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" ABSTRACT ° /

-

JAN ZAWILSKI
. L
' RECENT TRENDS IN THE UTILIZATION OF
‘PAID LABOUR IN QUEBEC AGRICULTURE

Prompted by a toncern for the vocational rehabilitation

P

of developmentally handicapped persons in agricultural areas

and by certain intéresting empirical observations, the major

o

aim of this research is to identify the most recent
develapméhts with respect to the utilizatidn of paid labour

by Québec Farmers.\ In Brder to gquide the empirical

investigation, ‘the following- theoretical problem is put

. forward: How has the 'penetration of capitalism' into ﬂyé@éc

;grieulture affected  the agricultural produceb's use of paid

< .

labour? ‘ ‘ N

Tackling this problem envolved an elaborats

theoretical discussion which saw the focus shift from an

‘initially high iavel of abstracti®on to lower leva}s‘?rom

which four propositions finally emerged. The first stdp is
a review of the related work of some authors in the Marxist
and Neo-Marxist t d;£ion. The :;équ phase is the
integration of muZEigi what is discusseﬁ‘in the review of ‘the

literature by formally introducinguthe concepts of 'Exchange!

( N
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and 'Dependence',. This permits the dlSCUSSLDH to chu:\an ‘

l,‘

the speczflc nature of the consequances oF the exchange ‘

betwge the agrlcultural producer and the brdgder GCOnamlc,
systaépon the sconomic acblvmty‘of the'Quéde farmer
including, most importantly, the .study's u‘tihate CONCBTN '~

the use of the. paid labour input. )

: . Labour force add.agrfcultural cgnsus data are put-
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‘depicted. If we take the sharp decreeée 1n the numben of

' Ffaced by the agricultural producer orlglnate in the_exchange
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i CHAPTER I . S .

Al . ﬂ '!'é

INTRODUCTION é

’ v ”/J-‘ . |

’ V ’ ':
It yould appear that whenever the subject 6f present \

Sy ' - ’

5_’1'

day actiyities of the farming community is mentioneéd by the
media, ¢ither in the hewspapers, on radioc, or on television, ‘

a pxcture of unFavorable or uncertaln economlb prospects is

PR e

farms in recent years as -aniindicator of the degree to which

gt 2R BN

the situation warrants congern, the above depictionnseems
to be well grounded (see Tables 1 and 2 For tha decreases
in the number of farms). As will.be seen later in thls thesls -

LN

the varibus sources of much of the unfavorable conditions

process betwesn, on the ane hand, the agrlcultural N

production sector and, on the other hand the urban-based

corporate céntres and the State.- The tesult of th;s

’

'unequal excha

3

agrlculturai

e betmeen the above partles leaves the”

prod’baf ip a dependent p031tion mlth regard~

to the acquisition of vital production inputs, the securing
‘e T -~ \\ . v .

of crddit and the fixing of price leveig\fdr agficultural »

products. This sidyation jis reflected in the demands of

‘individual farmers a d'Farm lobbying groups for higher i\fff\\\

erices regarding farm ce and fairer tosts at the farm

-1l-
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\ : -
‘ inputJ:nd Finance levels. These demands underllneythe ‘ ~
Ty, problems Facaddby the farmers 154§he area of the adoptlon
of v1able farming practlges. ThereFore; it would not ba
surpriéing to discover that the<ednditiens faced by the -
agricgltural producers have brought about noticéable§ . ‘7'
- p ' variations in farming strategies in receﬁt yeargs. It is,
thus, First-imperative'to analyse the economic Anditions

N " faced by the contemporary Farmgn, beFore.attempging an

-

investigation of any specific aspect related to trends

cancerning the econaomic strategies of farmers, in this case
. ‘ ~ i

»

the utilization of the paidslabour input.

R .
.
R B R CRNTIGPU S T SIS N
.

Put Broadly, the major e@bjective of this thesis is
to examine how tha penetratidn"} of capitalism into the p
’ agrlcultural sector has aFFected ‘the use of pald agrlcuAturaI - toe
labour in Quebec., ThlS(Wlllantall placing the empirical
lfocus.upon three factagrs: (1).the cohposition of the
agrlcultural lquur ‘force, (2) the tsmporal nature of pald
labour employment in agrlculture and (3) the economic
chardcteristics of t;a agrlcultural producers employlﬁ;
paid labouf, which lmplles a study of the degree of capltal
concentration in Farmlng act1v1élas. Has the use of unpaid

Famlly labour and farm operator labour been substituted to-

' -any considerable extant by paid agrlcultural labour? Who

-

) lThls teem is barrowed from an article written by Bernard
v Bernier, entitled "The Penetration of Capitalism in Quebec
Agritulturé", Canadian Review.of Sociology and
<o~ .Anthrqgglogy, 13 (4), 19763 pp. 422-435,

!

-

e lbmen . - -
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changad in recent yea

A

\

‘makes Gse of paid agricultural labour or, put differently,

" what are the ecanamic characteristics of the agricultural

producers employing Raid labour, and have these traits

? s paid agricultural*labou;

3 Ny
becoming less seasenal in character? These are some of the
1 4
\

main questions which will be treated in ?he research;

o The:invastigation of this problem will first inbolve

1

a ﬁheoraticaﬁ discdssion in phich the effects of the

‘penetration of capitalism in agriculture on the economic

- .
.activity of the contemporary farmer will be elaborated.

