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Thi~ gtudy examtne~ the problem of "rurbanization," 

whic is a term that has been applied to the proces~ by which 

rural areag are being changed 	by urban influence~. Thi~ im­

plie more than the traditional geographic concept of land-

use change at the rural-urban fringe, but ig concerned with 

bagic changes in the agricultural indu~try relating to appear­

ance, land u~e, nengity and social structure. 

In rural Southern Ontario, there are two main phen­

omena occurrin~ to effect these change~: the increage in part-

time f rming and in low-den~ity residence~. Thig study ig con­

cerned more specifically with an examination of these two phen­

omena. Itg two main objectives are to gee how the~~ two ~re 

interr lated and how they have affected agriculture and rural 

~ociety. 

The ~tudy achieveg thege objectives through the uge 

of a qu stionnaire admtnigtered to regidents of Brantford 
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town~hip, a rural area with a thriving agricultural indu~try, 

bu~ at the same time under considera~le ~tre~~ from urban 

pres9ure~. Three tvce~ of re~ident~ were ~urveyed: full-

time farmer~. cart-time farmers an1 non-farmers. The data 

collected wa~ ~ubjected to di~criminant and cro~s-tabulation 

an~ly~es in order to ob~erve ~imilaritie~ and difference~ 

am~n~ the three ~roup~ . The~e ~imilaritie~ and difference~ 
al~owed inference~ concernin~ the acceptance or rejection of 

~ix co~tulated hvcothe~e~. 

The followin~ general conclusions re~ult from the 

ana~y~i~: 

Part-time farmers and rural non-farmer~ are uredom­

i~antly former urbanites who have mi~rated to rural area~. 

Bot~ ~roup~ ~hare ~imilar occupations and have lived at the 

rur~l location for a similar len~th of time, but non-farmer~ 
tend to be older and to have been born and rai~ed on a farm. 

However, there doe~ exi~t a si~nificant minority of cart-time 

farm~rs who were former full-time farmer~ . Both phenomena 

appe~r to be fairly permanent arrangement~ a~ the overwhelming 

ma j o~tty of both ~roup~ wished to maintain their ore~ent statu~. 

Full-time farmers tend to have a lar~er ~ize of hold­

ing 1han oart-time f~rmer•. Part-time farmers place le•s em­

Pha~i~ on live~toc~ and tobacco a~ the predominant croo than 

do fu~l-time farmer~. an1 tend to place a greater empha~i~ upon 
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cprn and mixed ~rain~ a~ ca~h crops. The type and quality 

of land that 1~ occupied and the ~ttitude toward the pre~-

erv~tion of a~ricultural land do not vary ~ignificantly by 

g~oup. All three ~roup~ were stron~lv in favour of pre~er-

v~ion of lani for farming. The particination rate~ of part­

ti e and non-farmer~ in the rural or~aniz -itions of the town­

~h p an1 in the urban or~anizations of nearby town~ are not 

significantly different from tho~e of full-time farmer~. 

The ~tudy has confirmed some of the findin~~ of 

otqer researcher~ and ha~ in turn ~hed some new light on the 

"r~rbanization" problem. Urban out-migration has been found 

to be the most important cause of the problem. Thu~ the 

pro~lem appear~ to be the re~ult of a social phenomenon 

rat~er than a uhy~ical on~ . and the phenomena cau~ing the 

pro~lem appear to be persistent and permanent. It may al~o 

be \ oted that the choice of alternative, either part-time 

far~ing or non-farmin~ re~i1ency , i~ ~omehow related to the 

a~e and location of birth an1 chil1hood of the urban out­

migr~nt. Si~nificantly, more pqrt - time fqrmer~ were born 

in tre city and more non-f~rmer~ were born on a farm. It 

may ~e ar~ued that thi~ is precisely onoo~ite to the situ­

atio~ that might he expected . 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Since the Secon1 Worl1 War, the Phenomenon of gub­

~rbanizatinn ha~ been rampant in Canada and indeed throu~h-

out the Western Worl1. A mass exodus of city dwellerg to 

frin~e areas of the city has occurred, completely altering 

the traditional nature of the western city and creating a 

continuum of urban-~uburban-rural intensities of 1welling 

rather than the traditional urban-rural dichotomy. 

For the first Period of time in which this phen­

omenon wqs occurrin~. rural areas other than those 1irectly 

borderin~ the built-up fringes of urban areas were not sig-
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nificantly qffected by it. However, within the past fifteen 

years, the traditional contrasts between the urban and rural 

landscapes and functiong have been ~radually disappearin~. 

The a~ricultural areag of Canada are un1er~oin~ a ~reat 

chan~e as a result of thi8 procegs, which hag been termed 

the procegs of "rurbanization." * 
Thi~ proces~ is the regult of two phenomena of change 

occurring within the agriculturql areas: (1) the rapid rige 

* This word was first coined by C.J. Galpin, the former 
head of the Division of Farm Population and Rural Life in the 
U.S. Dept. of A~riculture, and was subsequently adooted by 
Ba~er (1939) to describe the Process by which rural areas are 
bein~ chan~ed by urban influences. This term is an all-encom­
passin~ one: it ref~rs to more than just the traditional geo­
~raPhical concerns relatin~ to lan1 u~e chan~e. but also to 
oth~r social and functional chan~es such q~ chan~es in 1en­
sity, qeneral vi~ual apPearance, attitudes, occupation~ and 
social activities Jf rural re~i1ent~. 
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of part-time farming as a significant activity among rural 

pwellers, and (2) the raPid sprea1 of rural low-1ensity non­

farm residences as a result of urban-rural migration. Con­

seouently, the tr9ditional conceot of rural areas an1 of 

a~riculture has been altered with respect to both tr9ir 

appearance and function. 

Both of these processes have been well-documented 

as being quite significant. A.R.D.A. rep0rts concerning 

olanninp; for ap;riculture in Southern Ontario make the follow­

inp; statements: 

"The relative numb9rs of part-time farmers has in­

creased from 27~ of all farms in 1951 to 41% in 1966. The 

Ph~nomenon is well-entrenche1 in the a~ricultural economy 

of Southern Ontario and •.• it further appears as though part-


time f~rming h8S become and probably will remain a permanent 


feature of Ontario agriculture ••. Part-time farmers now em­

brace nearly one-third of Ontario's farmland." (A.R.D.A., 1972, 


P. 164.) 

"Indications are that the rapid spread of rural low-

density residences will prove to be a movement of major im­

portance to rural areas in Ontario in the 1970's." (Ibid., 

p. 	 116.) Other writings make similar observations. 

At any rate, the a~ricultural areas of Canada today 

s~~m to 	be under~oing a significant upheaval. Yet these 

chanp;~s 	 have occurred so raoidly and recently that tb~v are 
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~ot fully under~tood and their implications have not yet 

een carP,fully ass~ssed. A.R.D.A. again states:r
1 "The spreadin2 ohenomenon of rural low-density res­

inential occupancy of th~ - countrvside must be closely watched 

•.. At nresent, the significance of this ohenomenon to a~ri­

culture has still to be nroperly assessed .•. Research must 

be immediately begun on this problem." (Ibid., p. 107-116.) 

Althou~h cart-time farming has been studied to a 

grP,ater extent, Bertrand (1967) notes: 

"The conc~pt of part-time fqrming continues to be 

the subject of some controversy and varies somewhat accor­

d in~ to the whims of the r~ searcher and nossibly the data 

~t band." (p. 296.) 

The i~nora~ce ~nd uncertainty about these changes 

gives rise to alarm. This bec0mes more evid~nt when one reads 

trat " ••• the effect (of the phenomena) to a~riculture would 

not appP,ar to be nositive and its implications must be rapid­

ly assessed before rural planning is overwhelmed by it." 

A.R.D.A•• 1972, o. 107.) Thi~ is even more disquieting in 

the li~ht of the oresent ra~in~ controversy in Southern Ont­

ario and in all of Canada cor.cernin~ the rapid loss of orime 

agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. Certainly, these 

problems need to be investi~at~d since thev affect the future 

welfare of agriculture and are of vital imoortance to the 

Canadian economy as a whole. 
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This study seeks to shed some light on this area of 

c 9ncern through research performed in a Southern Ontario ap;ri­

c~l tural townshin close to, and affected by, urban influences. 

Iy' is a study of the township of Brantford, in Brant County. 

The study has two main general objectives, whicr are as 

f ~llows: 

(l) It seeks to examine the relationship between the two 

components of the process of "rurb~nization," by examining 

t ~e linkage between the two ~rowin~ forces of Part-time far­

ming and the spread of rural low-density residences. Are 

they the result of, or the response to, the sam~ force occur­

ring within our society? Can they both be viewed in the light 

of a common paradigm? 

(2) It also asks the question: What are the effects of 

t l ese two components upon the rural-agricultural nature of 

t ~e township in qu~stion? Specifically, it seeks to iden­

tify how the part-time farmers and rural low-density resi­

d ~ nts of the study area differ in their characteristics and 

a~tivities from the full-time farmers of the townshin. By 

tracing any differences amon~ the three groups, one may be 

a~le to speculate about the future implications of the process 

o~ "rurbsnization" for agriculture and for rural Ontario: 

I These questions are answered in this study by Pos­

tulating hypotheses and testing them with the use of ques­

t ~ onnaire data. Through this procedure, the hypotheses may 

b~ accepted or rejected. 
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II. THE BACKGR~UND TO THE STUDY 

In order to proceed with th~ examination of the 

ph~nomena 1iscussed in Part I. it is necessarv to studv more 

cl?sely these areas of concern in terms of the theories and 

studies relatin~ to them. This iiscussion has thr~e main 

ob ~ectives and sections: 

A. To review the evidence regarding the increase in part­

ttm~ farming a11d rural low-'3ensity residential development. 

B. To further establish that these two phenomena are sig­

nificant and worthy of study, by commenting on the Possible 

harmful effects that may ensue from them. 

C. To summarize what has b~en learned about these two Phen­

omen~ in studies which have been completed . 

The concept of part-time farming suffers from the 

fact that it ls not easy to define, and there are no generally 

agre J d specific criteria to separate what is to be considered 

part-time or full-time farming. H0wever. "the majority of 

studies concerning part-time farming define the phenomenon 

in te \ ms of a time variable attributed to the farm operator 

an~ i ~ fact implyln~ dual employment on the part of the head 

of thr householi. '' (Mage, 1974, P. 3.) Two variables have 

usual1y been employed to classify Part-time farmin~: time 

spent off the farm in oerformin~ the non-farm job, and the 

I 


I 
 5 
I 

I 

I 




6 

aJ ount of income earned in the off-farm job. (Fuller, 1974.) 

It is apparent, therefore, that due to the nature of these 

Variabl~S, a continuum of Dart-time farmers may exist, ran­

gi ~ p; from the "moonlightingtt case where a farmer only pos­

se r ses a light, casual job for supplement~ry income, to 

"h?bby farming", in which agriculture is only practised as 

a ~ideline and any reMumerations received are incidental. 

Hoj ever if we accept for the uurposes of this examination, 

th d.ef~ni tion of "part-time" farmArs as all farm operators 

re ortin'1; off-farm work during the census year, we may ob­

ser~e the result on Table 1. Part-time farm operators com­

posf almost 43% of all farm operators in Ontario. Thirty­

eigr t percent of the total farm area operated is by part­

tim! farmers, 36% of the total improved land and 36~ of the 

cro _, land. Twenty-fl ve percent of the value of agricultura.l 

Pro ucts sold in 1971 were sol1 by part-time farm operators. 

(Ma~e, 1975.) In aridition, Table 2 shows that tbe percentage 

of f \3.rms with off-farm work by the op8rator has increased 

ira,.tically since 1951. Those part-time farmers classified 

as " f ersistent" (part-time farming for twelve years or more) 

furthermore represent a significant proportion of farm oper­

atorf reportin~ off-farm work in many areas. (Galloway, 1975; 

Map;e l 1974.) It has been found that as many as 81~ of mul­

tiplJ job-holders in some areas planned to continue a similar 

part-time situation in the future. (Mage, 1974.) Clearly this 
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TABLE 	 ONE 

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FULL-TIME 

AND PART-TIME FARM OPERATIONS, ONTARIO, 1971 

Absolute Part-Time as %of 
Totals Ontario Total 

No . of Part-Time Operators 40,499 42.8 
No~ of Full-Time Operators 54,223 
To}a.l Operators 94.722 

Fa.rm Area. Operated by Part­ 6,027,038 37. g ~ 

Time Operators (acres) 
Total Farm Area. (acres) 15,963,056 

Acres 	Improved Land Oper­ 3,890,106 35. 3~ 
ated by Part-Time 
Operators 

Tot{ll 	Improved Land 10,864,601 
(acres) 

Acr~s 	of Cropland Reported 2,872,729 35.9 
by Part-Time Operat­
ors 

Total 	Acres of Cropland 7,855,890 

I 

Valu~ of Agricultural $342,373,860 24. 3-· 
Products Sold by 
Part-Time Operators 

Total 	Value of Agricultur­
al Products Sold $1,376,567,090 

The tje rm "part-time" here reflects all farm o-oerators repor­
ting off-farm work during the census year. 

Source: Mage, 1975. 
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TABLE TWO 

NUMBER OF CENSUS FARMS AND NUMBER OF FARM 

OPERATORS REPORTING OFF-FARM WORK , ONTARIO 1951-1971' 

1"951 1961 197r 

Total Census Farms 149 , 920 ' 121 , 333 94 , 722 

Farms w1th Off-F~rm 
Work by Operator 39 ' 772 42 , 5B4 40 , 499 

Percentage W1th Off­
Farm Work 26 . 5 

Source: Mage, 1975. 
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o~servation by A.R.D.A. is well-founded: 

"This phenomenon is well - entrenched in the agricul­

tural economy of Southern Ontario • • • It further appears as 

th~u~h part~time f~rmin~ has become and probably will remain 

a r~rmanent feature of Ont~rio agriculture." (A.R.D.A . , 1972, 

p . 164.) 

The importance of part-time fqrmln~ in the agricul­

ture of southern Ontario raises some disturbin~ possibilities. 

It may be that commitment to agriculture is lower among part­

tl i e farmers and that their farm output levels may be decreased. 

