was also directed towards the occupational status of the
farmer's wife. In isolation the occupational status of the farm operator
influenced, to a degree, the decision of the wife to work‘off the farm, in
that multiple jobholding farmers had the highest percentage of wives
working off the farm. In totality, however, only a relatively small
bPercentage of all farm wives worked off the farm regardless of the
occupational status of their husbands. While the income received from
the wife's off-farm erployment is significent to these specific
individuals, in total it is not a dominant feature of multiple jobholding.

Based upon the conclusions reached in the preceding pages, it is
clear that multiple jobholding farmers as a socio—economic group possess
characteristies which in many instances distinguish them from fuli-time
operators. In general, multiple Jobholding farmers were younger, better

educated, operated smaller, less profitable farms, and were generally more
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satisfied with their current situation than were their full-time

counterparts.

The Average Multiple Jobholding Farmer

The analysis conducted in Chapter b indicates that within the
multiple jobholding occupational classification, there were social and
economic characteristics which provided an image of the typical |
dually-employed farmer.

The typical multiple Jjobholding farmer was L2 years of age,
Possessed junior high school education, and tended to be the only family
member employed off the farm. Grain production was the predominant type
of farm operation, usually involving less than one~half section of land
(although usually good land as reflected by the average value of $80 to
$99 per acre). If rented land was involved, the quantity was usually
less than half a section with an average of lBﬁ acres. These farms
most frequently had a capitalization value of less than $L9 per acre,
producing between $10,000 to $15,000 gross sales at a cost of $15 to
$24.99 per acre general expenditures and an additional $100 to $199 custom
expenditures. The dual-occupation farmer on the average_viewed his
operation as becoming increasingly less profitable with little room for
development. However, he appeared to be content for the present with his
dual-employment life style.

In terms of the off-farm Job the typical multiple Jobholding
farmer was employed 127 to 228 days, earning an average annual‘iﬁcome of
$1,S98. Indicatidns~were that age énd formal education of the individusal
influenced the period of work off the farm and subsequently income, in that

younger and more highly educated individuals tended to work off the farm
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for longer periods of time. Further indications were that as gross

sales declined the annual off—farm inéome increased. The significance

of the off-farm income was enphasized by the fact that approximately
one-third of all multiple jobholding farmers earned ﬁalf or more of the
value of their gross farm sales from off-farm work. The view that
multiple jobholding represented a relatively stable adjustment to low
farm income was substantiated, to a degree, by the fact that in excess of
50 percent of dually—emplbyed farmers worked five years or more off the
farm at thelr current jobs and with some individuals working fourteen
years or more.

The typical multiple jobholding farmer travelled less than five
miles to off-farm employment while in excess of two-thirds travelled less
than 20 miles. This indicates that farmers seek employment within close
proximity to their farming operations. Most dually-employed farmers
tended to be engaged in jobs which utilized skills already developed
in conjunction with their farming operations on an unskilled and semi-
skilled classification level. Deviations from this pattern occurred when
the region considered was near a large urban center. In these instances
a stronger association was observed with jobs requifing skill dévelopment.

Multiple jobholding by farmers was presented aé a form of stable,
relatively long-term adjﬁstment to low farm income situations, rather
than primarily a means of out-migration from agriculture. The fact that
most of these farmers have worked in excess of five years at their current
off-farm job (a significant percentage also in excess of 13 yea?sj and yet

depend upon agricultural production for their major income source lends
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considerable credibility to this view. The extent to which the farm
constituted the predominant income source varied by region and was
attributed to the proximity to large urban centers coupled with

regional agricultural productivity in general.

Locational Aspects of Multiple Jobholding by Farmers

Multiple jobholding among Manitoba farmers does not appear to be
restricted solely to those farmers with operations near large urban
centers and sub-employment centers such as Winnipeg, Brandon, Selkirk,
and Altona. It appears to be spread throughout the entire province
(although not necessarily oﬁ an equal basis) and is engaged in by almost
half of all‘provincial farm operators. Uhquestionébly Winnipeg and other
sub—employment centers do influence the frequency of multiple jobholding
in the area immediately surrounding these centers and subsequently
result in regional variations in the occurence of dual-employment.
However, there is still a significant relative percentage of individuals
employed off the farm on a part-time basis in regions not characterized
by such employment opportunities. In general there appears to be a
relatively abundant supply of off-farm employment opportunities
throughout the entire province, although there are certain regions with
higher frequencies rarticularly around Well—defined urban employment
centers.,