This will entail proceeding from a high level to lower

B

“levels of abitraction. The initial theoretical discussion

(Chapter II) willl consist of a presantation of ideas, which
- A :

Jére;found in the related literature, This concerns the impact

.of the infiltr tion of-capitalish into agriculture on the

agrarian coﬁmdnit and most importantly, the forces

contrlbuting ‘to the developmant and contlnulty of the.
genarally precarlous pos;flon of the farmer in.various -

i
contexts. The theoretical treatment will then proceed to

a(i:éer'lpvgl ofxébstraction, as the themes enéountered\in
8 iitqrature.rBView ars integrated, so as to perm}t a more
coﬁprehensivexanalysisﬁbf:theuﬂqebec context (Chapter III).;
This will be achieved by introduciﬁg the concept'q{

exchanga and the nDtlQ\\Of dependenca and, subsequently,
tracing the gvolution nf the interaction between *town

and country' to.arrive at the crucial linkage points

gg%waen the agricultural sector and thewbroédertcdpitalist

-

> |

A
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system which characterize the nature_ﬁf the cancerned exchange

process within the'contemporary capitalist market aconomy.

This rélationship between the agricﬁltural and
{

nnn-agricultural sectors is used ag a basis for
.. ! { o
explaining changes in theffarmar's use of

i

paid agricultural lapour (Chapter lV). Four .

pfopositions which flow out of the above discussion will
then be evaluated in the light of census and labour force

survay data for the working universe of Quebec.

The effects of the growth of the capitalist mode of
production on agricuiture HaVQ_presented a theoratica;
challanga to many writers in‘saveral contexts.® The
observatlon that capltallst relatlons oF productlon have not
penetrated the agrlcultural sector with the same easd they

N

have invaded other branches of the aconomy, has stimulated

" much thought, Soma wfiters (malnly from the Neo-Marxist

.

school of thought) have tackled this problem m;th varying

2, In: the case of (uebec, .for example, see B, Bernier in the
work previously cited, Diane Lessard, "L'Agriculture et le-

Capitalisme au Québec" (Montréal: Editions 1'Etincelle ,1976), '

. C. Chatillon, "L'Histoire de l'Agriculturé au Wuébec",
(Montréal: Editions L'Etincells ,1976), L. Bergeron, “L'Ln—.
tervention Etatigue et l'Aquculture le cas du Québec",
Monograph papsr, (Montreal,Un.de Montréal,Sept. 1977).

For the broader Canadian context, see M.J. Hedley, ’
"Independent Commodity Productlnn afid the Oynamics of Tra-
dition", Canagian Review of Sociology and Anthropology,

13 (4), 1976 and D. Mitchell, "Ihe Politics of food", '
{Toronto: James & Co., 1975).  In relation to the European
context ‘see, for ex., Karl Kautsky, "La fQuestion Agraire",
(Paris; V. Giard et Bridre, 1900). In relation to the:
Third World, ses R. Stavenhagen, "Social Classes in Agra-.
rian Societies", (Garden Eity,New York: Anchor Press,1975)

\

Lo . oL
3 See,” far example, the previously cited authors.

A
.0 £ .

-

AN e 2 8L Wt 9 S T e L

PR bt ek o s

IR




\;" ) . . " o . > . l . . -5—
o8 "dagrees of succeee. .The general line which is argued by most
"is that, even though capitalisf“relationg of .production do

i

noc ‘directly inPiltréte‘4\the~agricultural sector in caertain
contexts, the ?Ffects of capitalism on the agcarian'
population are no less'stringen£ than if the capitalist mode
of production dominated the agricyltural production orocess,u

i It w111 be argued that today's farmer, whils Stlll
retalnxng hle legal title -to the ownership of his means of
production, exarcises little control over the proFitability
of his economic enterprise.' He is litfla more than‘a

proletarlan in disguise mho is‘in a dependent pDSltan

u1s-é-v13 most of his cruc1al econamic relations wlth the

urban based corporate centers and the State. Besides

~

including the e;aborqd&on of certain arguments related to
the .question of what barriers the capitaliet'mode of
production may"encounder with respect to agriculture, the
above. theeretical position will be articulated and
- "’ conceptually integrated so as to prov1de an appropriate
| theoretlcal stepplng stone which will guide the readsr lnto.
‘ .d the dlscusslon.surroundlng ‘the use of paid labour in
i, agriculture. Concentrating on the sphere of economic
exchange in which the agricultural production secfor ie;
f: engaged, bnd on changes in the degree oF‘dependency of the
EPE agricultural producer on the netropolitan centres and on the

g State; will serve as a basis for ‘discussing the effscts of

]

' 40:, put differently, that prodyction is not organized'along
the same lines as it is in the industrial ssectors.

- .
4 . -

v
-
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~baen written recently on this subject. Least of ‘all, no

" the penetration of capitalism into (uebec agriculture.