Indeed, Clout (1972) has found this to be the case in Europe , 

anq Ho~ver & Crecink (1961) have also found this to hold in 

thi Southern United States. It was seen earlier that 43% 

of farm operators in Ontario pronuce only 25~ of the total 

value of pr.onucts sol1 . Part-time farming may also cause a 

shift in farm products to those requiring less labour and 

convni tment. Lanti may be used more inefficiently an1 this could 

contribute to the process of the loss of farms and produc­

tive farmland to urban uses . A~ain, Clout (1972) has found 

tha~ ln Europe "sections of farmland may fall out of a~rlcul­
turr l use since insufficient time and labour can be devoted 

to their cultivation . . • " (p . 57.) A lesser dep:ree of commit­

ment may also result in an increased willingness to sell a 

farf for non-agricultural purposes, further adding to farm­

lan9 loss. Finally , oart-time farmers may be more urban­
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ot iented in their outlook and values, and this may weaken 

rural traditions gnd ways of life, which are intangible assets. 

j The sprea~ of low-density residences into rural areas 

oJ Ontario will now be examined. To understand what is occur­

rin~ . the results of a study by the Ontario Hydro-Electric 

Po~~r Commission will be referred to. (A . R. D.A . , 1972, p. 

99-107 . ) The H.E.P.C. made available lists of rural hydro 

cu\ tomers over S0uthern Ontario by township for the years 

19\ 0 to 1970. It then examined the changes in density of 

various classes of customers in these year s in order to es­

timate the extent of competition between agriculture and non-

f~rmi~g residential uses. It studied three major groups: 

farr operators (farm~rs holding 30 acres or more and on which 

crops ar~ ~rown); high-1en~ity rural (year-round customers 

living at a density of more than six customers per quarter 

mil1 road section--this includes those livin~ in hamlets or 

uni1 coroorated villages); and low-~ensitv rural (year-round 

cust,omers living at a maximum density of six per quarter mile 

road section but not meeting the criteria of farm operator.) 

The results showed little change in density of cus­

tome i s uer 100 acres of land among the farm group , and a small 

decri ase for the hi~h-density group , (perhaps reflecting the 

econ9mic decline of many small rural service centres in Ontario.) 

Howevr r , in the low-density group, the density increased rap­

idly f rom 1960 to 1970 in nearly every township in Ontario, 

I 

I 

I 
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TABLE THREE I 
TRANSITION MATRIX FOR DENSITY OF 


I LOW-DENSITY RURAL HYDRO CUSTOMERS, 1960-1970 


DENSITY PER 100 ACRES 1970I 
<0.1 0.1-0.3 0. 3-0. 5 0.5-0.7 )0. 7 

DEN- <0.11 0 .17 0.53 0.24 o. 0) 0.02 
~ITY 
PER 0.1-0.3 0.03 0.05 0.22 ~ 0.25 o.45 
100 
~GRES o. 3-0. 5 o. r9 o.o o.o 0.13 0.69 
jr960 

0.5-0.7 - o.o o.o o.o o.o 1. 00 

>o. 7 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 

Source: A.R.D.A., 1972. 
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i s shown in Table 3. In fact, 401 out of the 465 townshius 

sUrveye1 increased in density to such an extent thqt they 

mf ved from a lower to a higher category in the ten-year per­

i f d. This pattern was also found to be acceleratin~. Table 

4 shows the transition matrices for 1960-65 and 1965-70. 

I~ the latter case, the probability of a township not chang­

i 1 g from one densitv grouu to another was found to be much 

19wer than in the former period . . 

A.R.D.A. states th~t this change has been so rapid 

RS to give cause for alarm. (1972, p~ lOJ.) Indeed, it makes 

thb assertion that now an urban phenomenon has become a fea­

\ture of the whole landscape, urban and rural. The implica­

ti t ns of this mav be the followin~' The soread of rural low­

de l si ty dwellers in a "strip" fashion a.long country concession 

ro~ds incurs a very high servicin~ cost. This imposes addit­

io~al tax burdens on other rural dwellers nearby. This is 

particularly true in a case in which a farmer may be charged 

fo~ the cost of a. sewer line frontin~ his property when in 

actual fact he neither needs nor has asked for it. The cost 

of r ural living may rise, leadin~ to a further ·cost/price 

squ~eze upon farmers and an increase in economic if not phy­

sicrl mar~inality. (Ibid.) This may result in farmtn~ be-

com n~ even more tenuous an occupation. In addition, the 

aes l hetic qualities of the countryside may suffer, with a 

fenqed, subdivided, almost suburban appearance replacing broad 
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TABLE FOUR 

TRANSITION MATRICES FOR DEN·SITY OF LOW 

DENSITY RURAL HYDRO CUSTOMERS 1960-1965 AND 1965-1970. 

DENSITY PER 100 ACRES 19Y5 
.:: 0.1 0.1-0.3 0.3-0.5 0.5-0.7 )0.7 

DEN­
I

SITY 
PE.JR 

( 0.1 

0.1-0.3 

0.81 

0.02 

0.19 

o.84 

o.o 

0.13 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

0.01 
100 
AC~s- 0.3-0.5 0.06 o.o 0.75 0.19 o.o 
1960 

o.s-0.7 o.o . o. 0 o.o 1.00 o.o 

>0.7 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 

I DENSITY PER 100 ACRES 1970 
I <O.l 0.1-0.3 0.3-0.5 0.5-0.7 >0.7 

nJ- <O.l 0.23 o. 59 0.16 0.02 o.o 
SITIY 

0.1-0.3 o.o 0.11 0.33 0.25 o. 31

i~~~ 0.11ACR S 0.3-0.5 0.06 o.o 0.03 0.81 
196 

0.5-0.7 o.o o.o o.o o.o 1. 00 

>0.7 o.o o.o 0.50 o.o 0.50 

I 

Notd The possibility of a township not changing from one: 

den~
1 

i ty group to another is given in t 'he diagonal running 
fro~ the top left to the bottom right of the matrices. 

Sourpe: A.B.D.A., 1972. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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vistas of open landscape . 

In any dtscussion of implications for agriculture, 

t r e problem of the loss of ori~e ~gricultural land in Ontario 

m~st be brought to the fore. The "save our farmland" cry has 

b J come hacKneyed by now, but this makes it no less urgent. 

Tne 1971 census ind~cates that Southern Ontario lost 9% of 

its farmland between 1966 and 1971, compared with only 12% 

o~er the 15-veqr period from 1951 to 1966 . (The Toronto Star, 

August 23 , 1976.) Clearly the rate of loss of farmland is 

increasing significantly . In 1961 , Ontario needed to import 

o1 ly three products--wheat, frutt and potatoes . Now Ontarto 

i~ports, as well as these three , beef, pork , poultry and 

dairy products, being self- sufficient only in eg~s and veg­

etl bles. (Ibid.) Probablv every Ontarian is aware of the 

fi r ures cited by Stephen Lewis of the New Democratic Party 

in the 1975 provincial general election when he stated that 

On ~ario lost about 26 acres of farmland per hour in the per­

iod from 1966 to 1971. Even if one looks beyond the political 

rhetoric, it can be appreciated that this problem will per­

haps be one of Ontario ' s most serious within the next few 

ye f rs . Therefore the examination of the revolution in the 

rural areas of Ontario today as a result of the two phenom­

en~ under scrutiny is both cruc i al and urgent . 

The f indin~s about these two phenomena which relate 

to Southern Ontario will now be reviewed . Although the fact 
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J ust be noted that part-time farmin~ is complex, and that 

~ indings depend to some exte~t 1n the criteria used to de­

fine it, certain findin~s remain notable in the literature. 

In the oast, it was usually believed that part­

tj ime farmin~ appeared as a logical solution for low-income 

t armers in marginal areas for agriculture in Ontario, and 

it was a transitional process for farmers to enter the 


work force full-time. ( A.R.D.A.• 1972.) While this 


ransitional crocess undoubtedly continues to be the case 


time, especially in the Shielrl areas of Southern Ontario 


close to major urban centres, it has also been dis­

covered that there is another major dimension to the ohenom­

enon. This is the orocess bv which urbanites are entering 

~griculture. These former urbanites either remain as "per­

sistent" or eventually become full-time. This is a si~nif-

icant rlimP,nsion which is not yet fully understood. Some of 

the most important work in this area has been done by Mage 

(1974a) who, in a study of Waterloo County, found an actual 

a b sence of a well-defined "exit from farming" part-time farm-

i ei:z: typ '~ . In yet another sturly by Mage in Huron County ( 1974b) 

hf found the followin~: 

"Contrary to the popular assumption that part-time 

frrmin~ r~presents a transition phase from full-time farming 

to a full-time non-farmin~ occupation, the fin1in~s here 

s~~~est that for many farmers the dual occupation role ls a 

I 
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~ermanent arrangement. Indeed , over 4/ 5 of the part-time 

~roup indicated they woulrl continu~ to combin e farming with 

some other line 6f work in the future •. • 36% wished to expand 

t r eir ocerations •• . some multiple jobholiers are using the 

p~rt-time farmin~ route to enter full-time fqrmlng." (p. 51 . ) 

Hillman (1956 ) and Salter (1q34) have found simil~r results 

i ~ stuiies done ln Ohio and Connecticut . 

In aiiition, one must also note the growing impor­

tance of the "hobby farm" as a component of part-time farming. 

Trl°ughton (1975) shows thg,t the "hobby farm" has become an 

int egral element of the rural-urban fringe of many North 

Am\ rican cities and beyond: 

\ " 'Hobb y farms' have been acquired to provide 'rural 

li y ing• , which includes freedom from the city and its 'prob­

lems' , private recreation space , or as an investment , which 

may be nure sP~culation or a hedp;e against inflation . " (P. 7.) 

Therefore it is important to bear in minrl the "push" 

effect away from the cities as significant as well as the 

"pull" effect to the cities , in creating the phenomenon of 

parf -time farming in Southern Ontario . This is further re­

inf9rced by Mage ' s Previously- mentioned Waterloo County Study 

in t hich he irlentifiei five main part-time farming situations . 

These are illustrated in Figure 1. These are : 

(1) Small-Scale Hobby (Jl . 9% of cases .} These were 

peo~l~ whose main interests are rural living, with farm sales 
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~nly a result of activities practised in their spare time. 

\ hey do not think of themselves as farmers and never in­

~end to pursue it as a serious business. Ma~e called them 

'1pseudo-farmers" and believed that for census purposes they 

sh0uld be classified in the rural non-farm category. 

(2) Aspirin~ Tvpe (25.5% of cases.) Most of these 

p~ople were born on farms an1 are now working in city oc­

c pations. Their ambition is to terminate their off-farm 

w rk and bec0me full-time farmers. (Most often, they never 

f ~lfill this desire but becnme "persistent." ) 

\ (3) Persistent Part-Time (21.3% of cases.) This is 

d t scribed by Map-e ac:; "~enuine" part-time farming, in that 

this ~roup consists of people from the city who obtain a 

p\ofit from their farms and have set their farm output l~vels 

carefully to achieve this end. This ~roup obtains satis­

f , ctton from workin~ wtth the lan~ and from rural living, 

a9d it desires to continue this s~tisfactory arrangement . 

(4) Sporadic Part-Time (12.~~ of cases.) These are 

fu(l-time farm~rs taking occasional off-farm jobs for extra 

money or variety. 

(5) Prosperous Large-Scale Hobby (6.4% of cases.) 

Th f se are mainly professional people who wish to escape from 

thr city and enjoy country living. They inteni to expand 

but also to continue the full-time job off the farm. 

Note that only ~roup (4), comprising only 13% of all 
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FIGURE 

Continuum of 
'1>art -Time Farming 

( AS IDENTIFIED BY MAGE IN WATERLOO 
COUNTY) 
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cases, fits the classical vi ~w of th8 part- t im~ farme r, 

and tha t all of t he others are city-originated. 

Other characteristics of part-time farms and f qr­

mers h~ve also b een studied. The size of their holdin g is 

often smaller tha n that of full-time farmers . (Stock, 1975 ; 

Duvick, 1966; Mage, 1974 ; Clout, 1972.) It is often con­

centrate1 in areas where physical and/or economic opportu­

nity for farming is low, (A.R . D. A. , 1972: Stock, 1975) but 

this has also been found to have little r~lationship. (Mage, 

1974~) Part-time farmers tend to place proportionately less 

emphasis upon livestock than do full-time farmers , anrt mixed 

grains are a proport~onately more important crop . (Mage, 19740, 

Duvick , 1966.) 

The rural low-den~ity residence phenomenon has not 

been nearly so widely studied . Reeds (1969 ) is one of the 

few who have examined this area i~ his study of the Niagara 

Fruit Belt . He found that 77 . 3% of the non-farm sample were 

blue-collar workers and commuted to jobs in nearby cities. 

Ninety-one percent indicated a city backgroun1 . The majority 

had between two and five school- aged or pre-school children , 

and many were post-World War I I immigr ants from· Europe who 

had previously lived in the city and had m0ved into rural 

areas only within the past few years. Their motivation for 

moving was usuallY. va~ue or indefinite , often summarized in 

responses such as "like to live in the country . " Only 13% 
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admitted that cost was a factor in their decision, yet since 

the majority interviewed were from the lowest income group, 

it was suggested that lower prices for homes or building 

lots was a major reason for the move. Most of this group 

was indifferent to the future of farming around them, indi­

eating that they would "welcome further development in their 

area because they feel this would increase the number and 

quality of services available." (p. 31.) Reeds further 

states: 

"Few people seem to have a ve~j clear understanding 

of the nature of problems pertaining to the area in which 

they live ••• although he lives in the country, the typical 

non-farm resident is not part of the rural community. If he 

came from the city his strongest ties are still urban-orien­

ted. II ( p. 31 • ) 

Clout (1972 ) has found similar results in a study of 

former urbanites living in the rural East Anglia area of 

England. He col"lcludes that "many residents of localities 

way beyond the built-up edge are of the city if not in the 

city ••• a sizeable number (of rural non-farmers) were keen to 

retain their urban anonymity and keep themselves to them­

selves." (p. 46-49.) 

Having now obtainen the general conceptual framework 

for the analysis and an understan1ing of the work done in the 

area, the present nature of the study area and the processes 

occurring there will now be examined. 
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III. 	 THE STUDY AREA 

Brantfor~ township occuoie8 a total area of 79,440 

acre8 in the heart of Brant County in ~outhwe8tern Ontario. 

(Figure 2.) It completely surrounds the city of Brantford 

and i~ a short ii~tancp away from the large an1 growing 

centres of the Golien Horseshoe and aajoining centres, such 

a~ Toronto, Hamllton an1 Kitchener. 