The majority of dually-employed farmers travelled less than 20
miles one-way to their off-farm employment site and of this majoriﬁyba
significant bercentage travelled less than five miles one-way. Indications

were that, while well-defined urban employment centers did have the ability
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to attract farm workers to these locations, this was confined to the
area immediately surrounding the center and did not extend deeply into
the surrounding rural area (ie. L0 to 50 miles) With‘perhaps the ex-
ception of Winnipeg. The lack of desire to travel éxtended distances
from the family farm, as implied in the preceding data, accounts for
the widespread distribution of multiple jobholding throughout the
entire province. ' |

The locational characteristics of the employment vary from |
region to region depending on the particular state of industrialization
and development. Those regions which include such urban centers as
Winnipeg and Selkirk tend to be characterized'by jobs of a more developed
skill nature such as factory work or specific trades, whereas areas
with little or no industry are associated predominantly with jobs re-
guiring little additional skill development such as truck or bus driving,
farm work off their own farm, or general labour work. |

In general then, while there are definitely regional variations
in the fréquency of multiple jobholding and the type of off-farm work,
the occurence of the phenomenon is not restricted only to fringe areas of

urban employment centers but raihef is widespread throughout the province.

Multiple Jobholding - Its'Stability and Predictability

The fact that the méjority of multiple jobholding farmers have
worked in excess of five years consecutively at the same Job indicates that
for these individuals this occupational status, in all probability, is a

permanent situation. The conclusion is further substantiated by the fact
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that more multiple jobholding farmers than full-time farmers expressed
the views that this occupational status was .an acceptable way of life and
they did not express a desire to leave farming entirely. Once the initial
adjustment-has been made to the new occupational status, continuation of
the situation usually involves very limited effort on the part of the
individual. As such, this constitutes an additional basis for the view

that the occupational situation is a permanent or stable condition,
Acceptance or Rejection of the Hypotheses

Hypothesis One

Indications were that, to some degree, Lk percent of all farmers
were engaged in more than one occupation on a concurrent basis. This
surely shows that the multiple Jobholding status is not a randon, infre-
quent situation, but rather a very coﬁmon occurence among Manitoba farm
operators.

While the proximity of urban centers and their frequency within
a particular area will be a faétor influencing the frequency of multiple
Jjobholding within the region, the precedingbanalysis showed that within
all areas of Manitoba where agricultural production occurred, there was
also an occurence of multiple Jjobholding among some of the area's farmers.

This confirms the hypothesis as expressed in Chapter 1.

Hypothesis Two

The preceding analysis has shown that there are definite

distinguishable social and economie characteristics which, in many cases,
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differentiate multiple Jobholding farmers from full-time farmers. It
facilitates the classification of these occupation status individuals
into the two groupings. It is, therefore, concluded that this second

hypothesis has been confirmed by the preceding analysis.

Hypthesis Three

Indications were that the frequency of multiple jobholding
by farm operators was directly related,.in a limite&'way, to the level
of formal education attained, and inversely related, to a degree, with
per acre operating cost. It showed no relation to the level of custom
work expénditures. Therefore, the hypothesis is rejected for two

variagbles and given limited acceptance for the third.

Hypothesis Four

The frequency of multiple Jobholding was accepted as inversely
felatgd within limitations, to age of the farm operator, labour
intensity of the farm umit, gross sales level of the farm, total acreage
of the farm, the frequency of land rentéls, and the distance to the
off-farm source of employment. The inverse relationship was rejected
for total per.acre capital value of the farm and the level of
indebtedness of the farm. Hypothesis four was, therefore, accepted for

six variables and rejected on two variables.

Hypothesis Five

Multiple jobholders did not appear to work off their farms
year-round, but rather for four to five months of the year. However, the

number of days worked off the farm decreased with advancing age and
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increased to the bre-university level with achievement of higher levels
of formal education. Higher off-farm income was associated with lower
levels of gross sales and, within limits, higher levels of formal
education. Finally, the fact that the majority of the multiple
jobhoiders worked in excess of four years off the farm at their current
Job, tends to support the fifth hypothesis. The only qualifying

factors to acceptance of the hypothesis are that the majority of
dual-occupation farmers do not work the full year off the farm, and that
once university level of education is achieved, the number of days

worked off the farm substantially declines.