It follows that if the economic situation of the

contemporary farmer has deteriorated (the agricultural

., producer having lost much of his control over his sconomic

activity) his use of paid labour will have also probably
bean‘afFectad; Except for a mainly descriptive look at

paid- agricultural labour in“Québac, in Diane Lessard's work

"L'Agricultura et le Capitalisme au Québec", little has

attemptsﬁﬁhve been’ made to link devélopments related to -the

use of égriculturai labour to events at the broader

‘lavel of the general impact of the penstration of capitalism

in agriculture. The two most compréhensive studies

encountared in the review of the literature both date back

:to 1960 and are also mostly. descriptive in nature. After

reviewing thp catalogue of tﬁe pubifcations<which emanate
from the “Ministdre de ltAQricultu:e du Québec", no

publication related spaecifically to the study of agricultural

~labour was uncovered. This fact underlines the need for

research 'in this area, even at the descriptive level. Also,
r ‘

. by outlining and articulating the previously mentioned

f ' . L
theoretical' 1inkages, and then evaldating the crucial

propositions which emerge, the product of this research -

- 1959", Ottewa, August,1960.
- o \

‘SGeorge V, Haythorne, "Labor in Canadian Agrigulture",

(Cambridge,Mass.:Harvard University Press,1960) and
Economics and Research Branch, Dept. of Labor,"Tremds .in
the Agqricultural Labour Force in Canéda,frqm 1921 to

¢

-6
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l
. ) A
should contribute to the clarification and slaboration of
the general Neo~-Marxist theoretical .Framework to be presented

o

in Chapters 11 and: 111,

)

One major issuse to which this research will address
itself concerns the guestion of : To what extent have.
capitalist rélations of producﬁinn directly penetrated
agriculture? ‘By focusing on the paid labour compbnenﬁ ;f
thé/agricultural labour force, we will be able to observe
to what e;ﬁent the agricultural producer explaits paid
labour. This-p;ocedure will provide the most-acéurate
measuring rod of the penetration of capitélist relations of
production - not to be con%uséd'with iha penétratioh of -
capitalisms- into agriculture. As will be éeen in £hé next
chaptaf; B. Barnier has argued that the‘Family farm still
remains the maJor form of organlzatlon af agrlcultural
production in Quebec. The analysis. oF the available data
on the paid agricultural labour force yill not only serve
to evaluate  the propositioﬁs put.Formard in Chapter IV, but

will provide a more reliable statistical basis on which the

pole 0} the paid Llabour force in the organization of -

61t will be arqued later that the penetration of capitalism

into agriculture in Quebec,and in other contexts as well,
has not taken the sams form with respect. to the penatration of
capitalist relatlnns of production as it has in most other
sectors of the economy, due to the existence of certain
obstacles unidque to agricultural production. It is therefore
necessary to clearly distinguish between these two terms,
The 'penstration of capitalism into agriculture' refers to
the seemingly unique and more indirect manner in which
'capital' has affected sconomic activity in the agricultural
production sector. It is the penetration of capitalism 'in
total',* as opposed to the more .limited concept of the infil-
. tratlon of capitalist relatidons of production.

°

o

o , .. . . )
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agricultural production can be more accurately pinpainted.

As seen aarliar,‘tha‘empiribal Fﬁcus of the reséarch
.is aimedsat obtainihg a comprehangive'picture of the. latest
developments with réspect to the following thrse headings:
" l. The composition of ths agricultural labour farce in
Quebec 2, The temporal use of the paid agrlcultural labour
force in Quabec and 3, The aconom;c characterlstLCS of the
agricultural producers employxng paid labour.. Ih the next ;
' fFew pages of thls introduction the basxsé?or the initial, % !
curxos;ty concernlng the problem, and subsequently for the

interest in the above mentioned .areas, will be explored. As

is often the case, this ressarch was prompted partly by

cbssrvatians which, at first, seemed puzzling. A practibal
ratlonale also stimulated the interest in tha are;xof the -
paid agrlcultural labour Forca.

Tradltionally tha term 'agricultural labour foygce'
has been 1nterpreted by the agrlculéural economlst as
consisting of three major elemants, namely farm operators,
unﬁaid family members and paid agriculturai workers. /Ks

already noted, the focus of the eﬁpirical investige’ion Con

Wlll be on the pald labour componsnt of the agricultursl

/
J/

labour force. However, this does not mean to §ay that the
other two camponents will be ignorea, since,¢évalopmgn£s

with respecg to anyone of the three element; can only be l;
Fully understood if viewed simultaneously with the

davelopments ﬁartaining to the other,ﬁmo.
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As seen above, ths rationa}e for'FDCUsing primarily

|

: ( g
on the paid labour component of the agricultural labour

> v /

force is twofold. First, the most interesting and at First

puzzling obsarvations which emerged as a result of the
initial readings and empirical research, left many guestions
ugansqered. For example, Why Pas the absolute size of the
Sgid year—round agriculturél labour force in GQuebec not -

decreased, while the number. of farms and the acreage of

‘ improved land have decreased ‘drastically? Is paid

agricultural labour becoming generally less ssasonal in

.character and, if so; why? SecQQd, an association with a

"L.E.A.P. project (Local Employment Assistance Program) in

Eastern’ Ontario which has, as its major objective, the
integration of developmentally handicapped paréans into

empioymant situations that are ‘'typically rural', motivated

/
- the pursuit of this study for more practical reasons.