The re~ion cont8ins three main ohy8io~r3phic fea­

tures. (Figure ). ) The~e are the Norfolk Sand Plain, the 

Haldimand Clay Plain, and the Hor8e~hoe Moraine and it8 

a8sociated gpillway. The Norfolk Sand Plain is comoosed of 

sand8 and silt8 dePo8ited a~ a delta in glacial lake8 Whit­

tlesey ana Warren. A ~reat di8char~e of meltwater from the 

Grand River area entered the la~es between the ice front and 

the moraines to the northwest, building the delta from we8t 

to ea8t as the ~lacier withdrew. The Haldimand Clav Plain 

occuoies an area of built-up 8tratified clays which was sub­

mer~ed by Lake Wgrren. These clays are invariably heavy in 

texture and h8Ve Poor and uneven draina~e. The moraines 

found in the western oart of the township are part of a larµ;e ' 

horseshoe-shaped moraine begi~nin~ ea~t of Sarnia and curving 

around the south shore of Geor~ian Bay before comin~ to an 

end in Brant County. Thig chain of moraineg tenis to flatten 

22 
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out south of Paris and then finally disappears under the 

Norfolk Sand Plain . The moraines are composed of a c oarse , 

open , stony till consistin~ mainly of dolomite with traces 

of red shale . They take the form of irregular , stony knobs 

~ni ri~ges which are c0mposed of till and kamey deposits . 

Associated with these moraines is a system of old spillways 

with broad gravel and sand terraces which are more or less 

horizontally bedded. (ChaPman & Putnam , 1966 . ) 

The soils of the township reflect its physiography. 

(Fi~ure 4. ) They vary from clays to sands , with the Brant­

ford and Burford series predominating in the clays , and the 

Fox series in the sands. These are all Class I and II soils 

for general a~riculture, with only slight topographic and 

stoniness limitations . The only markedly deficient areas 

of the township for agriculture are the organic areas and 

the till moraines of the Dumfries soil series . (Figur~ 5.) 

lt can be seen that the great majority of the township is 

prime agricultural land . In fac~. about 80% of the area of 

the township is in Class I , II, or III. (Table 5.) Indeed, 

a~riculture is dominant since the land ranks only moderate­

ly high for forests and wildlife , and low for recreational 

uses . (Fi~ure 6 .) 

The climate of the township is also favourable to 

agriculture. The area is located on the border of the two 

Southern Ontario climactic areas known as the South Slopes 
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TABLE FIVE 


ACREAGE OF SOIL CAPABILITY FOR AGRICULTURE, 


BRANTFORD TOWNSHIP 


Class 1 

Class 2 

Class 3 

Class 4 

Class 5 

Class 6 

Class 7 

Class O 
(organic) 

TOTAL 

Subclasses: 

21, 815 (27 . 4%) 

25,920 (32.7%) (80.1%) 

15,825 (20.0%) 

5,390 

9,625 

1,865 

79,440 

W (excess water) 


T (adverse topography) 


P (stoniness) 


S (soil limitations) 


Source: Agricultural Statistics for Ontario, 

5,805 

2,695 

40,885 

1971. 

620 
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anri the Ll3.kP, Erie counties, an1 it en,iovs a compani.tively 

hip:h mean qnnual temperature of 46 0 
F. or 6 0 

C., a long grow­

ing c;eason of 205 to 210 iay~. qn1 a frost-free nerioi of 

ab'"lut 14 5 to 150 r'Javc; . It also en ,jovs a considerq ble amount 

of heqt in thP form of P:rowin~-1P.p:ree riav~. (about 3500 to 

4 1}10.) It also rP.c.qivec; an ample amount of preciplt13.tlon , 

qbrmt 32" or 90 cm. gnruallv. (Brown P,t al. , lG71L) Althoup:h 

its climate i~ not a~ favourable qs the fruit-p:rowinp: areas 

of the NiaP:ara Peninsula or the rep:lon of E~sex Countv, it 

ls excellent for g_lmost 8.11 type~ of p:en~ral farming. 

The township area was first occuolei bv the Five 

(later Six) Nation~ Iroquois Confederacy. The fir~t traces 

of settlement occurred after 17~5 with the arrival of United 

Empire Loyalists. The entire area of Brantford township was 

Part of a Crown lan1 '2'r8nt to the 3ix N8tlon~ ac; a reserve. 

This orip:inal '2'rant, ~iven by Governor Haldiman0 to Joseph 

Brant as a rewarri for the latter'~ lov8lty in the R~volution-

ary War, coverei all of the Grani River valley from Kitchener 

to Lq,ke Erie. Graiually nieces of the p:rant were ~urrennered 

to the Crown an~ uciei for ~ettlement, until by 1841 the re-

CJerve co,rered onlv th0 A.re8. now 1.cnown 'is Tucicarora Township 

or the O~hweken Iniian Reserve. The town~hip starteri to be 

~ettle1 in P,arnest afte r lglo when a road WAS built from 

London to fhmilton (now Hi'2'hway 2) and Governor's Road wa~ 

butlt joinin~ Lon1on to York (Toronto), (now Highway 99.) 
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The surveyi.nP- of tre township , however , was not completed 


until ll34J . It was origin'3.lly a t tached to Wentworth County 


but in ll'.352 it was made part of the newly- formed Brant County. 


Almost iIIlillediately it fell under the shadow of the settle­


ment of Brantford . This community ' s development wq s spurred 


by its location on the London-Hamilton road , and its con­


tinued oredominqnco, was '3.Ssured when the main line of the 


Gr8.nri Trunk Rai.lw,qy w,qs c011structei throu'1;h it in 1905 . 


(Brant Historical Society, 1966 .) 


General farming was practised in the township from 

the beginning . However , in the sandy soils of tho, Norfolk 

Sand Plain , it wa~ found that the soil was too light-textured 

for regular croppin~ practices . The l ani productivity de­

clined unti 1 by the time of the First World War , wind e ro­

sion had incre8.sed to such an extent that farm abandonment 

was common . Then the discovery was made that this soil was 

iie'3.l for tobacco . I11 the 1920's came the tobacco revolution, 

in which the whole ap:ricultura l mak e -up o f the area was 

chan~ed . The l a nd u s e change d rapidly until a b out 1/2 t o 

2/3 of tho, far~s in the sand plain were tobacco farms . The 

ethnic composition of the township then also changed , ~1th 

large numbers of Hunggr i ans, Poles , Dutch , Belgians and Uk­

ranians arriving to work the farms . (Ibid .) Today , tobacco 

is a major crop of the township both in terms of land use 

and cash receints . Rye has also become an important field 
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crop, used in rotation with t obacc n . However , in the clay 

Plains ~eneral farmin~ has continued, with emphasis on live ­

stock an1 the ~rowth of hay , oats , wh~at and corn . The mor­

aine - soillwav areas also have an emphasis on livestock pro­

duction . 

Farmin~ has been and c0ntinues to be the major eco­

nomic activity of the townshin . Table 6 ~ives agricultural 

statistics for the area . One can see that Brantford township's 

a~ricultural pattern is a:ene r ally followi n~ the pattern of 

Ontg,rio aa:ricul-t:.11re as a whole : the number of farms has de­

creased up to 1971 , the size of farms has increase~ . and the 

total acreage under pro~uction has 1roooe~ for m0st crops . 

Exceptions to this 9.re grain corn an1 tobacco , which have 

increased. Numbers of livestock hQVe also drooped except 

for hogs which has shown an uoturn . Ai:rriculture in the town­

ship has also become more intensely canitalized an~ the ~ross 

incorn~s of the farms remaining have also increased. 

These stqtistics mirror Provinc i al patterns . How­

ever , the increase in the size of farms in Brant County 

showed the third - highest increa~e of any county of Ontario in 

the period 1951- 1966 , about 30 . 5% . Brantfor1 township also 

ranks neqr the top in terms of the increase of intensity of 

land u~e in farmin~ durin~ 1951-1966 , showing a i:rreater than 

50% increase. ( A.R . D. A., 1972 .) 

Table 7 shows the nooulation statistics and changes 
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TABLE SIX 

AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS 1971, BRANTFQRD TOWNSHIP 

( 1961 Values in Bracket-s) 

FARM SIZE 	 Number of Farms 

under 3 acres 11 

3-9 acres 87 

10-69 acres 118 

70-129 acres 116 

130-179 acres 56 

lB0-239 acres 37' ' 

240-399 acres 37 

over 400 acres 16 

Total 	Number of Farms: 428 (497 in 1966) 

FIELD 	 CROPS 

TOTAL 39,168 acres 

wheat 2,091 (3,604) 

oat s - 2,619 (9.728) 

bsrley 1,732 (256) 

mixed gr a i ns 2.360 

rye 1,539 

gr~incorn 3.444 ( 2, 563) 

tobacc-o 3,500 (2,563) 
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hay 

corn 

vegetables &­
small fruits 

greenhouses 

LIVESTOCK 

o-attle 

milk 

hogs 

sheep 

poultry 

CAPITALIZATION 

Total" 

Land & 
Buildings 

Machinery & 
Equipment 

7. 37l} (11,100) 

3,444 

4,159 


100,000 square feet. 


8, .748 (11,339) 


3, 16~ · ( 4,902) 


11~171 ( 6,728) 

702 1,280) 

123,136 (189. 461!) 

$44,51J,OOO (27,870;000) 

,36,553,000 (21;r62,ooo) 

$ 5,381,000 ( 4,1J6,800) 
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for the area. Brantford township in 1971 had a population 

of 9,390, ~n increase of about 3, 000 since 1956. However, 

this does not give a true picture of the rate of population 

growth pressures since the city of Brantford maie three 

large annexations of township lan1 since 1956. If the aver­

age annual growth rate percentages of all of the munic1Pal­

i ties of Brant County from 1956 to 1971 are examined, one 

may see that Brantford township had the highest growth rate 

of any municipality in the county. This is significantly 

higher than even the city of Brantford itself. Clearly this 

is the effect of pressures resulting from its close prox­

imity to the citv. In fact, a recurring pattern has occur­

red in the city's growth in the past twenty years. There 

has been a spill-over of residential development beyond the 

city's boundaries into the township ; then the city has annexed 

the built-up area. At present, there are three major con­

tinuously urbanized areas in the township contiguous to the 

city's boundaries. (Figure 7. ) The city is presently begin­

ning to make n0ises about annexations of these areas as well, 

much to the chagrin of the township officials , who fear the 

loss of more and more of township land to the city. Table 8 

shows the projected statistics for the growth of Brantford 

and the resulting loss of Class I and Class II soils as a 

result of this growth. It can be seen that this direct 

growth is not greatly significant in terms of the amount of 
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TABLE SEVEN 

POPULATION STATISTICS, BRANT COUNTY 

POPULATION 

1956 1961 1966 1971' 

Brantford (city) 51,869T 55,201T 59,854T 64,421 

Bra.rrtford ( t ·ownshi p) 6,38IF 7,?64F 9,062F 9,38~ 

T = annexations to ·1 

F = annexations from 

Population Change 56-66 66-71 61-71 56-71 

Brantford (city) 7985 4567 9220 12552 

Brantford (township) 2681 318 ~ 1610 2999 

Average Annual Growt-h Rat'e (percent') 

56-66 66-71 61-71 56-71 

Brantford ( c 1ty) 1.44 1 . 48~ 1.56 1.46 

Brantford ( t 'ownsh1p) 3.57 0. 69 1.911 2.60 ~ 

Burford twp. 0.83 

South Dumfries twp. 1.27 

Oakland twp. 0.81 

Onondaga twp. 0.62 

Source: .Ontario Population Statistics, 1972.' 
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agricultural lands lost in the township. More important 

here, as is also the case throu~hout Southern Ontario, is 

the urban shaiow effect. In the case of Br~ntford township, 

most of the lqnd from one-half to one mile outsiie of the 

city limits is pres8ntly bein~ held by speculators or non­

resident lanilords renting the lqni in anticipation of fur­

ther urban growth . (Interview with Don Graham, Ministry of 

A~rlculture & Food.) The effect of this has usually been 

found to be detrlm8nta1 to the future of agriculture in the 

nrovince . 



TABLE EIGHT 


BRANTFORD GROWTH PROJECTIONS' 


Developed Urban Areas 'of Brantford, in thou­
sands of acres, (excluding vacant and a gric­
ultural land) 

1971 6.08 

1976 6.47 

19811 6.88 

1986' 7.35 

1991' 7.78 

Estimated Loss of Class l ' arrd 2 Soils, = 1.8 ' 

Source: A.R.D.A., 1972. 



IV, THE HYPOTHESES 

In th9 intro1uctio~ to the study, two general aims 

of the analvsis were put forwari. Havin~ now obtained an 

understanding of the back~round to the study and to the study 

area, the two ~eneral aims of the study will now be broken 

down into six more specific hypotheses in or~er to opera­

tionalize them for data collection purposes. Each hypothesis 

will be stated in turn , together with a brief discussion of 

its genesis and foundation . 

HYPOTHESIS ONE. 
The maj0rity of Part-time farmers in Brantford town­
ship are not formeF. full-time farmers. Rather , they 
are former urbanites farming for the attractions of 
rural living, for a hobby, or for a desire to enter 
agriculture full-time. In other words , part-time 
f a rming in this area is largely a result of a "push" 
f orce away f-rom the city rather than a "pull" towards 
the city. 

It may be remembeFed t'bat the first aim of this 

stu1y ~as to attempt to examine any linkaP:e between the 

phenomena of pqrt-tirne farmin~ and the spread of rura l low-

density residences. This first hynothesis is an attempt to 

view these two phenomena as simply two manifestations of 

th~ ~. -social force ; therefore part-time farming may be 

regarderl. as merely tbe stronger manifestation of this desire, 

and rural low-density r~sidency as the weaker. 

The impetus for the formation of this hypothesis was 

39 
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provi1ed by a study oy Ma~e (1974), who performed a factor 

analysis of part-time farmin~ in Southern Ontario usin~ 

sevqral hyoothesized variables. In this study, he found that 

form"!r full-time farmers were not, bv an1 lar,cz:e, resoonding 

to urban pressures and opportunities 1:5y de-escalating; their 

farmi~g operations . Rather, urban pressures have ln fact 

caused urban folk to become part-tiroe farmers. Nearby city 

jobs h3ve created opportunities for startin~ young farmers 

to supplement initial low farm i ncomes and have offere~ a 

position of lonp:-term stability for those combining farming 

and off-farm work. Hence, part-time farming · is the result 

of a "nush" 01ltwari from cities r.q,ther than a "pull" towards 

them. One may speculate then that low-1ensity rural r es i­

dence is another r9sult of this same "oush." 