Hypothesis Six

The preference of multiple jobholders for employment in farm
work off their holding, truck or bus driving and construction resultsiin

acceptance of the hypothesis.

Hypothesis Seven

Information presented indicates that the majority of multiple ‘
Jobholding farmers still viewed their farm as their major incdme source.
However, this trend did not definately become more noticeable with
advancement in operator's age, but tended to vary with advancement in
age ranges. Overall, however, between the youngest and oldest age class
there was an increase in the percentage of multiple jobholders indicating
"farm" as their major income source. With some qualifications, thereforé,

the hypothesis is accepted.
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Policy Implications

The rural "stay-option" policy in Manitoba is representative of
the major efforts of the government to resolve some of the pfoblematic
conditions within the rural economy. The rural "stay-option", as it re-
lates spécifically to agriculture, is an attempt to encourage current
low-income farmers to remain in farming (through the provision of
financial and managerial assistance), aﬁd at the same time provide them
with the option to leave agriculture if they so desire. |

Success in improving agricultural income, because of its position
in the economic infrastructure of rural Menitoba, will improve the. prospects
of the entire'rural economy. Multiple jobholding by Manitoba farmers
could be Viewéd as a form of the "stay-option", in that it will have the
effect, in many cases, of making it financially possible for some
individuals to remain in farming.

Efforts.designed to promote multiple Jjobholding could take the
form of.increased industrialization in rural areas. Establishment of
industry in regional locations would fend to improve the overall standard
of living associated with the region. t could serve the needs of farmers
who are trying to supplement their income. It cou%d assist farmers in
acquiring capital necessary to eventually engage in farming on a full-
time basis. Or it could provide rural employment opportunities for those .

definitely determined to leave farming altogether.
Possibilities for Future Research

The study of multiple jbbholding by Manitoba farmers has been a
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relatively unexplored aspect of provincial agriculture. This study has
dealt with the subject on a provincial basis with the objects of:

(1) establishing a general insight into the dual-employment situation,
énd (2) setting the groundwork for future, more detailed research.

There are several directions which fubure investigation of
multiple Jobholding might take. Multiple Jjobholding by farm operators
could be studiéd on a regional basis to determine variations in
occurence between regions, and differences in the spécific characteristics
of the people and jobs involved. This in turn could facilitate a more
rational allocation of industry in areas most in need of this form of
general income assistance. Further studies could involve indepth evaluation
of single regions to determine their specific characteristics relative
to multiple jobholding, with comparisons between two regions td determine
what causes the variations in duél—employment frequencies. Multiple
Jobholding by farmers could be considered from the industry point of view~
in order to determine how well these types of individuals fit into their
specific manpower requirements, plus the advantages and disadvantage;
associated with a particular rural plant site. Dual-employment by
farmers could be considered on a nation-wide basis in order to determine
whether the characteristics of multiple jobholding as found in this
current study are typical of those found in studies conducted in other
provinces.

Manitoba agriculture is characterized by a dynamic, irregular
temperment , and as such does not lend itself well to analysis under s

static research framework. A time-series approach would, therefore,
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be a very useful variation in the analysis of multiple Jobholding, adding
valuable information towards a more complete understanding of the dual-
employment situation. Changes in the economy would influence the
frequéncy of dual—employmenf and throughvtime analysis these changes could

be observed and the reasons examined.
Conclusion

Agriculture in Canada, and in particular Manitoba, is rapidly
approaching a staging point in its historical development. The relevant
question of the not too distant future may quite well be, "where have all
the farmers gone?". Economics of modern farming today are making it
increasingly difficult for the family farm to function competitively in
the producing market, and at the same time attract new and youthful
participation in the industry. Evidence of this situation is found in
the development of programs (small farm development, farm diversification),
and policies (stay-option) aimed at expansion of the industry at the family
farm level. Multiple Jobholding may well be a source of untapped
potenfial as one possible means of ameliorating the low income problem

of the family farm.
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APPENDIX A
DATA SOURCE FOR ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE JOBHOLDING BY MANITOBA FARMERS

CROP DISTRICT....0vus..

k or fill in the appropriate answer unless instructed otherwise. If you cannot or
ot want to fill in all questions, a partially completed guestionnair would still be
alue to this research project.