/

kg

Aa‘jusﬁ hinted, one unéxpactad observation was noted

when raading "L'Agriculture et le Capitaliame au (Québec" by

.« Diane Lessard (1976). In a chapter devoted to the

agricultural labour force, this author brings out the Fact’

7Actually Lessard does get somewhat mixed-up in her figqures
(interverting the 1961 and 1971 figures for year-round -
workers) and instead of showing an increase for the period
-1961-71, the figures should have been showing a decrease.
(7,276 in 1961 to 6184 in 1971), However, when viewed in
relation to the large decrease in the number of farms for
the same period and the fact that the 1976 census of
agriculture shows a substantial increase in the number of
year-round agricultural worksrs (6,184 to 6,678) which

-occurred simultansously with again a large decrease in the -

number of farms, her infersnce was not, after all,without
" basis for validity. , '
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that, despite the large decreases in the number of farms

since 1961, the number of paid year-round agricultural
workers has actually dincreased (see Table 1). 1In the light
of the-targe decreases in the size of the agricultural

labour force which have been recorded since the Second gpfld

mér, this development was, at first, somewhat puzzling.

-

Leséard does not elaborate any caomprehensive

explanation of this phenomenon, and her treatment of paid -

" labour is generally descriptive. She does not articulate

the theoretical links which may have served to bridge the
gap betwsen her gensral theoreticad parépectiye and the

statisticdal observations that she noted. Why has the number

of year-round agricultural workers not decreased to a more

significant degreé and actuallj shown an increasa‘Fbr‘the
most }ecgnt period (1966-1976)7 Why has this phenamenon
o&cur;gg concuryantly with an.unprecedented decrease  in. the
nu%bqn o?(Farmé'é;nce 1956, and in the total acreage of -

improved land since 1961 (also &ee Table 1)7

N

These, and other related questions, should become

clearer as the propositions put forward gn Chapter IV are

I

pértly aimed at explicating this devaf%pmaht as it occurred
« / ! ' ,
in Uuebec and in other parts of Canada (for e.g., sas Table

2, in the case of Ontario).

The fact that decreases in the acreage of improved

/

land have occurred concurrently8 with decreases ‘in the number

8Thé fact that in the case of Ontario a substantial increase

in the total”acreage of improved land was recorded for the

-10-'.
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TABLE 1: Number of yea§ -round agricultural morkars, total

acreage of improved land, number of farms*and
average acreage of improved land per farm, ‘
Quebaec, 1921-1?76

4

.

1
Number of year- “meer of Total acr. Average Acr.
" round**agricul- farms of improvad of impr.land

Year _tural workers Co land - par farm
1921 - . 137,619 13,169,359 95.7

1931 e o 135,957 13,272, %86 97,6

1941 -+ -- - 154,669 13,363, 361 . B6,4

1951, . -- 134,336 12,693,250 94.5
1956 - 122,617 12,572,157 _ 102.5

1961 7,276 | 95,777 12,032,924 125,6
1966 5,966 " 80,294 7,629,346 ~  95.

1971 6,184 61,257 6,449,992  105.2
‘1576 6,678 o 51,%87_ 5,548,374 . 107,5

!

Sdurce: Statistics Canada,Census of Canada,

Agrxcultute-Quebac, Catalogues: . \ :
-96-535, Vol. V, Part 2, Bulletin 5 2-1, él961§
-96-706, Vol.IV, Part 2, Bulletim 4.2-1,(1971
-96-805, Bqlletin 12-1 , (1976)

The definition of farm used in this table is that oénthe
1961 and 1971 census,i.e., 1 acre or more,with sales of
agrlculturaL products of $50.00 or more(not in constant $).

v

Data is not available f&r the sarlier census years and -

the absance of such an item in previocus years may be an
indication that paid year-round labour in agrlcultura
constituted a proportionatsly less significant segment

" of the averall agricultural labour force.

-ll-
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Number of year-round agricultural workers,total
acreage of impraved land, number of farms* and
average agreagse of merovad land per farm in
921-1976

Ontario,

Number of year-

'**‘Same

S

Number of Total acr. Average acr.
. . round**agricul- farms of improved of impr. land’
" 'Year tural workers / land per farm
, / ! ' .
1921 - 198,053 13,169,359 66,5 ,
1931 - 192,174 - 13,272,986 69,1
1941 -- 178, 206 13,363,361 75. |
1951 -- ,,/149 920 12,693,250 . 84,7
y .
1956 . 7/ 148,602 12,572,157 89.4 /
C .
1961 - 18,419 121,333 12,032,924 £ 99,2
1966 14,339 109,887 10,761,916 97.9
1971 13,389 94,722 ' 9,992,467 105.5
1976 14,470 8s,s0L. 10,707,799 120.6
[ o
' Source: Statisties Canada, Census of Canéda,
’ "Agriculture-Ontaria, Catalogues: ‘
- 96-536, Vol, V¥, Part 2, Bulletin 5,2-2 219613
~ 96-707, Vol.IV, Part 2, Bulletin 4.2-2 (1971
- 96-806, Bulletin 12-2 , (1976) -
*  Same comment as in Table 1. ‘ /
comment as in Table 1 2