The location of the stu1y area adds strength to the 

hypothesis. Ma~e classified the counti3s of Ont9rio into 

six ~roups on the basis of the factors obtained. He found 

that in a wide b8nd of counties surrounding the heavily-urb­

anized Golden Horseshoe, (for example , Waterloo, Wentworth, 

and ?eel), nart-time farmin~ was ~en9rally of a small farm 

type very close to an intensa.ly urbanized area . Here the 

farms were generally not money-mak i ng , and there was a high 

"hobby" element in agriculture . In nearby counties to the 

west , (for examule, Brant Qnd Mid1lesex), he found a viable 

farm situation close to an urb.q,nized area, where little 

http:intensa.ly
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off-f~rm work by full-time f~rmers existed. Thus anv part-

time farmers located here would tend to be of a different 

type than "the exit from f~rminp:" type. Brantford. township's 

location in close proximity to both of these factor areas 

tends to lend weii:rht to the belief in the idea of "flight" 

from the city being at work here. 

Hyp0theses Two to Six relate to the second aim of 

the study: to observe any differences between full-time, 

part-time and non~farmers . in order to predict the implic­

ati0~s of the p~en0mena for the township in the future. 

HYPOTHESIS TWO. 

Part-time farmers possess a significantly smaller farm 

size than their full-time c0unterparts. 


HYPOTHESIS THREE. 

The type of farmin~ Practised varies si~nificantly 


between th~ two ~roups in the following manner: Full­

time farmers plqce a proportionately ~reater emphqsis 

on livestock while part-time farmers Place a propor­

tionate lv greater emphasis on mixed grains. 


HYPOTHESIS FOUR. 

There ls a significant difference between the quality 

of land UPon which the three ~r0ups are located: the 

lan~ quality of full-time farmers tends to be higher 

t~an t~at of part-time and non~farmers. 


These hypotheses result from differences observed 

between full-time farmers and part-time farmers in past 

studies which were mentioned earlier. They relate to differ­

ences in a~riculturql Phenomena and the results mav allow 

inf~rences concerrin~ the a~ricultural future of the study 

area. 
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HYPOTRESIS FIVE. 

The Rt ti tudes ·of part-time farmers are generally less 

favourable to the necessity of pr8s e rving Ontario farm­

land than are those of full-time farmers, while rural 

non-farm resirtents' attitu'les are less favonrable than 

both other grouos. 


This hypothesis is the result of work by Reeds (1969) 

in the Nia~ara Peninsula, in which he f~und thqt a greater 

proportion of full-time fruit-~;rowers were in favour of pres­

"'rvati-m of the Niap.;ara Peninsula Fruit Belt than were pqrt­

ti~e growers. This idea is intuitively appeqling: Full-time 

farm~rs possess a gr~ater economic and psychological coJilI'1it­

ment to the lan1 than do the two other groups, and thus the 

latter two groups may be expected to possess a greater r1e~ree 

of indifference "l.nd/or ignorance concernin~ the land pres­

ervation question. 

HYPOTHESIS SIX. 

Part-time f armers are significantly m~re urban­

orienter1 in their social , culturg_l and economic 

activities and do not participate in as many aspects 

of the rural community as do full-time farmers. 

This tendency is even stronger among rural non-farm 

residents. 


This hypothesis is a~ain bBsed on Reeds' work in 

the Niq~ara Peninqula and on Clout's studv in En~lqnd, (1972) in 

which th~v founi that non-farmin'1: residents were not nartic­

ipants in the rural com~unity and were urban-oriented in 

their activities . A~ain, thiq concept is also intuitively 

appealin.1?;; especially if Hypothesis One ii=i accented.. As.suminp: 

thg,t part - time fgrm"'lrs are largely former urbqnites and th8t 
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non-fa r me rs a lmost wholly so, it may be expected tha t 

their 9Ctivities woul1 continue to be oriented towa rds the 

manner of their former lifestvl e . Although their resid o.ntial 

mili~u ha s chRnged, their psych0l0~icql milieu May have not: 

Even if one finds thqt pa rt-time f Rrmers ~re former full­

tim~ farme rs finQin~ jobs in urban ar eas, it is lo~ical to 

expect that th ~ ir interests are becomin~ more urban-ori ented 

than those who have rero~ined on the farm in a full-time 

capacity. 



V. METHODOLOGY 

In order to carry out the stuiv, it wa.s n~ cessary 

to first visit the township study area , to verify the suit­

ability of the study with someone familiar with the area 

and its characteristics. This was done in June 1976 in a 

rliscussion with Mr. BiP.;P:a.r, the Clerk of Brantfor'i township. 

He indicated that he hB.d no ob .1ections to such a studv and 

~ave advice relatin~ to the best method of carrvin~ it out. 

Fo1lowin~ this, the study resumed in early Au~ust. 

The TownshiD of Brantford Municipal Office in Brantford W8.S 

visited and an qttempt to choose th~ respondents W8.S made. 

A list of ngmes w~s obtained from the township assessment 

roll boo~ by choosin g the miidle name from every second Pa~e 

of the book as a uossible respondent for the studv. It was 

felt that this metho1 was random and that it would include 

names from all thr~e studv ~rouos.* 

HavinJ:r then obtained this list of potential n9.rnes, 

a 	 questionnair~ was de~igned. An attemnt was IDB.de to set 

questi ons snecifically desi~ned to answer eB.ch hypothesis, 

as f0 l lows: 

HYPOTHESIS ONE. 
It was not Possible to desi~n a snecific question to 

answ~r this statement, but it w~s felt that the acceptance 

* 	The occupation of landown e rs wa s not listed, due to a 
rec e nt ch8n ge in provincial l a w. 
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or r 0 jection of this hyoothesis 1eoo.n1e~ upon inferP.nces 

mq1o, from sevArql Questions and then combining the infer­

ences from each question to or,iuce an overall view. The 

vqri.qbles of interest here would be: the a~e of the noer­

ator or owner, thP len~th of his residence at his Present 

rurRl locqti0n, tho 10c.qtion of hi~ previous restderc~. the 

location of his birth and olace of residence as a y~uth, 

his de~ree ~f attachment to his present location, qnd his 

HYPOTHESES TWO, THRE~ AND FOUR. 

The auestions desi~ned to aPPlY to these hyootheses 


were more iirect. These invnlveo: (a) the size of holdin~. 

(b) the Main croo emohasis and the numbers of livestock and 

acr~s of eqch field croP, and (c) the type and class of land 

the responde~t oossessea. 

HYPOTHESIS FIVE. 

This was the most gen°ral hyoothesis of the latter five 


an1 thus the auestion desi~ned for it was also ~eneral, con­

sistin~ of a ~o.no.ral framework desi~ne1 to informally elicit 

the resnond .nt 's f~ 0linp-s about the preservation of farmland. 

HYPOTHESIS SIX. 

This ar 0 a wqs more direct, entailin~ only a question 


deRlin~ with whtch ori:r8niz.qt:ions the resnr>nr'lent W9.s active 

in, and in what capacity. It was felt that membership in 

either rural or urban orFanizations was a good in1icator of 
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The result was the questionnaire shown in Appen­

dix A. In this questionnaire each hypothesis related to 

tbP, follnw\n~ 1uestions : * 

Hvpothe ~is 1- Questions 5. 6, 7. 8, 11, lJ. 

2- l." 	 " 
2. 	 3." 3- " 

II 9, 10." 	 4­

5- 12.
" 	 " 
6-	 14." 	 " 

With the qu~stionnaire now formulated, another 

visit to the study area was mad~. This visit consisted of 

a second to the To1..;rnship Office and then to Mr. Don Graham, 

the local a~ricultural representative of the Ontario Min­

istry of A~riculture and Food. These visits served two 

Purposes: First, it was necessary to determine which names 

on the tentative resoondent list belon~ed to the full-time, 

part-time, and non-farm ~roups. Marv Gre~ory, an assistant 

clerk at the Township Office, and a 32-year re~ident of the 

township, and Mr. Graham, the a~ricultural representative 

in the area for 26 years, together were able to classify 

most of the namP.s on the list into each of the tbree classes. 

* 	 Question 4, which asked the ctotal income derived from 
a~riculture, was designed to obtain an inference about 
the commitment to a~riculture of a resuondent. However, 
very few resoondents chose to answer this question, and 
thus rendered it useless. 
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Secon1 , the two received the opoortunity to e xamine the 

questionnaire and to volunteer critici~ms based upon their 

knowledge of the area and respondents. This criticism re­

sulted in minor changes in wordinp: and order bf the ques­

tions and served as a ore-test for the questionnaire. 

Then, from August 16 to 21, 1976, the questionnaire 

was administered. throu.i:rh d.0or-to-d oor canvassinP: by autbmo­

bil9 . It wa s hooed that 100 resnonses could be collected. 

This target was desire1, since, firstlv, anythin~ und e r 30 

responses for each ~roup was regarded as too small to achieve 

the desired r a ndomness; and secondly, it was hoped that the 

proportion of each group in the sample would somehow mirror 

the pnoportion in the pooulation as a wh0le. Thus 40 full-

time farmers were de~ired compared to 10 part-time, since 

a.bout 60% of farmers in the township are full-ttme, and 40% 

part - t i me • * 

Although more than 100 nam9s w~re on the tentative 

resp0ndent list, some were unknown to Graham or Gre ~ orv, 

some were unable to be located, some were not at home, and 

a few were unwilling to p;ive any information. Therefore the 

final list which composed the survey was very close to the 

desired 100, as were the final proportions of groups sur­

veyed to the desired proportions. 

* 	 Accor-tin>< to Don Graham's estimg,te. "Part-time farmer" was 
defined for the nurposes of this analvsis as any nerson 
Possessing a full-time off- farm job and in addition obt3in­
in~ income from agricultural pursuits. 
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This Produced an even spatial distribution of 

respondents of all three groups across the township. 

(Fi~ure 8.) 

Followin~ the collection of the data, an analysis 

was performed. The most aooropriate analysis to employ 

was a discriminant analysis. This analysis takes a ~iven 

set of v~riables and determines a linear c0mbination of 

these variables which maximizes the Qifferences in ~roup 

means between each group. Since in this study the objective 

was to obtain a maximum differentiation between these three 

groups in order to assess differences between the~.this 

direct method of discriminant analysis was most useful. 

Direct discriminant analysis was performed upon all three 

groups, and then between full-time and part-time, and part­

tlme and non-farmers separately. 

A step-wise 1iscriminant analysis was also p9rforroed. 

Rather than usin~ all of the ~iven variables to form the 

discriminant functions, this analysis selects only those var­

iables which it deems to be si~nificant accordin~ to their 

statistical F-criterion, and forms a discriminant function 

from these. Since all insi~Dificant variables are removed, 

this analysis tells us which variables are significant discrim­

inators. Therefore discriminant analysis gives us indications 

of the quality of variables as well as whether the ori~inal 

set of vqriabl9s taken to~ether as a ~roup discriminates well. 
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Unfortun~telv, only quantifiable variables may be 

used in discriminant analysis. The data collecte1 which 

was of a qualitative nature was the~efore subjeeted to a 

cross-tabulation anglysis, which ls the most appropriate 

analysis for nominal variables. 

A summarv of the analyses Performed, with the groups 

studied and the variables emPloved in them, is summarized 

in Table 9. 
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TABLE NINE 

A SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSES PERFORMED 

A. 	 DIRECT DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

ANALYSIS 1: Discrimination of all' 3 groups.· 

VARIABLES·:· ( 1 )' Farm Size 

( 2) 	Age of Operatorr 

( 3) Length of Residence at the 
Present Locatlorr 

( 4) 	Land Class ­

( 5) Number of Urban Organiz­
at ions belonged to 

(6) 	Number of Rural Organiz­
at ions belonged to 

ANALYSIS 2: 	 Discrimin~tion of Full-Time Group 
vs. Partr-Time Group 

l/AH.IABLES': 	 same as above 

ANALYSIS 3: 	 Discrimination of Part-Time Group 
vs. Non-Farm Group 

VARIABLES: 	 same as above 

~. STEP-WISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

ANALYSIS: Discr1minat1orr of all' 3 groups. 

V'ARIABLEs ·: same as above 
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C. CROSS-TABULATION ANALYSIS' 


ANALYSIS 1: Cross-Tabulation of all 3 groups. 

VARIABLES­: (1) Location of Previous Residence 

( 2) Locatiorr of' :S:irt'h and/or Child­
hood 

(3) Land Type 

(4) Degree of Attachment to Resi­
dence (Inclination to Sell) 

(5) Attitude Toward Land Preser­
vation 

(6) Future Intentions 

ANALYSIS 2: 	 Cross-Tabulation of Full-Time Group 
vs. Part-Time Group 

VARIABLES-: 	 Crop Emphas1.g 

ANALYSIS J: 	 Cross-Tabulation of Part-Ti.me Group 
vs. Non-Farm' Group 

V'ARIABLES·: 	 Off"-Farm Oceupat1.orr 

http:Part-Ti.me


VI. THE ANALYSIS 

The results of each analvsis that was performed will 

now be summqrize1 briefly. A more detailed report of the 

results obtained may be found in Aooendix B, (Direct Digcrim­

inant Analvsis), Anpendix C, (Sten-Wise Discriminant Analysis), 

and Appendix D, (Cross-Tabulation Analysis.) Followin~ this, 

the validity of each hypothesis will be discussed in the li~ht 

of the analysis results obtained. 

(a) Direct Discriminant Analysis 

In the direct analysis, a one-way analysis of var­

iance is first performed with each variable separately. This 

is to test the si~nificance of each variable entered, and 

serves as a ~ui1e to give clues to the observer about which 

var,ables are most imuortant. ThP- results of this process are 

found in Table 10. One sees that at the a=.01 level of signif­

icance, farm size, a~e. residential len~th an1 land class are 

si~nificantly different between the three ~roups and between 

full-time and part-time farmers. Only farm size and a~e are 

significantly 1ifferent betwee~ part-time and non-farmers. 

In all three c~ses, the association with urban an1 rural organ­

izations is not si~nificantly iifferent. 