SECTION A

What is the age of the farm operator (s)? years.

What formal education do you have? (Please check the highest level reached.)

Grade 1-3 . . University
Grade L-6 Diploma Course (specify)
Grade T-9 Farm Management Course (state year)
Grade 10~12 Other (specify)
Did you live on a farm prior to operating your own? Yes No

What is your marital Status? Single Married Other
How many children are in your family? (Circle one.)

s 5 or more
s 5 or more

SECTION B

Compared to five years ago, do you think your farm is:

Much more profitable Much less profitable
More profitable Less profitable
About the same Don't know

How would you classify your farm under the headings listed below?

~Competitive with a bright future

~Farm provides an acceptable livelihood,
but has little margin for growth.

~Farming is a way of life and I will not
change no matter what happens.

—~Farming is only a part—time Job with me.

~If I could get out of farming, I would.
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Would you like to see a change in the method of.marketing the following

crops? (Check each of the following.)

Flax: Yes No
Rye: Yes No
Rapeseed: Yess No

Would you like to see the Canadian Wheat Board take over complete control

of marketing the above crops? Yes No

Would you like to see the Canadian Wheat Board market the above crops

using the Winnipeg Grain Exchange in the same way as is now done for oats

and barley? Yes No
What do you feel are the major problems which face the family farm today?

Very Not
Important Important Important

-High cost of farm inputs
~-Low prices for farm products
-Small inefficient farms
-Unorganized farms can't
fight big business
-Undecided
~Other (specify)

What do you see as a solution (if any) to these problems?
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How do you react to the statment, "The Federal Government is doing a good
Job of helping solve Prairie agricultrual problems." Do you:

Strongly agree Strongly disagree

Agree Undecided
Disagree Don't know

How do you react to this statement? "The Manitoba Government is doing

a good job of helping to solve agricultural problems in Manitoba." Do you:

Strongly agree Strongly disagree
Agree Undecided i
Disagree Don't know

Do you think the Federal Governments should follow a plan of purchasing
farm land which presently is associated with a non-profitable operation?

Yes No

———————

SECTION C
How much do you feel your farm labour is worth? (Answer one.)
per year

$ per month $

What was the number of months you worked at farming on your farm in 19712

1-k months 5-8 months 0-12 months None
What was the number of days you worked off the farm in 19717 (Include

custom work. )

None Lo-72 days
Under 7 days 73-96 days
7-12 days 97-126 days
13-24 days ’ 127~-228 days
25-48 days 229-335 days

What was the rate of pay you received for off-farm work done in 19717

(Answer only one.)

$ per day $ per month
$ per week $ per year
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What was the most recent type of "off-farm work" you have done?

Farm work off your own farm Factory production work
(include custom work) Clerical work

Fishing or trapping Self-employed handy man
Construction work (plumbing, electrical, ete.)
Truck or bus driver Other (specify) . '

What is the name of the town or city in which you work off the farm?

What is the distance in miles to your "in-town" Job from your farm?

Less than 5 miles 30-39 miles
5~9 miles 40-49 miles
-10-19 miles 50-59 miles
20-29 miles 60 miles & over

How many years have you worked at your "off-farm" job? , years.
What is the most important source of your annual income in 19717

Farm Off-Farm

Does your wife work off the farm? Yes No

If your wife works off the farm, does she work:
Full days Half days

If your wife works off the farm, how many days per year does she work?

None Lo-72 days
Under 7 days 73-96 days
7-12 days 97-126 days
13-2k days ' 127-228 days
25-48 days 229-335 days

What is the rate of pay your wife receives for the off-farm work? (Answer
only one.)

$ per day $ per month $ year

How many years has your wife worked at the off-farm Jjob? years.
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What type of work does your wife do off the farm? (Last type done.)