of farms argues against a simple>COnsolidétion approach te- \
the abovse quest;on. This approach woﬁlq suggest that the,
incregsé'in the number of paid ysar-round agricultural
workers is attributab}e to the explecitation of lafge; spreads
of farm land. But, as sesen in Table 1, .in the case of
Quabec, not only has the nﬁmber of farms dropped sharply,

but so has the 'number of acres of improved land. Even though

the consolidation of Farm land is most probably one of the /

b wn ,__,,-

factors (but Qt the only one) behlnd the numerical

v’ .,}\1'7"}

stabilizatxon of the paid year-round agrlcultural labour.
Force (as reflected in the notlceablg incrsasa in the
-average acrgage of improved land per farm in Quebec for e
period 1966-1971 -=-95, to 105.2-~) it mlll be argued tha{ a
more comprehgnsive explanation can be substantiated. This
explanation takes into aceount'developmgwts in the sghe;es
/ ofl¥alétions beiméan the agricu%tural pgoducer and the other

. ' &
sconomic agents with which the farmer must interact.

The second puzz;ing development which was noted

cdncerns the propartion of tntal’paid labour (as measured A

by the total meeks pa;d) taken up by year-round employment.

While carrying out research related to the numerical

period 1971-1976 (as reflected in a substantial increasa in
the averags acreage of improved land per farm -- 105,5 for

. 1971 to 120.6 for 1976 -- ) would lead one to believe that
the consolidation of farm land had a greater role to play

"y, +in the maintenance of a relatively stable numerical
compaosition of the paid year-round agrlcultural labour
-force for the concerned period than it is the case for
Quebec.-

1%
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.
composition of the paid agwicultdra; iabopf force in the

Eastern Ontario countiss of Stormdn;, Dundas and‘Qlengarry,

a very intefbsting obsarvation emsrged. As sasen in Table 3,

the proportipn ofltotal weeks of paid labour attributable to
year-round employment rose by 16% from 1961 to 1971 (63.6% to
79.6%) to level off, in 1976, at 77 1%. UWas this .0
develaopment uwnigue to thé agricultural structurs of these;
three counties, or Qas it an indicator of altréﬁd which was
common to agriculture as.a whole? And,_if this devalépment
was not a .localized phenomencon, what underly;ﬁg $tructural
changes related to agricultural production:doas it reflect? -
p Ths sscond sactton of the research addresses :f
itself to these questlons. The f‘act that‘he nature of ' the
agrlcultural praduction in these three Eastern Ontario
counties is quite similar to that found in the Provzncedof
‘Quebec (i.e.,.the great majority of productxon be;ng dqiry

.
orianted) -would lead one to expect the davelopment in

////’\\~\\Québec agriculture. This expectation is, of course,.
Eualifiad by the assumption that the other important

variables affecting the use of the paid labour input in
agriculturs (such as degree of mechanizqtiqniand size of
farm as measured by value of agricultural products sold) '; . i
are élso distributed in a proportionately similar‘Fashidﬁ 9 |

in both regiona. Invastlgating ;ha questlon at the,

provxncial level will Flrst serve to empxrlcally verify

whether a trend toward a larger‘prqpurtion of pgid.year- :

kp - - R
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TABLE 3: Proportion of paid weeks af agricultural *‘

labour attributable/to ysar-round workers
(Stormont, Dundas apd Glengarry, 1961-1976)

o

k2l
N}

S

Proportion of paid weaks . ‘Total number of paiﬁ
. attributable to . weeks of labour
Year-: year~-round workers :
1961 63.6% (30,600)- 200% ° (48,076)
' ) “ . . ) , . il £
1971 79.6% . (24,450) 100% (30,718} "
1976 - 77.1% (19,600) 100%  (25,427)

]

Source: Statistics Canada, Census of Canada,
Agriculture-Ontarié, Catalogues:

’ " - 96-536, Vol. V, Part 2, Bulletin 5
- 96-707, VYol.lV, Part 2, Bulletin 4.
~ 96-8064 Bulletin 12-2, (1976)

1971

Ed

22 §19613
2-2-

U . (-]
[l

*The iqtbl wesks of paid agricultural labour attributable

r~round employment was calculsted by multiplying
fumber of year-round workers by 50 (yééks).

-
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chapters.

wéoncerns the economic charactaristics of the agricultural

g

\
' /' -

round employment dogs exist in Quebec agriculture, aé‘weif

as to detasrmine the heuristic value of the theoratical
e A

framework which will be put Forward jn the following three

L3

———a

o

= : ' . e
The third area on which the research will focus .

producers hiring paid agricultural labour. As will be

elaboratad in Chapter 1V, certain changes in the aconomic

.characteristics (e.g., total capital value of farm, total

i

value of agrlcultural products sold, number. of year-round
workers amd acrsage of meroved land) are put forward as
being associated’ with the maintenance of. a rélatively stable

paid agricultural labour force. This segment of thezresearch

. is’ trucial in so far as it complements the explanation of

the obsarvation noted earlier with respect to the number of
b . . f

o

paid year-round workers in agricq}ture@

‘o

)

Returning to tﬁﬁisecond aspsct afthe\experience

which sparked the lnltg@l curiosxty in the problem (1.9.,

the relatldnshxp thh tha Work Team Servxces ProJact ) the

basis for the interest is quite sxmple. As mpl;ed barlier?