In the analvsis of the three ~roups taken together, 

two discrimin3nt functions were foun1.(Table 11.) The first, 

53 
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TABLE TEN 


RESULTS OF THE ONE-WAY 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 

Age of OpeTator 

Length of Residence 

Number of Rural Orp-g.n­
izations 


Number of Urban Organ­
izations 


ANALYSIS OFCVARIANCE 

SIGNIFICANT AT a=.01 Level? 

All ' 3 

Groups 


YES' 

YES' 

YEs· 

Full-Time Part-Time 
-Part-Time -Non-Farm 

YES' YES 

YES YES 

YES 

Land Class YES YEs· 
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havin~ a very high eigenvalue of 1 . 13465 , is by far the most 

iMportant of th~ two , qccounting for 90 . 9% of the total trace . 

The seconrl , having qn ei~envalue of . 11425 , contribute~ 0 . 1% 

of thP. tr.ace. Alth0ugh the s~cond fun ct ion i~ c0n~iierably 

le~~ tmoortant than the first , ~ignificaY'lce te~tin~ reveals 

that both ar~ significant . 

In exanining the discriminqnt function coefficient~. 

one se~s that f~rM ~ize loa1~ v~ry heavily upon the f ir~t func ­

tion , while r~si~ence length , land clas~ . rural organization~ 

and urban or.a::tn~zati'lnl!l loarl !Tloderately . Age loq,is heavily 

up0n the ~ec0nd functi0n while the other variabl~s loarl very 

weakly . 

A plot is then obtainei of all the 0bservati0ns ac ­

cordiY'l~ to their rli~crirninant ~core3 . (Fi~ure 9 .) In thi~ 

olot , 72~ of known ca~es are correctly cla~sified according 

to their scorAs . The nlot sh0ws a goo1 visual separation of 

group ob~ervati0n~ !3.Ccordini:r to tbe functions obtained . Full ­

time f!3.rm~rs , clu~tered t'J the bottom of the olot , teY'ld to 

have lar~er fqrrn siz~~ . lnn~er resiience len~th , lower land 

c~ass , ani belong to fewer urban ani rural organi zations . 

Part - tim~ farmers , located at the centre ani to th~ left of 

the olot , teni t'J be younger than both otl-ter group~ . while 

scorinJ:7; Meiium in th~ other five variables. Finally , rJ'.rn­

farmer~ . loc<=i.ted at the top of the nlot, ten1 to have ~mall 

farm size~. sh~rt resiier c e l~ngth~. high land class, and 



TABLE 11 

RESULTS OF DIRECT DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS, THREE GROUPS 

NUMBER EIGENVALUE CANONICAL %OP' WILKS 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

0 1. T'.3465 .72907 90.9 .42043 

1 • ll1425 • 320211 9.1 .89747 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

1 2 
Farm Size 1.16446 -.23503 

Age of Operg,tor .1T858 • 98'589 

Resi1ence Length • 36000 • 07050 

Land Class - • 28737 -.11026 

# Rural Organizations -.33800 -.00164 

# Urban Organiz§tlons -.36470 .04741 

Predicted Group Membership ('f,) 

Actual Group Full-Time Pa.rt-Time Non-Fa.rm 

Full-Time 29. o- 10.0 ' 2. o~ 

Part-Time 3.0 20.0 7.0 

Non-Farm 1.0 5.0 23.0 

72.0~ of known cases correctly classified. 

http:Non-Fa.rm
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ACCORDING TO THEIR SCORES UPON THE DIRECT DISCRIMINANT FCTS. 
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hi~h affiliation with both urban an1 rural organizations. 

Followin~ this, R niscriminant analysis was Performed 

between only the full-timP. an1 nart-time groups . (Table 12.) 

One discri~inqnt function was obtained, with an ei~envalue 

of .63199. Farro size and age loan heavily upon thP. function, 

while lan1 clqss, an1 rural an1 urban or~anizations loan mo1­

~ratP,lV . The plot of the observations according to their 

discriminant scores is shown in Figure 10. In this plot, 

where 77.5~ of caso.s are correctly cl8~sifien, Rnoth~r goo1 

visu.ql separ.qtion is achieve1. It shows that full-time far­

mers tend to nosqess greater farm size and lower lan1 class 

an1 to be olner thqn pqrt-time farmers. Part-time farmers 

t~nd to nqrticinate to a ~reater extent in both urban and 

rural or~anizations. 

Finally, a "lic:;criIY'irnmt analysis between part-time 

ann non-fqrmers was Performed, with the results disnlaved 

in Table 13. A~ain one 1iscriminant function was obtained, 

with an ei~envalue of .92326. A~ain, farm size loads heavily 

on this function, while age and the number of rural organiz­

ations loan m01erately. In the Plot obtaine1, (Fi~ure ll), 

an excellent 84.7C of cases are correctly classifie1 an1 a 

very ~0on vis1ml separation is obtainen. A~ain it may be noted 

that nart-t \roe farmers tenn to be younger and to possess a 

greater farm size. 
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TABLE 12 

RESULTS OF DIRECT DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS, 


FULL-TIME VS. PART-TIME FARMERS. 


NUMBER EIGENVALUE CANONICAL 'f, OF WILKS 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

0 .63189 .62226 100.0 .61279 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFPICIENTS 

1 

Farm Size .79426 

Age of Operator .63162 

Residence Length • 23404 

Land Class -.47072 

# Rural Organizations -. 37467 

# Urban Organizations -.40424 

Actual ' Group 	 Predicted Group Membership <%> 

Full-Tlme Part-Ti.me 

Full-Ti.me 40.8 ' 16.9 

Part-Ti.me 5.6 36.6 

77.5% of known cases correctly classified. 

http:Part-Ti.me
http:Full-Ti.me
http:Part-Ti.me


FIGURE 10 
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TABLE l iJ 

RESULTS 	 OF DIRECT DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS, 

PART-TIME VS. NON-FARMERS 

NUMBER EIGENVALUE CANONICAL %OF WILKS 
REMOVED 	 CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

.92326 	 .69286 100.0 .51'995 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

1· 

Farm Size 1.19581 

Age of Opera.tor -.46836 

Residence Length . • 17 5 50 

Land Class -.01635 

# Rural Organizations -.22100 

# Urban Organizations -.12731 

Actual ' Group 	 Predicted Group Membership (%) 

Part-Time Non-Farmers 

Part-Time 37. 3 13.6 

Non-Farmers 1.7 47.5 

84.7% of known cases correctly classified. 
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FIGURE II 

Visual Plot or Observations 

ACCORDING TO THEIR SCORES ON THE TWO-GROUP DIRECT DISCRIMINANT 
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(b) 	St~p-Wise Discriminant Analv~is 

In summary , therefore , it can be seen t~gt all 

three direct 1iscrininant analyses perf0rmed showed good 

oiscrimination betwe~n t~e groups under c0nsi1eration. 

However , it h'3.d alreaoy be9n suspected that ~ome variables 

in the analysis were insignificant discriminators . It wa~ 

thus nec~9sarv to perform a step-wi~e discriminant analysis 

to verify which variables may be retained and which may be 

1iscar1ed . This analvsi~ determines each variable's F-stat­

istic ani compares it to a specific F-level to enter which 

is sp~cified by tre analv~t. All variables with a higher 

F-l~v~l are ~nt~re1 into the analysis while all th~~P with 

a low~r F-le•rel are 1i9car1ed '3.1'1 being insip:nificant. 

In thi9 analy~is , an F-to-enter an1 F-to-remove 

level was set at 3.00. This value was selected since it is 

the aPProximate critical level of Fat a l~vel of a = .01 

with (2,97) ie~rees of fre~dom relevant to the 1ata in the 

analy~i~. The result9, =hich are di~played in Table 14 , 

show that the variable~ farm size, a~e and residence length 

were provei to be significant , while land class, rural or­

ganizations '3.nrl urban orp;anizati1ns were discarded . This 

confirm9 to a ~reat extent the results of the one-way anal­

ysis of variance ~iscuss~d earlier. 

With onlv three variables remainin~. two ~ew 1i~c­

riminant functi0ns w~re formei. The first ann more i~por­

tant , with an ~i~epvalue of .q3521, and accounting for 
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TABLE 14 

RESULTS OF THE STEP-WISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

F-LEVEL FOR INCLUSION/DELETION = 3.000. 

VARIABLES IN THE ANALYSIS VARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARIABLE ENTRY F TO VARIABLE F TO 
CRITERION REMOVE ENTER 

Farm Size 38.37966 23.24230 Land Class .8)951 

Age 6.08117 3.72232 # Rural Org­
anizations .70946 

Residence 3.17520 3.17520 
Length # Urban Org­

anizations 1.49149 

NUMBER EIGENVALUE CANONICAL %OF WILKS 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

0 .69517 89.3 .46443 

.31818 10.7 .~98761 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

1 2 

Farm Size -1.11937 .22816 

Age of Operator -.01011 -.98230 

Residence Length -.45587 -.10213 
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Actual Group Predicted Group Membership (%) 

Full- Part- Non-
Time Time Farm 

Full;..Time 27.0 9.0 5.0 

Part-Time 4.0 17.0 9.0 

Non-Farm o.o 6.o 23.0 

67.0% of known cases correctly classified. 
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q9 . 3% of the tr~ce , is essentially a farm size -r~sident-

ial len~th mea~ure ; while the second , with an ei~envalue 

of . 11264 8nn accountin~ for 10 . 7% of the trace , i~ essen­

tially an a~e measure . Th~ Plot of the observations, in 

which 67i of ca~es are correctly cla~sified accordin~ to 

the~e two new functions , is shown in Figur e 12 . A~ain a 

sati~f8ct0ry visual ~~naration i~ obtained -- ind~ed , the dis ­

crimination of thre~ variqbles is only slightly worse than 

that obtaine1 by the ori~inal ~ix variables . Final infer­

ences may b~ maie concernin~ the variables involved in tre 

di~criminant analv~es . They mav be summarized as follow~ : 

1 . The V8riable~ farm size , age an1 r esidential length 

vary significantly qmong the three groups under consiieration . 

2 . Full- time farmers have a siFnificantly lar~er farm 

size than oart - time farmer~ . while the part - time group has 

a si~nificantly ~reater farm size than the non-fa r m Fro11p . 

J . Part - tine farmers tenn to be significantly youn~er 

than full- time farmers and n0n - f~rmers . 

4. Full- tim~ farmers teni to have a ~i~nificantly 

~reater len~th of residence at their nr esent location than 

do both other ~roups . 



FIGU'RE 12 

Visual Plot of Observations 
ACCORD! NG TO THEIR SCORES UPON THE STEP-WISE DI SCRIM INAN T FCTS. 67" 
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(c) 	Cross-Tabulqtion Analysis 

The results of the cross-tabulation analysis may 

now be examined. Th8se results qre summarized concisely 

in Table 15. Here are liste1 the various cross-tabulations 

th1~. t were performed ci.nd the statistics obt::.linert from them. 

By comP::.lri11i;i; the' critical Chi-Square value at a level of 

a=.01 with the relevant ne~rees of freedom to the Chi-Square 

obtainert, it is comparatively easy to see in which cross-tab­

ulations the niffere11ce between ~roups is si~nificant. 

It is found that only three of the 8i~ht cross-tab­

ulations oerformed vield significq,nt results. These are: 

group by crop emphasis, group by location of previous resi­

dence, and ~roup by location of birth or childhood. The 

variables which were found not to vary si~nificantly bet.w~en 

the ~roups were land type, inclination to sell, attitude 

toward land preservation, future intentions and off-farm 

occupation. The si~nificant findings may be summarized as 

follows: 

1. Part-timA. farmers place proportionately less em­

phasis on dairy, beef, ho~s and tobacco than do full-time 

farmers, and place proportionately ~reater emphasis on cash 

crops. (corn or mixea ~rains.) 

2. ~ greater proportion of full-time farmers lived on 

a farm before they m0ve~ to their oresent location. A si~­

nificantly greater proportion of oart-time farmers lived in a 



TABLE 15 

RESULTS OF CROSS-TABULATION ANALYSIS 

ANALYSIS (1) CHI-SQUARE CRAMER'S V ASSYM­
PERFORMED VALUE OBTAINED ( 0 V 1) ETRIC 

(2) CRITICAL VALUE 	 UNCERT­
( 	 a = .Ol ) OF CHI-SQUARE AINTY . 

COEFFIC­
IENT 
(0 u 1) 

Group by Crop 	 (1) 26.49446 
Emphasis .61087 .12744 

(Groups Full-Time ( 2) 18.475 
vs. Part-Time Only) 

(SIGNIFICANT) 

Group by Location (1) 30.68191 
of Previous Resi- . 39168 .14314 

dence ( 2) 20.090 

(SIGNIFICANT) 

Group by Location (1) 19.37683 ' 
of Birth and/or .31126 .11341 
Childhood ( 2) 20.090 

(VERY NEARLY ­
SIGNIFICANT, 
SIGNIFICANT' 
AT LEVEL OF 
a = .025) 

Group by Land Type (1) • 53067 
.05151 .00250 

( 2) 13.277 

(NOT SIGNIF­
I CANT) 

Group by Inclination (1) 1.39854 
to Sell (Attachment) .11'826 .01102 

( 2) 9.210 

(NOT SIGNIF­
I CANT) 
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Group by Attitude 
to Land Preservation 

(1) 1.27452 
.07983 .00649 

(2) 13.277 

(NOT SIGNIF­
I CANT) 

Group by Future 
Intentions 

(1) 6.03761 
.17 37 5 .04181 

( 2) 13.277 

(NOT SIGNIF­
ICANT) 

Group 'Dy Occupation 
(Groups Part-Time 
vs. Non-Farmers only) 

(1) 

(2) 

7.12045 

16.812 
• 34740 .04509 

(NOT SIGNIF­
ICANT) 
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town or a city bP.fore their PresP,nt location than did full-

time farmP.rs. Amonp: the non-f~rm ~rouo, the ten1P.ncy to live 

i~ ~n urbqn qr~q b~fore the present loc~tion was stron~er 

thr:rn both otrer 12·-roups. 

3. Almost qll full-time farmers were born an1 raised 

on a farm. A sip:nificantly sm8ller proportion of both 

other s;rrouPs were born on a farm. It is interPstinp:, however, 

to note that a gr~ater Proportion of non-farmers were born 

ani raise1 on a farm than were part-time farmers. 

The sis;rnificant relation~hips obtained from all of 

the an~lysP.s performP.d are shown rliagrammatically in Fip:ure 

13. Each hypothesis will now be discussen in the li~rt of 

these findin.s;rs. 

HYPOTHESIS ONE. 