Specify

SECTION D
What type of farm enterprise makes up the greatest portion of your farm
income? If your income comes from more than one farm enterprise, list
them in order of importance with the most important enterprise listed
first. (For example: if most of your income is from a cow—calf enter-
prise, but you grow your own forage crop and sell some grain, check "1"

beside cow-calf, "2" beside forage crops, and "3" beside grain. )

Grain Beef stocker enterprise
Special crops Dairy (Manufactured)
Registered seed Dairy (fluid)

Forage crops Hogs

Market gardening Poultry

Cow-calf enterprise Mink ranch

Beef feed lot Other (specify)

What was the value of gross production on your farm in 1971%

$50-2L49 $5,000-7,499 $35,000-4k,999
$250-1,249 $7,500-9,999 $45,000-54,999
$1,250-2 h99 $10, 000-1k,999 $55,000-64,999
$2,500-3,7h9_ $15,000-24,999 $65,000—7h,999
$3, 750~ h,999_ $25,000-34,999 $75,000 & over

What was the value of gross sales on your farm in 1971°%

$50-2L9 $5,000-7,k09 $35,000-4k,999
$250-1,2k9 $7,500-9,999 $45,000-54,999
$1,250-2, h99 $1o 000-1L 999 $55,000~-64,999
$2,500~3,Th9 _ $15,000-24,999 $65,ooo—7h,999
$3,750-%,999 $25,000-34,999 $75,000 & over

What total annual income did you receive from bank interest and investments

off the farm in 19717 ‘ $




169

What total annual income did you receive from renting out portions of your

land in 19719 $

What was the estimated value of family labour used in farm production in

19717 | $

What (if any) off-farm income of sons was contributed to the family farm

annual income in 19717 $

What was the average value of land per acre in your area in 1971°%

Pasture and/or Hay Land:

Less than $9___ $Lho-k9 $80-99
. $10-19 $50-59 $100-119
$20-29 $60-69 $120-139
$30-~39 : $70-T79 $140 & over
Other Unimproved Land: $ : per acre.
Improved Land: .
Less than $9___ $L0-L9 $80-99
$10-19 $50-59 $100-119
-$20-29 $60-69 $120-139
$30-39 $70-79 $120 & over_

What is the present market value of your buildings?

$100~1,999 $20,000-29,999 $60,000-69,999
$2,000-4,999 $30,000-39,999 $70,000-79,999
$5,000-9, 999 $40,000-L9,999 $80,000~-99,999
$1o 000-19,999 $5o,ooo—59,999 $100,000 & over

What is the present market value of your total farm equipment?

$100-1,999 $20,000-29,999 $60,000-69,999
$2 OOO—h,999 $30,000-39,999 $70,000-79,999
$5,000-9, 999 $40,000~49,999 $80,000-99,999
$1o 000-19,999 $50,000-59,999 $1oo,ooo & over

What is the estimated present value of the livestock and/or poultry on

your farm? $
How many total acres of land do you own? acres.
How many improved acres do you own? acres.

D —— e PSR,
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How many acres of land do you rent from other farmers in your area?

acres.

How many acres of land do you rent out to other farmers in your area?

acres.

If you rented or rented out land in 1971, on what basis was the payment

of this land made? Cash Share Crop

If the rental was on a share crop basis, what was the rate?

(for example, one-third of crop plus taxes. )

If you paid cash or received cash for the rented'land, what was the price

per acre in 1971? (If necessary, use an average value.)

(a) Price paid or received per acre for pasture land. $
(b) Price paid or received per acre for crop land. $

How many acres of your total farm (including rentals were used for the

crops listed below in 1971°%

Wheat acres Native Pasture acres
Barley acres Tame Hay Pasture acres
Oats acres Market CGardening . acres
Flax acres Summer Fallow acres
Rapeseed acres Other (specify crop)

Rye acres acres
Buckwheat acres acres
Forage acres acres

How many animals of each type listed below did you have on your farm on

December 31, 19717

Bulls , Boars Hens

Beef cows Slaughter hogs Other (specifyﬂ_
Stocker cattle Weanlings ‘

Feeder cattle ’ Brood sows

Dairy cows Sheep
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)) How many animals of each type listed below did you sell in 19712
Bulls Boars ‘Other (specify)
Beef cows__ Slaughter hogs___
Stocker cattle Weanlings
Finished feeder Brood sows
cattle . Sheep
Dairy cows Hens
SECTION E
) What is the mortgage on your farm land (if any)?
None $10,000-1%,999 $60,000-79,999 ‘
$100-1,999 $15,000-19,999 $80,000-99,999
$2,000-4,999 $20,000-39,999 $100,000-149,999
$5,000-9,999 $40,000-59,999 $150,000 & over
) What rate of interest do you pay on your land mortgage?