— \

to vocationally traln davelopmentally handlcapped persnns

. for- agrlcultural and other Jobs that are typlcally rural

gnd,hsubsequantly, tao f{nd these peopls employmant ln‘thesé

[

See* Appendix A for a brief description.of the Project
(i.e., the.official pamphlet put out by the Project).

.

< . - " ' \
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sectors, are the two major mandates of this Project. This
investigation of the use of paid ?gricultural labour is dF.
ggéat pote%tial practical value, both in terms of the
functioning of the project and with respect to the more
general social policy issues related to sarviées for the
deueligmentally handicapped in agricuitural reg?ons.-Thé
empirical data presented in this study will prodiQe.persons
responsible for the formulation of caherent sacial 6olicy

in the latter a;ea with information that hay guide them in
the production of more resbonsive and progressive policy
formulation. Sinte the developmentally handicapped'segmant
of the population displays greater than average difficulty
in‘adapting to the exiéehcies of the social ﬁiiieq,‘they are
more.likely than not to be re;t;icted in'their possibilities
for mobility which would provide them acées;—IB\other
geographlc locations in which JOb opportun;tlcs may exist,

In other words, developmentally handlcapped persons are more

- ¢

'llkely to be trapped in their region of birth and hence

suffer from the poor state of the\local labour market

wherever it exists. Thus, a secondary DbJBCthG of this

‘ressarch will be to gbstract fram what is generally put

quwérd as a*ﬁloomy picture for labour in agriculture, the

boteﬁfi@l b;ight spots%q mith respect to the integration of

2k

10

Analysing all the major factors which may, affect the
chances of a developmentally handicapped person sacuring
employment in agriculture goes beyond the design of this
study. ‘ For the purpose of this study, 'bright spots'
should here be interpreted ag the 'sxistence of job -
opportunities in agriculture. The identification of
recent trends relatad to-the employment, situation

e . |
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developmentally handicapped‘pérsons into the agricultural =

"labour force%

The following two .chapters will involve an

-

slaboration of a theoretical perspective through which the

effects of the penetration of capitalism in agriculture upon

the overall life conditions of the contemporary farmer will

be viewed. Chagter II will comprise a &iscussion'of how the

concaerned topic has been traated in the llterature. This
will 1nclude a brisf dlscu3310n of certa;n obstacles to: the
devé{ppment of ‘capitalist relations of production which are
inHarsnt to agricultural producéion and which appsar to set
the ag;iéultural sector apart from most dthér productinn
catégoriés in-a modern industrialized conﬁe;t., In
Chaptdr III, the focus will shift to how these 'theorstical
perspectives can be iAtegratéd in order to .arrive at a more
‘comprahensiva understanding of the general .situation in
~which tﬁé abricultural producer finds himself todéy in |
Québec. To this end, £he notions of 'exchange' and
-'depsndence’ will'beAintroduced to conceptually clarify the
_theoretical diécuésipﬁ of the effects of the capitalist
ihté:ventién into agri&ultu:e, ARs an illustrationﬂof the
heuristic valuse of introducing the concépé of dependence,

the discussion will turn to the work of Karl Kautsky

in agriculture constitutes the first step in datermlnlng
the potential for employment of the developmentally

handicapped population in agriculture. A discussion of some

of the factors,affecting the integration of developmentall
hand;cappad persons into agricultural employment may be
found in the conclusxon of this study. Howsver, it is

\

y
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aﬁtitled "La Question Agraire", in whiéh he ouﬂlines the .
orlglns and davelopment of t'he dependsnce of the agricultural
» prqqucer. Chapter III will conclude by descrlblng the
present dilemma in’which the agricultural broduper finds
. ' himself; with a special emphasis being placed on the notion
:-of the 'cost ~-price squeeze' which is at the source of much

\

,of hls economlc ills. This concept refers to a can-

stellatﬁon"oF{faqtors which are related fo the

- uhpreoedénted degres td which today's agricultural producer

-7

“is dependent'on cofporata interasts and on the state.

" Chapter IV will Qring_t5a~thé§£etica1 discussion to-
%té lowest level-of b&st:ackiop, hameiy thé effacts of‘the
cantemporary farmer's aconomic ;itqati0n on his use of paid
Lagricultural labour. Four prppositions‘mfil be put %orward
7 and thesg will be eQaluatad in the empigical.research.

A

» . . . Q-‘ . M N - .

1 -

' Ce Chaptar V consist% of a dlSCUSSlUﬂ of the
ma;;odology adopted ln ;he light of the concernad rasearch
problem and the rathnale for~u51ng sqcondary analy319 is
made explicit. The advantages épd disadvantages of using

. ‘ L" cerisus data and labour force statistics are explored.