The majority of part-tiMe farmers in Brantfor1 town­

ship arP. not former full-tim P. farmers. Rather, they 

are former urbanites farming for the attr8ctions of 

rural livinp:, for a hobby, or for a iesire to enter 

a12:riculture full-time. In other words, part-time far­

min g in this area is largely a result of a "push" force 

away from the city rather than a "pull" towarrls the city. 


Th\s hypoth~sis is the most difficult to 1iscuss with 

certainty since its acceptance or r~jection rests uoon the 

examination of several variables. However, it is concluded 

that the hypot~esis as stated may be accepted in the light 

of the v~riable fin1in~s. for the followin~·reasons. 

The V8riables rP.levant to th\s hyootrP.~i~ which were 

foun1 to be si~nificant throu~h 1iscrimi~ant analysis or 

http:farmP.rs
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cross-tabulations, were : a~e, residence len~th, location 

of previous residence ani location of birth and/or chil1hood. 

If each ~rouP in turn is examined in terms of these variables, 

as shown in Table l~ . a better understandin~ may be obtained 

of the fin~in~s relatin~ to this hypothesis . 

The examination may begin with the full-time farmer 

~roup . The members of this group are generally mid1le-aged 

and have been livin~ in thetr present location for a long 

time . If the mean number of years ~esident at the present 

location , (30), is subtracte1 from the mean Present age , (51), 

21 years is found as the mean age at which the members of 

this ~roup moved to their present residence . Knowin~ thqt for 

the overwhelmin~ maj0rity of this group , the previous resi­

dence and location of birth was a farm, it may be concluded 

that it is likely that until the mean a~e of 21 most members 

of this group live1 on their parents' farm. Around this a~e. 

then , they move1 to occupy a new farm . Thus most members of 

this group ~rew up on a farm and have been f~rming all of 

their lives . 

The non-f3rm group's mean age is almost equal to 

that of the full-time farm group , but this group ' s mean length 

of residence at the present location is consi1erably less, 

(only 11 years.) It mav be note1 that a majority of this 

gro11p's members were born and raise1 on a farm (62%) but 

also that a majority (65~) lived in an urban area before 



TABLE 16 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 

Mean 	 Farm Size 
(acres) 

Mean 	 Age of Operator 

Mean Length of Resi­
dence at pre.sent 
Rural Location 

(years) 

Main 	Crop Emphase~ 

Location of Previous 
Residence * 

Location of Birth 
and/or Childhood * 

FULL-TIME 

155-9 

50.7 

29 , 9 

livestock 
36% 

tobaCC'O 
22% 

grains/corn 
32% 

farm 85% 

city or 
town 7% 

city or 
town 10% 

GROUP 

PART-TIME 

72.9 

42.2 

13.4 

livestock 
o<t 

tobaccro 
3% 

grains/corn
80% 

farm 37% 

city or 
town :50% 

farm 47% 

d1ty or 
town 40% 

NON-FARM 

3.2 

49.8 

11.4 

farm 28% 

city or 
town 65% 

farm 62% 

c1 ty or 
town 27% 

* Column Totals may not add to 100%, since the small pDoportion 
from villages or rural non-farm areas are not listed. 
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occupying their oresent rural resid9nces. Hence it is prob­

able thgt the memb~rs of this group were fqrm children who 

moved to urbqn areas e ither throu~h choice or necessity. 

Apparently there was dissatisfaction with this m0ve, since 

the ~roup then moved back to ~ rural environment. This m~ve 

was 1one relatively late in life, at a mean age of (50 - 11) 

= )Q years. Perhaps this would indicate that the economic 

means were not nossesse1 earlier to achieve this move or thqt 

perhaPs the presence of children was a factor in the move. 

It mav also be sug~estei that the minority of this ~roup who 

din not live in urb3.n areas previous to their movP. were orob­

ably retired farmers. 

The part-time farming group is the main focus of 

attention here. This ~roup was considerably younger than 

both other ~rouos, showin~ a mean age of only 42 years. Also, 

the members of this group occupied thP,ir present residences 

for a comparatively short time, (13 years.) However, in 

examining the results further, some interesting patterns occur. 

Half of all ~roup members lived in urban areas previous to 

their oresent location. It mqy be concluded, then, that these 

members fit the hypothesized conception of a part-time farmer 

as a former urbanite, who moved to the country at a compara­

tively early a~e (29) to be~in the part-time situation. The 

youn~ age at which the move was made indicates a strong pos ­

sibility of an aspirin~ element or desire for persistence of 



part-time farmin~ within this group. 

However, it must also be noted that 37% of all me~­

bers of this group were located on a farm before their pre­

sent location. This coul1 in~icate a significant "exit from 

farmin~" component within this part-time group. The early 

age of the exit from the previous full-time situation could 

indicate one of the following: 

(1) A young farmer attempts full-time fqrming for a 

few years and then finds that, either through dislike of the 

occupation or economic hardship, he quits farming as a full­

time occupation and takes on a full-time urban job. The 

fact that farmin~ is continued on a part-time bqsis suggests 

that economic hardship is the more likely reason. 

(2) A young farmer's previous residence was that of 

the family farm upon which he was born and raised. After 

marrying or havin~ chil~ren he decides to leave his parents' 

farm but a~ain due to economic constr~ints he is unable to 

enter agriculture full-time himself. 

A clearer picture of the processes occurring could 

be obtained by determining ' the place of birth of the group 

members. Howeve r , here a~ain one sees a snlit, for 47% are 

farm-born while 40% are urban-born. Since it i~ not known 

which members of this farm-born group belong to the farm-as 

previous-residence ~roup ana vice versa, it is difficult to 

speculate further about the ori~ins and motivations of the 
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part-timP, i:z:roup. 

In summary, Hypothesis One a9 it has been stated 

may be accepte1 on the ba9is of the variablP,S examined, since 

q majori~y of members seem to be within this part-time group 

as a result of an "entry" process into farming from urban 

areas. However, this hypothesis may be only tentatively ac­

cepte~. ~ince it i~ qpparent that there does exist a quite 

significant "exit from farming" component as well. Further 

research is necessary into this area to make more definite 

statements. 

HYPOTHESIS TWO. 

Part-time farmers possess a si~nificantly smaller farm 

size than their full-time counterparts. 


This hypothesi~ i~ perhaps the easiest to make a 

judgment upon. Farm size showed consistently the greatest 

loaiing upon each major 1iscriminant function of every anal­

ysis an~ was chosen as the first variable to enter into the 

Step-wise analysis, with an overwhelmingly greater F-statistic 

than any other variable. The hypothesis that full-time far­

mers possess a significantly larger farm size than part-time 

farmers may be accepten conclusively. 

HYPOTHESIS THREE. 

The typ~ of farming practised varies significantly be­

tween the two groups in thA following manner: Full-time 

farmers place a uroportionately greater emphasis on live­

stock while part-time farmers place a proportionately 

greater emohqsis on mixed grains. 


The results relatin~ to this hypothesis were also 

quite clear-cut. The calculated Cl-ii-Square value was f'Jund 
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to be si~nificantly greater than the critical value at a 

very hi~h level of significance . Thus the iifferences in 

crop emphases between full-time and part-time farmers were 

significant and coulrl not be attributed to chance . Full-time 

farmers tend to plRce a greater emphasis on livestock , while 

part-time farmers place a greater emphasis on mixed grqins 

and corn as cash crops. 

HYPOTHESIS FOUR. 
There is a significqnt difference between the quality 
of land upon which the groups are located : the land 
quality of full-time farmers tends to be higher than 
that of part-time and non - farmers . 

Land class wa~ found to be generally a poor ci.iscrim­

inator b~tween the ~roups in direct discriminant analysis and 

was eliminated completely in Step-Wise analysis . Land type 

was also foun1 to vary to an extremely small extent b ~ tween 

the groups . Appar8ntlv there is no rela~ i onship between the 

type of farming or non-farming practised and the quality or 

the type of lanrl, qnd thi<> hyuothesis must be rejected . 

It must be remembered , however , that the iata of 

land class and type were obtained directly from the resl1ents 

thems8lves . The assumption was thus ma1e that the respondents 

were correct in their land assessments in all cases. This 

assumption m~y not be valid : it may be possible thRt many 

respon1ents were in error in the i r land judgments. A more 

prActse methoi of testing this hypothesis woulci. be to c0nsult 

a soil mqp qn1 locate the h0lding of each respondent to obtain 
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a precise assessment of their land type and quality. By 

performing this , it is possible that different results would 

be obtained. 

HYPOTHESIS FIVE. 

The attitudes of Part-time farmers are generally less 

favourabl~ to the necessity of preserving Ontario farm­

land than are those of full-time farmers , while rural 

nnn-farm resi1ents' attitudes are less favourable than 

both other ~roups . 


Within the sample surveye1 in this study, there again 

was little relationship fauna in Chi-Square testing between 

attitudes toward lan1 preservation and group membership. 

Again, the hypothesis that attitudes vary significantly to-

W'lrd this questinn accor1inp: to group memberRhip must be 

rejected. 

HYPOTHESIS SIX. 

Part-time farm~rs are significantly more urban-oriented 

in their sncial, cultural an1 economic activities and 

do not u~rticipate in aR many aspects of th8 rural com­

munity as do full-time farmers. This teniency is even 

stronger among rural non-farm residents. 


Thq number of urban and rural or~anizations which a 

resp0ndent belon~ed to wer 3 found to be weak discrirrinators 

and were discarded in the Step-wise analvsis. It mu~t be 

conclurled that the des;i;ree of commitment to , and. oartic ipa­

tion in, urban and rural organizations , does not vary signif­

icantly betwe .~n p:roups and thus the Participation activities 

within the rural community do not vary significantly. This 

hypothesis mu~t be rejected. 

Again it must be noted that the assumption was made 



that the level of oarticiPation in organizqtiong i~ a sig~ 

nificant mea~ure of an indiviiual ' s coT'Ulitment to the coM­

munity . If ~ome other mea~ure i~ deemed to be more approp­

riate, an~ i~ utilized , it i~ again possible that the re­

~ult~ may differ . 



VII . SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This ~+-uiv ba~ ~xamined the oroblem of "rurbaniz­

ation." This is a urocess which has gained momentum in 

Southern O~tari0 iuri~~ the last two decades . Both the ap­

pearance of th e rural l~ndscape and the traditional rural 

community with its institutions and cohesive society have 

gradually beAn changing because of urban influences. 

This chan~e is the result of two major processes : 

an increase in pa.rt-time farming , and an increase in the 

spread of low-iensity residences . This study has pointed 

out the rapid increase in these two phenomena in Southern 

Ontario within the past few years , and the implications 

that these developments may have for rural Ontario . 

These +-wo ~henomena effect both a physical and a 

osychological chan~e in the nature of rural areas . The 

physical change in density and aooearance of the countryside 

is the simpler one to visualize ; however , "rurbanization" 

involves more than this . A psychological change among rural 

inhabitants has resulted , bringing ab0ut a situation in which 

" •.• many people who live in the open country •.• are dependent 

upon the city for their employment , and (are) urban in every 

important aspect of their lifestyles." (Clawson , 1972 , p. 102.) 

The objectives of this study , were , fir~tly, to shed 

81 




light upon the relationship of these two phenomena by study­

ing 3.ny s imil ., ri ties o::rn1 differences between uart-time far­

mers 3.ni rural low-density resident non-farmers; and secondly, 

to study the cha nges which rural areas may have underg one 

because of these two develo oments. This involved the exam­

ination of selected aspects of change, both physical, such as 

farm size or type of crop grown; an1 psychological, such as 

attitudes toward land preservation or participation in the 

rural comT11unity. 

The investi?qtion wa~ carried out by the selection a§ 

a study area of a Southern Ontario township, Nhich is an area 

of thriving qnd progressive agriculture and yet which is also 

being subjected to urban pressures. Six hypotheses, relating 

to the gen eral objectives of the study , were selected and 

these were operationalized bv the development of a question­

naire. Thre8 groups of respondents were surveyed: Full-time 

farmers , who Nere used essentially as a control group of 

people not participating in the changes ; part-time farmers, 

respresenting the part-time farming phenomenon; and non-far­

mers, repr e s 3nting the low-density rural residence phenomenon. 

The analysis of the questionnaire data permitted the t e sting 

of the hypotheses an~ their si~nificance to the objectives of 

t he study. 

one can conclude from this investigation that the two 

phenomena are both general manifestations of the same process : 



a generql out - migration from urban areas to rural areas of 

S0uthern Ontario appears to have be~n occurring at a signif­

icant scale . The reason for this out -mi gration is unclear; 

it may be 1ue to a ~esire for country-livin~ and a dissatis­

faction with the urban environment , or it may be partly due 

to economic factors. At any rate , a rural resi1ential loc­

~tion seems to be perceived as a 1istiMc tly more desirable 

location than an urban one by a sizeable s e~ment of urban 

populations . However , it must also be n1ted that althou~h 

a great majority of pBrt-time farmers lived at an urban plgce 

before moving to their present location in a rural area , a 

si~nificant component of this ~roup is also composed of for­

mer full-time farmers , who are phasin~ out of full-time far­

mi ng or perhaps out of f " rmin~ alto~ether . 

Both ~roups share several similarities. The aver­

age leng~h of resii~nce at the oresent location ranges from 

eleven to thirteen vears, a period much shorter than that of 

the full-time farmers , indicatin~ that these ohenomena are 

como~ratively recent . Both group~ also have similar occu­

pati0ns : there is generally a mix of white-collar , blue-collqr 

and skilled trade workers. 

It aop~ars that the locational situation of both 

~roups will persist in the future, since both groups have 

similar future 1nte~t. ions of mainta i n in~ their present sit­

uation. This lend~ 5Upport to Mage ' ~ finding that part-time 
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farmin~ is a persistent phenomenon rather tran a transi­

tional one, as is commonly believed. 

Two major d.ifferences were founrl between the two 

groups. Firstly, part-time farmers are signific11.ntly younger 

than non-farmers. This could. indicate an aspiring element 

in part-time fqrming , although the results o~ the future 

intention~ of the groups rlo not bear this out. Secondly, 

non-farmers hqve a significantly greater tendency to be 

born on a farm tran part-time fRrmers. This could indicate 

that urbanites born on a farm desire a return to a country 

environment but wi~h to avoid farmin~ due to their apprec­

iqtion of the financial ann personal sacrifices involved. 