(if different rates, use an average. )

4. 0-5% 8.0-8.9% 11.0-11.9%
6.0-6.9% 9.0-9.9% 12.0-12.9%
T.0-7.9% 10.0-10.9%__ 13.0% & over___
) What is the mortgage on your bulldings if separate from land?
$100-1,999 $20,000-29,999 $60,000-69,999
$2,000-4,999 $30,000-39,999 $70,000-79,999
$5,000~9,999 ' $40,000-19,999 $80,000-99,999
$10,000-19,999 $50,000~59,999 $100,000 & over
) What rate of interest do you pay on your building mortgage? (Use an average.)
4.0-5.9% 8.0-8.9% 11.0-11.9%
6.0-6.9% 9.0-9.9% 12.0-12.9%
7.0-7.9% 10.0-10.9% 13.0% & over
) What is the value of outstanding mortgages on your equipment?
$100-1,999 _ $20,000-29 ,999 $60,000-69,999
$2,000-4,999 $30,000~39,999 $70,000~79 ,999
$5,000-9,999____ + $4%0,000-49,999 $80,000-99,999

$10,000-19,999__ $50,000-59,999 $100,000 & over
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What rate of interest do you Pay on your eguipment loans?

(If different rates, use an average.)

4.0-5.9% 8.0-8.9% 11.0-11.9%
6.0-6.9% ©9.0-9.9% - 12.0-12.9%
T.0-T7.9% 10.0-10.9% 13.0% & over
If you have a loan on your livestock and/or poultry, what is the value
of this loan? ’ : $
What is the rate of interest on the above loan? - $

What is the total amount of principal paid back on all loans in 1971°?

$

What is the main source of your loans?

MACC FCC Bank Credit Unions Other

SECTION F
What were the total operating costs of your farm in 1971 (include all

expenses except depreciation and interst)?

$50-2L9 - $5,000-7,k99 $35,000-44,999
$250-1,249 $7,500-9,999 $45,000-54%,999
$1,250-2,499 $10,000-1%,999 $55,000~-64 ,999
$2,500-3,749 $15,000-2L,999 $65,000-T4,999
$3,750-4,999 $25,000-3%,999 $75,000 & over

If you had custom work done on your farm in 1971, what was the tobtal cost?

$

What was the approximate value of feed purchased in 19717

$

What is the nuiber of year round hired help on your farm, other than your-

3

self and your family? (Circle one.) -

0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or more
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What was the total amount paid to your year round hired help in 19717

(Include food and lodging as pay.) $

What was the total number of days worked hy casual help (those who worked

less than 10 months) on your farm in 19717 ] days.

What was the total amount paid to hired help, who worked less than 10

months in 1971 on your farm? ' $

How many sons worked the farm with you in 1971? (Circle one.)
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or more
What is the rate and/or method of payment made to your sons working the

farm with you in 1971? (For example, share crop, cash payment,'speéify.)

What were your total land taxes in 1971% $

Do you and your neighbour share equipment and/or labour?

Yes No

Total value of shared equipment: $

What is the predominant soil type on your farm?

Sand Silt

Loamy sand Clay loam

Loamy very fine sand Silty clay
Sandy loam Sandy clay loam
Very fine sandy loam Silty clay loam
Loam Sandy clay

Silt Loam Clay

Thank you for your co-operation in filling out this questiomnair. If you
have any comments you might want to '‘make about this questionnair, farm

problems, or anything else, please use the space below.
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APPENDIX C

Table C.1

Regional Summary of Sample and
Response to the Questionnaire

Number Sample
of of
Manitoba Farmers Farmers
Crop in the in the
District Region Region Response
1 1775 » Lo8 19
2 2433 : 586 . 128
3 4786 1154 279
L 1168 - 282 59
5 5005 1206 186
6 1074 259 25
7 1749 hoo 86
8 2043 Loo - 138
9 1895 hsT 8T
10 287h 693 157
11 2666 642 . 125
12 2511 605 17
13 1426 - 34k 70

1k 1792 k3o . 65
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APPENDIX D
Representativeness of the Sample

The data in the survey sample used in this study was éathefed
during the summer of 1972; the Census of Agriculture data was taken |
és of June 1, 1971. To check the representaiiveness of the survey sample
in relation to the population of farmers in Manitoba, comparisons wére
made with data in the 1971 census, as this represeﬁted the most élosely
associated data soﬁrce with the study year. .