Béought-ln to help clarify 188UBB related to pollcy
formulation in the area of services for the deve10pmentally
handicapped in rural areas and should not be seen as a
. comprehensive enumeration and weighed analy31s of all the
’ K ma jor factors which could potentjally come into play
‘ " vis~a-vis the employment of the. concarnad populatlon in
agriculture. ‘

-19-
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Finally ‘the four proposiiionS'put forward in Chéptqr IV
are operationalized in harmony with the data which is

available for analysis.

Chapier VI involves thaiﬁresentatioh and analysis
of the data put Fofward\in_ordei tq'avaluata the prﬁpositi&ns
in Chapter IV. o 3
Finally, in Chaptar VII, tha canclqgions are
discussed and a spec1a1 focus is placed on the relevance of
the rasearch findings for tha formulatian of social pollcy
ralated to tha employment af developmentally handlcapped

persons 1n agrlcultural arsas. . -




CHAPTER II

MARXIST AND NEO-MARXIST PERSPECTIVES ON THE

- EFFECTS OF THE PENETRATION OF CAPITALISM

INTO THE AGRICULTURAL MILIEU ,

" 1In thls Chapter key arguments from the work oF
Marx, Leﬁzn, Kautsky, mitchell, Hedley, Bernier and-
Siavenhagen, concerning the effects of the penatration,of:
capitalism into agriculture upon the relatlons of
productzon within that sector, and the general economlb

situation of the independent commodity (farm) produce:)wxll

be'outliped; The discussion will set the groundwork for the

more comprehensive treatment of the subject mgttprafh

Chapter III.*'In keeping with the fundamental tenets of this

‘perspecE}he, the focus has bsen on the ownership and control
'IBF the means of proddction and the relations of:production
which ahéue.' The fundamantai question which is being asked
is: How .have thess fadtors in the agricultural context been
affected by the growth of capitalism?

|

! -

Perhaps a good starting point in approaching Marx's
work on this question is his concept oF “primary
accumulation”:

...it‘signifies ﬁothing other than the expro-

priation of the immediate producers, this is the
end of private property based upon, the labour of

-21-
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its owner...the transformation of the individual \
and scattered means of production into socially s ‘
concentrated means of production, the transforma-
tioh of the pigmy property of the many inteo the

\ titan property of the few, the®expropriation.of
.'the great masses of the people From the land,
' from the means of subsistence, and from the 1nstru-
ments of labour~ this terrible and grievous expro-
priation of the populace -~ comprises the prelude
to the.history of capital... 1l

Generally speaking, for Marx, the consequences of this

primary accumulation were the formation of industrial citiss,

labour between industry and aépiculture and the formation of

the cabitalﬁst market.lehese were naéassarf prersquisites

Por the transition From Feﬁdalism,fo capitalism. The

oppoéitjon between touwn and ‘country is the first stage in
the emergencs of classss in this transition:

The division, of labour .inside a nation leads at'
first to the separation of industrial and
commercial from agricultural labour, and hence
to the separation of town and country and to the
conflict of their interests. Its further develop-
ment leads to the ssparation of commercial from'
industrial labour. At the samae time, through
the division of labour inside these various
branches, thare develop various divisions among
the individuals! co-operating in deflnlte kinds
of labour. 3

But Marx did net suggest that the development of these:

divisions would necessarily be s;milér in both industrial

.

‘kar1 Marx,"Capital’ Vol. 1, (London: Everyman,1972),

p. 844-855

2Enzo Mingxone "Territorial Division of Labour and Capita-<
list Develooment“ Current Sociology, Volume 22, 1974,

Skarl Marx, "The German Ideoloqy", Part I, (New York:

International Publishers), p. 43

3 .
i N , .

the commercialization of agriculture, the growing division of"
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centsrs and the countrysi&e. Rs Mingione' paints out:

. +..for Marx,’'primary accumulation is a total
socio~-economic process taking place outside the,
economic laws of capital which will later regulats
its reproduction. In view of this, one ocught not
to reduce the process to a mers economic mechanism
or even a generic historical evolution.  Although
Marx only focused on the specific forms in which
primary accumulation presented itself in England,
he did not exclude the possibility of several
variants occurring in other countries. 4

Thus, for Marx, primary accumulation does not necessarily

[
imply that the great majority of people remaining in the

countryside bacome proletarian, as was the case with the .-

baasants who emigrated to the urban centars. The principlés

delinsated in "Capital", which deéscribe the .polarization

of the urban populatioh.ihto two conflicting Elasses, should

not be seén as being aUtom;tically parallelled in the
countryside. Derﬁaps, not réaliéing to ﬁhat‘qxtant his
views wéra compatible with those of Mfo‘in this reéard,
Kapfsky'rightfully poinfs ouF: ‘ : C

The tendenciss of social evolution, as well as
- those of the evolution of agriculturs, are in’
most civilized .countries sssentially alike, \
but the specific state of affairs which these
tendencies have cresated arp extremely different
'in the various countries and aven in the various
parts of a givan country, due to differencss -
in geographical situation, climate, soil condi-
tions, past history,etc... 5 ‘