P~rt-time farmers, who in most in,tances were born and raised 

in a city, may view farmln~ a~ a new and attractive alter­

nate lifestyle. 

One may also make the following conclusions concer­

ning the effect~ of "rurba.nization." Firstly, part-time 

farmers have a significantly smaller size of holning than 

full-time farmers. Secondly, part-time farmers place greater 

emphasis on ~rains and cqsh crops and less emphasis on live­

stock or tobacco. Thirdly, the type or capability of land 

thqt is occupied. does not vary in any way by group. Fourthly, 

no ~i~nificant differences exist amorrg the attitudes of the 

three ~roups concernin~ the preservation of valuable Ontario 

farmland: the ooinion~ of all three groups were extremely 
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positive. Finally, attitudes to and participation in the 

rural community does not vary si~nificantly by group. All 

three groups show similar rates of participation in rural 

organizations in the township ~nd in urban organizations of 

nearby communities. It was also pointed out earlier that 

the findings relating to land type and quality, and commun­

ity involvement, coul1 be challenged. It may in fact be 

argued that in any search for attitudinal or behavtoura~ 

differences, orre wouln exoect a trend towards lack of differ­

entiation betweerr groups, since it would be the persons with 

rural values and attitudes who would be most attracted to 

out-migration from urban areas in the first place. This ar­

~ument has validity, but the influence of an urban environ­

ment in influencing attitudes must not be discounted. 

It may be suggested that the reeults obtained in 

Brantford township might be apolied to much of southwestern 

Ontario, which is quite similar to the study area. It appears 

that the "rurbanizarion" of much of\ rural southwestern Ontario 

is lar~ely attributable to urban out-migration, with the 

out-mi~rants pursuing one of two alternatives: part-time 

farming or norr-farming residency. After an alternative is 

selected, it becomes a fairly permanent arran~ement. It also 

appears that the alternative chosen may be partly influenced 

e~ther by the age of the out-mi~rant or whether he was born 

and raised on a farm, not by the occupation of the ~ut-mi~rant 



86 

nor by the length of his rural resi1ency. At the same time, 

one must also be aware of a noteworthy "exit from full-time 

farming" component of the part-time situation. 

As a result of these uhenomena, farm size is de­

creasinA:. Although undoubtedly the average size of farm-

will continue to rise, the overall size of farm in southwestern 

Ontario may not increase as quickly as it might if this phe­

nomenon were not occurring. 

A shift of crop emphasis is occurring, from more 

intensive operations, such as livestock or tobacco, to a 

more extensive type of operation, such as grains, requiring 

less of a time commitment. This may have long-term influ­

ences on the type of agriculture practised in southwestern 

Ontario. 

This process also seems to be occurring independently 

of land type and capability. No significant shift in atti­

tudes of rural residents toward the issue of the loss of farm­

land in the province to non-agricultural uses seems to have 

resulted, nor has "rurbenization" significantly affected 

rural community as it has been defined in this study. 

This study has confirmed some of the findings of 

other researchers and has in turn shed some new light on the 

"rurbanization" problem. Urban out-migration has been viewed 

as the most important cause of the problem. Thus the prob­

lem appears to be the result of a social phenilimenon rather 



than a physical one, since land type and capability were 

found to be unrelate1 to it, and the differences in crops 

grown were due more to lifestyle con~traints than to physical 

ones. The phenomena causin~ the problem appear to be per­

sistent and permanent, rather thqn transitional. It is also 

interesting to note that the choice of alternative, either 

part-time farmin~ or non-farming residency, is somehow re­

lated to the age and location of birth and childhood of the 

out-migrant. Significantly, m~re oart-time farmers were born 

in the city and more non-farmers weFe born on a farm. It may 

be argued that this is precisely the opoosite to the situ­

ation that mi~ht be expected. 

Further research in this entire area is necessary, 

for these Processee are not yet well understood. It would be 

interestin~ to pur~ue a similar type of investigation in 

another quite different area which has marginal land, such as 

at the edge of the Canadian Shield, to see to what extent 

the findings of this study are applicable. The investiga­

tion might also be oursued in an area fairly distant from 

direct urban pressures, such as the Lake Huron area, to see 

whether th~ findings apoly there. The stu1y might also be 

made into 8 dvnamic one; that is, an area can be examined 

over a period of severql years to see whether or not these 

relationghios are chan~ing over time. 

Finally, since only ~elected impacts and aspects of 



88 

the process of "rurbanization" were examined, it would be 

interesting to study others. For example, one could analyze 

the rea~ons for urban out-mip:ration, which may incl';ude fam­

ily con~iderations such ag concern for children; the income 

level, the effect of rural land prices, taxes or servicing 

costs. One might also examine any differencee in attitudes 

toward other questions affecting rural areas or agriculture, 

or one might stu1y the issue of rural community mvre fully 

using an e~amination of the various ·social interactions of 

the rural residents. Questions relating more directly to 

part-time farmin~ could also be studied, such as comparative 

incomes, derived, fg,rming methods employed, or the efficiency 

of farm ope•ra t ions. Lastly, the "exit from full-t im'13 farming" 

subgroup could be examined more thoroughly by noting its 

characteristics which distinguish it as a group separate from­

the others. 

It ' is quite important that the problem of "rurbaniz­

ation" be studied further; it is a recent and little-under­

stood process and the understanding of its nature an~ conse­

que~ces is significant for the future of rural Ontario and for 

agriculture. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE THAT 

WAS ADMINISTERED 
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GROUP _______BRANTFORD TOWNSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 
(FT, PT or NF) 

FARM LOCATION & DESCRIPTION 

1. 	 FARM S1ZE (acres) ________ 

2. 	 WHAT IS YOUR MAIN CROP EMPHASIS? -------­

3. 	 NUMBERS OF: DAIRY ___ ACRES OF: TOBACCO _____ 

BEEF 	 MARKET 
GARDENING ----­

HOGS ____ 
CASH CROP -----­

POULTRY _____ 
MIXED 
GRAINS-----­

4. 	 WHAT WAS YOUR ROUGH GROSS INCOME LAST YEAR FROM 
AGRICULTURE: 

5. 	 AGE OF OPERATOR ------­

6. 	 HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED HERE? 

7. 	 WHERE DID YOU LIVE BEFORE THAT? ----------­

9. 	 WHERE WERE YOU BORN AND RAISED? --------­
(farm, rural non-f~rm. village, town, city) 

9. WHAT KIND OF LAND DO 	 YOU HAVE? 

heavy clay ____ loamy ____ sandy _____ 

10. 	HERE IS A SYSTEM FOR CLASSIFYING LAND ON THE BASIS OF ITS 
USEFULNESS FOR FARMING. ROUGHLY WHAT FRACTION OF YOUR 
LAND FALLS INTO EACH OF THESE CATEGORIES? 
(category descriptions read to respondent) 

Clas~ 1 ____ Class 2 	____ Class 3 ____ Class 4 ____ 

11. 	 IF SOMEONE OFFERED TO BUY YOUR FARM, WOULD YOU SELL? ____ 
HOW HIGH WOULD THE PRICE PER ACRE HAVE TO BE BEFORE YOU 
WOULD DECIDE TO SELL? -------­
REASON? ------·----------------~ 

12. 	THERE HAS BEEN MUCH DISCUSSION LATELY ABOUT PRESERVING 
ONTARIO FARMLAND FOR THE FUTURE . HOW DO ~OU FEEL, ABOUT 
THAT? ----------------------­
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Land 	must be preserved at any c~st ~~~~~~~-

Land must be preserved only if it is economically 
viable to do so 

Indifferent about the question 

13. 	 WHAT ARE YOUR FUTURE INTENTIONS RIGHT NOW? 

a. Expand ___ b. 1'1a.1.nta1.n present state ___ c.Cut Back 
d. or Sell ____ 

14. 	 COULD YOU PLEASE INDICATE IN WHICH ORGANIZATIONS OR 
CLUBS YOU OR YOUR WIFE TAKE PART IN AND IN WHICH CAP­
ACITY: * 

NAME 	 OF ORGANIZATION HUSBAND 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

OCCUPATION; (Groups 2 and 3 only) 

*Note: Number of Rural or Urban Organ1.zations was derived 
by adding up the number of organizations the husband belonged 
to, plus the number of organizations the wife belonged to. 
Two points were assigned if the husband or wife was an off ice 
holder in the particular organization; . Organiz~tions were 
then assigned into either an urban or a rural category depen­
ding on the nature of the organization. 
Eg. Women's Institute - rural 

Lions Club in Brantfor'i- urban 



92 

APPENDIX B 


RESULTS OF THE DIRuCT DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
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ANALYSIS 1: THREE GROUPS 

NUMBER Group 1 
Group 2 
Group 3 

1.n 
30 
29 

(Full-Time) 
(Part-Tim"')
(Non-Farm) 

Total 

MEANS 

Farm Size 

Age of Operator 

R.esi-1.ence Length 

Land Class 

100 

Group l 

155.902 

50.731 

2q.951 

1.439 

#Rural Organizations 1.731 

#Urban Organizations 

STANDARD DE 'IIATIONS 

Farm Size 

Age of Operator 

Resinence Len~th 

Lan1. Class 

# Rural Or~anizations 

#Urban Or~anizations 

.585 

Group l 

101.267 

11.753 

19.649 

.593 

1.761 

.893 

WILKS LAMBDA (U-STATISTIC) 
2 AND 97 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 
Age of Operator 
Res11ence Length 
Land Class 
# Rural Organizations
# Urban Organizations 

Group 2 

72.966 

42~166 

13.400 

1. 766 

l.166 

1.000 

Group 2 

58 .725 

9.805 

12.832 

. 678 

1.315 

1.911 

Group 3 

86.750 

47.900 

11.448 

1.896 

. q65 

1.444 

Group 3 

3.345 

10.993 

11. 450 

.817 

1.179 

l.020 

A~D UNIVARIATE F-RATIO WITH 

WILKS LAMBDA · 

.5582 


.8916 


.7617 

•9211' 

.9498 

. 9293 


F 

38.3797 
5.8981 

15.1716 
4.1572 
2.5615 
3.6903 
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NUMBER EIGENVALUE C'A.l-JONI CA:C ~ OF WILKS 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE, LAMBDA 

0 1.13465 ~- 72907 90.9 .42043 

1 .11425 • 32021 9.1 .89747 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

VARIABLE 	 1 2 

Farm Size 	 1.16446 -.23503 

A.ge of Operator .11858 .98589 

Residence Length .36000 .07050 

Land Clg,ss -.2q737 -.11026 · 

# Rural Organizations -.33800 -. 00164 ' 

# Urban Organizations -.36470 .04741 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 

Group 1 1.18268 .13651 I 

Group 2 - • 36281 · -.49530 ' 

Group 3 -1. 29674 • 31938 

PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group Predicted Group Membership 
1Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Group 1 29.0 % 10.0 % 2.0 % 
Group 2 3.0 % 20.0 % 7.0 % 

Group 3 	 1. 0 % 5.0 % 23.0 % 

72.0 	percent of known cases correctly classifi~d. 

Significance = .000 
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ANALYSIS 2: FULL-TIME VS. PART-TIME GROUPS 

WILKS LAMBDI'\. (U-STATISTIC) AND UNIVARIATE F-RATIO 1.JITH 
1 AND 6q DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 
Age of Operator 
Resi ·ience Lenp:th 
Land ClR.ss 
# Rural Organizations
# Urban Organizations 

NUMBER EI GENVALUE 
REMOVED 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT 

VARIABLE 

Farm Size 

Age of Operator 

Residence Lene-;th 

Land Class 

# ·Rural Organizations 

# Urban Organizations 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN 

Group 1 

Group 2 

WILKS LAMBDA F 

.g107 16.1147 

.8674 10.5471 

.8099 16.1955 

.9366 4.6723 

.9692 2.1906 

.q7q9 1.4897 

CANONICAL %OF WILKS 
CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

.62226 100.0 . 61279 

FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

1 

.79426 

.63162 

.23404 

-.47072 

--37467 

-.40424 

REDUCED SPACE 

.67032 

-.91611 
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PREDICTION RESULTS 


Actual Group Predicted Group Membership 

Group 1 Group 2 

Group 1 40 . 8 % 16 . 9 % 
Group 2 5. 6 % 36 . 6 % 
Ungrouped 
(Group 3) 7. 0 % 33 . 8 % 

77 . 5 percent of known cases correctly classified. 

Chi-Squ~re = 21.423 Significance = . 000 
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ANALYSIS 3: PART-TIME VS. NON-FARMERS 

WILKS LAl'1BDA. (U-STATISTIC) AND UNIVARIATE F-RATIO WITH 
1 9.nd 57 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

VARIABLE WILKS LAMBDA F 

Farm Size .5'332 40.7302 
Age of Operator .8770 7.qq20 
Residence Lenp;th .9934 • 37q1 
Land Class .9q23 .4423 
# Rural Organizations .9934 .3q15
# Urban Organizations .9785 1. 2495 

NUMBER EIGENVALUE CANONICAL %OF WILKS 
REMOVED CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

0 .92326 .692136 100 . 0 .51q95 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

VARIABLE 1 

Fg_rm Size i.195g1 

Age of Operator -.41)836 

Residence Lenp;th ; l'.7 550 

Land Class -.01635 

# Rural Orp:anlzations -.22100 

# Urban Organizations -.12731 

CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 

Group 2 

Group 3 
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PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group 

Group 2 


Group 3 


Un grouped 

(Group 	1) 

g4. 7 percent of known 

Chi-Square = 28.492 

Predicted 


Group 2 


/ 0 37. 3 111 


1. 7 % 

69.5 % 

Group 	Membership 


Group 3 


lJ.6 % 

47.5 % 

0.0 % 

cases correctly c•iass i fied. 

Significance = .000 
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APPENDIX C 

RESULTS OF THE STEP-WISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
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STEP-WISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

Tolerance Level .00010 Maximum Steps 12 

F for Inclusion 3.0000 F for Deletion 3.0000 

Solution Metho~: Select Variable which will minimize 
Wilks Lambda. 