Table D.1 compares the frequency of occurence of multipie
jobholding among Manitoba. farm operators for the census years 1966 and
1971.and for the study year. The data indicate a substantial percentage
increase in the frequency of multiple jobholding between the 1971 cénsus
and the study year. However, the increase in frequency is consistent
with the trend exhibited between the 1966 and 1971 censuses. The
sizable increase in multiéle Jjobholding for the‘sample year may be
explained, in part, bj the difference in definition of a farm and part-time
farmers as used in this study relative to that used in the censuses.
Furthermore, the percentage change in the fréduency of multiple jobholding
between census years is the average that occurred over a five year period,
whereas the change between the sample aﬁd latest census year is oniy the
actual change oécurrihg in a one year period. The 1976 census data will
facilitate a more equitable comparison of relative changes in multiple

Jobholding.
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Table D.1

Frequency of Multiple Jobholding Among Manitoba
Farm Operators for 1966, 1971, 1972

Percent
Multiple
Number Number of Jobholders
of Multiple of all
Data Source Farmers Jobholders Farmers
1966 Census of Agriculture> 39,747 8,993 22.6
1971 Census of Agricultureb 34,981 10,802 30.9
1972 Survey Sample ' 1,561 688 L. o

#Dominion Bureau of Statistics. Census of Canada,. 1966:
Agriculture, Manitoba. Catalogue No. 96-608. Ottawa: Queen's Printer,
1968.

bSta$istics Canada. (Census of Canada, 1971: Agriculture
Manitoba. Catalogue No. 96-T708. Ottawa: Information Canada, 1973.

In Table D.2, the age distribution of sample farmers is compared
with that for all farm operators.in Manitoba as reported in the 1971
Census of Agriculture. With very minor variations, the percentage
distribution of both sample and census farmers was almost identical for
ail age ranges. This indicates that by age distribution, the sample was
closely representative of the study population. This is particularly
significant in that age was thought to be a major influencing factor

in the frequency of multiple Jjobholding.
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Table D.2

‘Percentage Distribution of Farm Operators by
Age For 1971 Census and 1972 Survey

: Percent Percent
Age of 1071 1971 1972 1972
Operator ' Census Census Survey Survey
in Years Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers
less than 25 1,037 3.0 66 h.2
25 - 34 4,533 13.0 219 ik.o
35 - kk 7,577 21.7 3k2 21.9
45 ~ 5} 10,196 29.1 kh7 28.6
55 - 59 h,718 13.5 198 12.7
60 - 64 3,468 9.9 1hT 9.1
65 - 69 1,983 5.7 8L 5.h
greater than 70 1,469 h.2 58 3.7

Total - 34,981 1,561

Comparisons of the distribution of farmers by improved acres
owﬁed are presented in Table D.3. The distribution of farmers in the
study sample differ from that for the 1971 Census of Agriculture. In the
sample, there is.a greater concentration of farmers in the smaller improved
acres ranges (560 acres and less) thén occurs in the census population
and a smaller concentration in the highér improved ac;eége range. This
indicates that in terms of the distribution by improved écres, the sample
is not entirely representative of the study population, since multiple
Jjobholding tends to be more significant énd associated to a greater degree
with farmers having smaller acreages. A higher concentration of the sample'

in farms with smaller acreages may result in a better understanding of all

aspects of multiple jobholding by farmers.
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Table D.3

Percentage Distribution of Farm Operators by Improvea
Acres for 1971 Census and 1972 Survey

Percent » Percent
1971 1971 1972 1972
Census Census . Survey Survey
Acres Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers
10 - 69 2,885 8.2 100 6.4
T0 - 239 3,122 8.9 382 2h.5
2ko - 399 3,509 10.0 431 27.6
4oo - 559 2,876 8.2 322 20.6
560 - T59 8,362 23.9 183 11.7
760 - 1,119 5,484 15.7 108 6.9
1,120 - 1,599 3,631 10.4 24 . 1.5
1,600 - 2,239 2,260 6.5 8 0.5
2,240 - 2,799 ' 650 1.9 2 0.1
greater than 2,800 336 1.0 1 0.1

Table D.l4 compares the distribution of sample and 1971 census
farms according to four general ?ypes of enterprises that were designated
as the major farm enterprise. The data indicate that the sample has a
higher concentration of grain farms and lower concentration of cattle~hog
operations than occurs in the census population. The difference in
definition of "major farm enterprise" used by the cen;us (51.0 percent
of total farm sales) and that used by this study (the greatest single
contributor to total farm gross sales) may, in part, account for the
variance'in distribution between the sample and the population. Secondly,

the use of the Canadian Wheat Board listing of permit book holders as a

listing of population names may have contributed to the greater concentration
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Table D.h

Percentage Distribution of Farm Operators by Major Type
of Farm Enterprise for 1971 Census and 1972 Survey

Percent Percent
1971 1971 1972 1972
Census Census . Survey Survey
Farm Type Farmers " Farmers Farmers Farmers
Grain 10,363 46.L 937 61.1
Cattle - Hogs 9,829 W40 kol 32.2
Poultry 519 2.3 27 , - 1.8
Dairy 1,61k 7.2 76 5.0

in grain type farm enterprises in the sample. Finally, the census
distribution of farms by type of enterprise is restricted to farm with
gross sales of $2,500 or more, whereas the sample includes all farms with
no gross sales restrictions. |

In Table D.5 a comparison is made between the distribution of 1971
Census and the survey sample of farmers By the value of gross farm sales.
It appears that the survey sample has a notieably higher percentage of
farmers in the higher sales ranges and lower percentages in the lowest two
sales ranges than the census population. Overall, however, the sample

I'd

and population distributional differences are not extreme and could partiélly
be attributed to gradual increase in overall prices received for farm
production.

Table D.6 compares the percentage distribution of the number of

worked off the farm as reported in the 1971 census, with data from the sample
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Table D.5

Percentage Distribution of Farm Operators by Gross
Farm Sales for 1971 Census and 1972 Survey

Percent A Percent
1971 1971 1972 1972
Gross Farm Census Census - Survey Survey
Sales ($) Farmers Farmers " Farmers Farmers
50 - 249 - 2,055 5.9 22 1.5
250 - 2,499 7,553 21.6 169 11.6
2,500 - 3,7hg 3,603 10.3 10k T.2
3,750 - 4,999 3,285 9.4 118 8.1
5,000 - 7,499 5,233 15.0 201 13.8
7,500 - 9,999 3,751 10.7 184 12.7
10,000 - 14,999 4,263 12.2 251 17.3
15,000 - 24,999 3,138 9.0 225 15.5
25,000 - 34,999 926 2.6 75 5.2
35,000 and greater 1,137 3.3 1ok T.2

survey. The sample distribution has a greater concentration of multiple
Jobholders in the lower ranges and a lower concentration in the higher
range of days worked off the farm than occurs in the 1971 census. The
differenée in definition of a farm between the study sample and the 1971
censuévmay be responsible for the distributional differences in aays worked
off the farm. Multiple jobholders operating farms of less than 10 acres in
Ve
size, in many cases, will be those individuals working the greatest number
of days off the farm, as their small farm size severely limits the annual
farm income which can be achieved.

The relevance of the findings of this study relative to all Manitoba

farmers is dependent upon how representative ihe study sample is of the study
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Table D.6

Percentage Distribution of Multiple Jobholding Farmers by
Days Worked Off the Farm 1971 Census and 1972 Survey

Percent _ Percent
1971 1971 1972 1972
Census Census Survey Survey
Days Farmers Farmers Farmers Farmers

1-6 L76 oL 89 12.9

T~ 12 kit 3.9 60 8.7
13 - 24 6Ll 6.0 60 8.7
25 - 48 989 9.2 105 15.3
ho - 72 806 8.3 ko T.1
T3 - 96 788 7.3 30 L
97 - 126 1,033 9.6 62 9.0
127 - 228 2,810 26.0 127 18.5
229 -~ 365 . 2,7h9 25.4 106 15.L4

population. The 1971 Census of Agriculture is currently fhe most

recent and complete data source of the study population for comparison
with the study sample. Even this data is a year out-of-date with the
study sample and may not be entirely accurate in representing the study
population. Differences in distribution between the sample and the

1971 census population may, in part, be attributed to basic definitional
and time period differences between the populatién and the sample used |,
in this study. The 1976 Census of Agriculture, in conjunction with the
l971 census Will'call for a more complete comparison of the representa-

tiveness of the study sample.