VARIABLE ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 1: FARM SIZE 

Wilks Lambda .S5824 Approximate F 38.37q66 
Raos V 76. 75933 Ohanp;e in V 76.75933 

VARIABLES IN THE ANALYSIS V-ARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARI ABLE fillTRY F TO \TARI ABLE F TO ENTRY 
CRIT::!;RION REMOVE ENTER CRITERION 

Farm Size 38.37q66 3q.37966 Age
Resid­

6.0'8117 5. 8981.'3 

ence 
Length
Land 

5.50352 15.17163 

Class 1. 86437 4.1'5722 
Rural 
Organiz. 
Urban 

.22267 2.56150 "' 

Organiz. 2.06248 ~ 3. 69034 

VARIABLE ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 2: AGE OF OPERATOR 

Wilks Lambda .49547 Approximate F 20.19176 
Raos V 89.93173 Change 1n V 13.17241 

VARIABLES IN THE ANALYSIS VARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARIABLE 	 ENTRY F TO VARIABLE F TO ENTRY 
CRITERION REMOVE ENTER CRITERION 

Farm Size 	 38.37966 38.37346 Res1d- 3.17520 5.50352 
ence 

Age of 6.09117 6.08117 Length 
Operator Land 1. 90473 1. 86437 

Class 
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Rural .19037 .22267 
Organiz. 
Urban 
Organiz. 2.18316 2.06248­

VARIABLE ENTERED ON STEP NUMBER 3: RESIDENCE LENGTH 

Wilks Lambda .46443 Approximate F 14.80026 
Raos V 101.64157 Change in V 11.70984 

VARIABLES 	 IN THE ANALYSIS VARIABLES NOT IN THE ANALYSIS 

VARIABLE 	 ENTRY F ·ro VARIABLE F TO ENTRY 
CRITERION REMOVE ENTER CRITERION 

Farm Size 	38.37966 23.24230 Land Class .85951 1. 90473 

Age of 
Operator 6.08117 3.72232 	Rural .70946 .19037 

Organizat­
ions 

Residence 3.17520 3.17520 Urban 1. 49149 2.18)16 
Length Organizat­

ions 

ALL ELIGIBLE VARIABLES INCLUDED 

NUMBER EI GEN VALUE CANONICAL %OF WILKS 
REMOVED 	 CORRELATION TRACE LAMBDA 

0 	 .93521 .69517 89.3 .46443 

1 	 . • 11264 • 3181"8 10.7 .89876 

STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS 

1 2 

Farm Size 	 -1.11937 .22816 

Age of Operator 	 -.01011 -.98230 

Residence 	Length -.45587 -.10213 
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CENTROIDS OF GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE 

1 2 

Group 1 -1.07247 -.13674 

Group 2 • 32487 .49217 

Group 3 1. l '3018 -.31582 

PREDICTION RESULTS 

Actual Group Predicted Group Membership 

Group 1 Group 2 Group J 

Groun 1 27. 0% 9. O,% 5.0% 

Group 2 4.0% 17.0% 9 .0% 

Group 3 o.o fl. 0% 23.0% 

67.0 p~rcent of known cases correctly classified . 

Chi-Square = 51.005 Significance = .000 
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APPENDIX D 

RESULTS OF THE CROSS-TABULATIONS 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY CROP EMPHASIS 

CROP EMPHASIS GROUP ROW 
PCT. 

Dairy 

Beef 

Hbgs 

Poultry 

Tobaccm 

Market Gardening 

Casli' Crop-Corn 

Mixed Grains 

Column ':Rotar 

FULL-TIME 
FARMERS 

24.4 

7.3 

4.9 

7.3 

22.0 

2.4 

7.3 

24.4 

57.7 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

o.o 

o.o 

o.o 

6.7 

3.3 

10.0 

36.7 

43.3 

42.3 

14.T 

4.2 ­

2.8 

7.0 

14.1 

5.6 

19.7 

32.4 

100.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 26.4944~ with 7 degrees of freedom. 

Cramer's V = .61087 

Contingency Coefficient = .52130~ 


Lambda (Asymmetric) = .43333 with Group dependent. 

= 0 with Crop Emphasis dependent . 

Lambda {Symmetric) = .16667 
Uncertainty Coefficient (Asymmetric) = .34063 with Group 

dependent, = .21744 with Crop Emphasis dependent. 
Unc~rtainty Co efficient (Symmetric) = .19548 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY LOCATION OF PREVIOUS RESIDENCE 


LOCATION OF 
PREVIOUS GROUP ROW 
RESIDENCE PCT. 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME NON­
FARMERS FARMERS FARMERS 

Farm 	 85.4 36.7 27.6 54. o· 

Rural Non-Farm 2.4 3.3 3.4 3.0 

Village 	 2.4 10.0 3.4 5.0 

Town 	 2.4 10.0 lJ.9 8. O' 

Cit'y 	 7.3 40.0 5L7 30.0 

Column Total 41. 0 30.0 29.0 100.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 30.69191 with 8 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .3q168 
Contingency 	Coefficient = .48454 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .28914 with group dependent. 

= .17391 with location of previous resi­
dence dependent. 

Lambda (Symmetric) = .23810 
Uncertainty 	Coefficient {Asymmetric) = .15174 with Group 

dependent, = .14314 with location of previous 
residence dependent. 

Uncertainty 	Co~fficient (Symmetric) = .14732 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY LOCATION OF BIRTH AND/OR CHILDHOOD 

LOCATION OF 
B~RTH AND/OR GROUP ROW 
CHILDHOOD PCT. 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME NON­
FARMERS FARMERS FARMERS 

62.1 68.0Farm-· 87.8 46.7 

Rural Non-Farm o.o 3.3 6.9 3.0 

Village 4.9 10.0 3.4 6.o 

1.0Town o.o o.o 3.4 

City 7.3 40.0 24.1 22.0 

100.0Column Total 41. 0 30.0 29.0 

R~w Chi-Square = 19.37683 with 8 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .31126 
Contingency Ceefficient = .40289 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .22034 with Group dependent.

= 0 with Location of Birth and/or Childhood 
dependent. 

Lambda (Symmetric) = .14286 
Uncertainty Co8fficient ~Asymmetric) = .09562 with Group 

dependent.

= .11341 with Location of Birth' and /or Chi l d hood 

dependent. 


Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric1 = .10376 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY LAND TYPE 

GROUPLAND TYPE 

PART-TIME 	 NON­
FARMERS 

FULL-TIME 
FARMERS 	 FARMERS 

44.841.5 	 43.3Clay 

30.0 	 24.1
Loam 	 31. 7 

26.8 	 26.7 31.0Sand 

41. O' 	 30.0 29.0Column Total 

Raw Chi-Square= . 53067 witH 4 degrees of fre~dom. 

Cramer's V = . 0515r 

Contingency Coefficient= .07265 

Lambda (Asymmetric) = 0 with Group dependent. 


= 0 with Land Type dependent. 
Lambda (Symmetric) = O 
Uncertainty 	Coefficient· (Asymmetric~ = • 0024~ with' 

dependent
= .00250 with Land Type denendent. 


Uncettainty Coefficient (Symmetric ) = .00249 


ROW 

PCT. 


43.0 

29.0 

2~.o · 

100.0 · 

Group 
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CROSS~TABULATION: GROUP· &Y I NCLINATION TO SELL (ATTACHMENT) 

ROWINCLINATION GROUP 
PCT.TO SELL 

FULL-TIME PART-TIME NON­
FARMERS FARMERS FARMERS 

60 . 0 -. 69.0 68.0Wouldn't Sell 73.2 

26 .8" 40.0 31.0 32.0Would Sell 

29. 0 100.0Column Total 41. 0 30.0 

Raw Chi-Square= 1.39~54 with 2 degrees of freedom. 
Cramer's V = .11826 
Contingency Coefficient= .11744 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .01695 with Group dependent. 

= 0 with Inc~ination to Sell dependent. 
Lambda (Symmetric) = .01099 
Uncertainty Co~fficient ( Asymmetric) = .00636 with Group 

dependent.
= .01102 with Inclination to Sell dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .00807 
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CROSS-TABULATION: GROUP BY ATTITUDE TO LAND PRESERVATION 


ATTITUDE TO 
LAND PRES­
ERVATION 

Land Should be 
preserved at any 

Cost 

Land should be 
preserved only 
if it is eco­
nomically viable 

to do so 

Indifferent about 
the question 

Column Total 

FULL-TIME 
FARMERS 

51.2 

36.6 

12.2 

41.0 

GROUP 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

40.0 

43.3 

16.7 

30.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 1.27452 with 4 degrees 
Cramer's V = .07983 
Contingency Coefficient= .11218 

ROW 
PCT. 

NON­
FARMERS 

51. 7 48.0 

37.9 39.0 

10.3 13.0 

29.0 100.0 

of freedom. 

Lambda (Asymmetric) = 0 with Grou~ dependent. 
= .01923 with Attitude dependent. 

L~mbda (Symmetric0 = .00901 
Uncertainty Coefficient {Asymmetric)= .00588 with· Group 

dependent. 
= .00649 with Attitude dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .00617 
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CROSS-TABU~ATION: GROUP BY FUTURE INTENTIONS 

FUTURE 
INTENTIONS 

FULL-TIME 
FARMERS 

Expand 31. 7 

Maintain 61. 0 

Cut Back or 7.3 
Sell 

Column Total' 41.0 

GROUP 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

26.7 

63.3 

lo.o r 

30.0 

NON­
FARMERS 

ROW 
PCT. 

10.J 24.0 

86.2 69.0 

3.4 7.0 

29.0 100.0 

Raw Chi-Square = 6.03761 with 4 1egrees of freedom. 

Cramer's V = .17375 

Contingency Coefficient= .23862 

Lambda (Asymmetric) = 0 witH Group dependent. 


= 0 with Future Intentions dependent. 
Lambda (Symmetric) = 0 
Uncertainty Coefficient (Asymmetric~ = .03022 with' Group 

dependent. 
= .04181 with' Future Intentions dependent. 

Uncertainty Coefficient (Symmetric) = .03508­
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CROSS-TABULATION: 

OCCUPATION 

Agriculture 

Professional-
Managerial 

White Collar 

B'"lue Collar 
(Unskilled) 

Skilled Trade 

Student, Retired, 
Unemployed, Welfare 

Self-Employed Business 

Column Total 

GROUP BY OCCUPATION 


GROUP 

PART-TIME 
FARMERS 

3.3 

3.3 

16.7 

33.3 

30.0 

0. o-, 

13.3 

50.8 

Raw Chi-Square = 7.12045 with 6 degrees 
Cramer's V = .34740 

ROW 
PCT. 

NON­
FARMERS 

o.o 1.7 

6.9 5. r 

20.7 18.6 

20.7 27.1 

20.7 25.4 

13.8 6.8 

17.2 15.3 

49.2 100. o-, 

of freedom. 

Contingency Coefficient= .32816 
Lambda (Asymmetric) = .24139 with Group dependent. 

= 0 with Occupation dependent. 
L~mbda (Symmetric) = .09722 
Uncertainty 	Coefficient (Asymmetric) = .11093 with Group 

dependent. 
= .04509 with Occupation dependent. 

Uncertainty 	Coefficient (Symmetric) = .06412 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

A.R.D.A. 	 Report #7. "Planning for Ap:riculture in Southern 
Ontario", Centre for Resources Development, Univ. of 
Guelph, 1972. 

Baker, O. E. "Th~ A~ricultural Prospect", in Our Natural 
Resource~ ann their Con~ervation, by Parkins, A. E. & 
J. R. Whi~aker. John Wiley & Son~, New York, lg39. 

Bertrand, A. L. "Research on Part-Time Farming in the 
United States 11 Sociolop:ica Ruralis, 1967. 

Brant Hi~torical Society. A Centennial History of Brant­
ford and Brant County, 1966. 

Brown, D. M., G.A. McKay and L.J. Chapman. The Climate of 
Southern Ontario. Climatolop:ical Studies. Number 5. 
Second Edition, Toronto, 1974. 

Chapman, L. G. and O.F. Putnam. The PhY'Siography of Southern 
Ontario. Univer~ity of Toronto Press, 1966. 

Clamrnn, M. "The Future of onmetropoli tan America'' 
American Scholar. 42:102-109, Winter 1972. 

Clout, H. D. Rural Geoi;i:raphy: An Introductory Survey. 
Pergamon Press, 1972. 

Duvick, R. D~ "Part-Time Farming in Two Areas of Southern 
Michi~an, 1959 and 1963" Michi~an State University, 
Quarterly Bulletin, Vol. 49, No. 8, 1966. 

Fuller, A. M. "Towards a Typolop:y of Part-Time Farmini:i;: 
A Conceptual Framework and the Case of the Val Nure, 
Italy" I.G.U. Commission of Agricultural Typology, 
VI M~etin~, Verona, Italy, Sept. lq74. 

Galloway, John. "The 'Persistent' Part-Time Farmer" 
Paper Submitted for Canadian As~ociation of Geogrqphers, 
Regional Conference, Carleton University, Ottawa. March 1975. 

Hillman, C. H. "Part-Time Farming .•• Its Influence on Y0ung 
Families" Bulletin 775- Ohio, Agr. Exn. Stm., Wooster, 
Ohio, May, 1956. 

Hoover, H. and S.C. Crecink "Part-Time Farming--Its Role 
and Prospect~ in the Clay-hills Area of Missis~ippi." 
Bulletin 621, Agr. Expt. Stn., Mis~issippi State Uni­
ver~ity, August 1961. 

112 



113 


Mage, ~. A. "Part-Time Farming in Southern Ontario--with 
Specific Reference to Waterloo County" Ph.D. The~i~, 
UnivP,rgity of Waterloo, 1974. 

Mage, J. A. "Part-Time Farming in Huron County" Qept. of 
Geo~raohy Di~cus~ion Draft, University of Guelph, 1974. 

Mage, J. A. "Part-Time Farming--A Comparative Analysis of 
Part-Time Farmer~ and Full-Time Farmer~ in Ontario-­
Some Selected A~pect~" Fir~t Guelph Sympo~ium on Rural 
Geo~raphy, 1975. 

Pahl, R. A. Urbs in Rure. London: L.S.E. Geographical 
Paper~. No. 2, 1965. 

Re~d~. L. G. "Niagara Region Agricultural Re~earch Report" 
Regional Development Branch, 1969. 

Salter, L. A. "The Place of Part-Time Farmin~ in the Social 
Economy of a Rural Area", M.A. The~i~. Connecticut 
State College, 1934. 

Stock , G. "Off-Farm Work by Small Scale Farmer~ in Ontario" 
Centre for Re~ource~ Development, Univer~ity of Guelph, 1975. 

Troughton, M. "Hobby Farming in the Lon:lon Area of Ontario" 
First Guelph Symoosium on Rural Geography, University of 
Guelph, 1975. 


	Structure Bookmarks