Turning to Marx's analysig of British égriculture

¢ t

4Enzo Mingione, Ibidy, p. 228 %

°K., Kautsky, "La Question Ag;alre" (Darls: V. Giard
. & E. Bridre Nl900), Pe V.
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it is easy to see how one could interpret this author as
believing that capitalism in agriculture'would'nocessarily
dévalop along lines similar to. those in other sactors of
the economy. If dne took his o@piricai investigation of
Briﬁ;sh agriculture as an ind;oator that Maggabelievedﬂ
similar sconomic procosses as the ones dgscribed in.
"Capital" were at work in both induétry aod agriculture,
one would éxpectuthe evantual dis%ppearance 3? the . oF
ndependent cammodlty producer 1n'agrlculture (or the
traditional famlly orlented organlzatlon of productlon)

Marx argued that this family form of production

.

organization employed little ar no paid agriculturalllébourm

[N

British agrjcultural development, From’;he 14th Ceotury.

on, was initially affected by {52 "exppoprihtion of peasants

. {
from communal land and individual plotq."6 This resulted in

the creation of a landed aristocracy, which with time,

according teo Marx, appropriated surplus-value from Ythe

farmer prope} who makes his own capital. breed by employing

. wage-labourers, and:pqys part 'of the surplus-product, in

money or in in kind to the landlords tents". 7 Thus, one
finds that the British case comprises a three-fold class .
model (a landed aristocracy, capitalist farmers énd'wage

labourers) which has been described as what

68. Bernier, "The Penetration of .Capitalism in Wuebec
RAgriculture}) Canadian review of Sociology and
Anthropology, 13. (4) 1976

, ,
Karl Marx, "Capital",Vol.l, (moscomzprogress Publlshars,
1974), p. 694

Bl
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MarQ saw as "typical of capitalist d%velopment and as the
model which would eventually and rapidly pgrevail in other
capitalist douhtries".e Yet, as Marx was well aware,

sventually in Britain the relationship betwsen the capitalist

'zFarmep‘and the landed aristocracy was to be altered
9

significantly by certain historical developmenté.ﬂ These
were the fall in the ualbe of precious-metals, the rise

in price of Farm‘pfoducts and, finally, the contractual ‘
- ' v

-agreement with the landlords. The Ffirst two developments

¢

"sweli?d the money capital of thé'f‘armers"9 and, .in effect,
this«basicaily femoved from them the burden of thev
appropriation by the landlords of the part of the surplus-
product because, as pointed out, rents were paid on the
‘basis of the old value of the mone y . 'YF these factors
aided in the development of capitalist farming, as Marx

states, then it is obvious that, in the end, the

felationship between the capitalist farmer and the landed o

- aristocracy was radically altered. Although in "Capital®

Marx does not elaborate upon the effects of these
. ' : %
historical developments on the class model, some speculation

leads oné to conclude that the conditions werse ripe Fof the

o,

capitalist farmer to buy the land from the landed

. éristdcrécy and, thus, Marx's threa-Fpld class model would

be reduced to two, the capitalist farmer and waéa labour..

For Marx, only one type of Farm,'in terms of size -~-physical

‘B Bernipr, 1bid., p. 423, HOUBVET, Bernier, unlike other Neo-

marx%st writers, does gualify this statement in 2 manner that is
consistent with the interpretation of Marx found in this thesis,

? Marx, Ibid., p. 695, , '

-




of an agriculture managed by capital”.

by Marx. As Bernier

»

size-- will be able to survive in such a situation, that

is the large farm. With the introduction of machinery,

Marx expected a decregase in the number of smaller scals
farmers, bacause "greater outlays of capital per acre and,
as a consequence, more rapid concentration of farms, were'

essential conditions of this new method".l0

With respect
to the small farms (which in Ireland at the time were more
or less 100 acres) he is quité explicit as to their fate:
"crushed one after the other...crushed by the competition
11'Thué, one sees
that, faor Marx, the essential charactaristics of
capitalistic Férming, ;s it developed in Britain, wefs
large farms controlled‘aﬁd owned by capitalist farmers
employing wagé labourers working within ‘a. money~credit.

¥

aconomy.

rd
4

'Howsver, this is not the only agricultural

produétiOn system affected py cépitaiism which was examined

12 points out, in "The 18th. Brumaire'

6f Louis Bonaparte" Marx describes the existence of ag
indapen&ant'commodity producerighom“das increa§ingly.
cbntroiled by the bourgaoisia through mortgagae, ldans,an&.
the'sala of agricultural products".l?
in greater detail in the latter part oF chapter 111, the

dependence of the contamporary Quebecois farmer in these

ARs will be slaborated

Onarx, Ibidy p. 634

Myparx, Ibidy p. 659
12gernier, Ibid, p. 423-424
lsBernier, Ibidy p. 423 '

-26-
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two spheres of interaction pas‘grown to urfbrecedented heights.
fhug,.aven @hough Marx did, to a cesrtain extent, anal}se and
describe thelloss of control which was exarcigad by the
independent commodity (fa}m) producer, he seems to have
believed that their fate Q;th regard to the British context
would he the same as the aréisan's, in the industrial
contaxt,.Forcﬁd into the wﬁrking class by the econemic

superiority of large capitalist entarprises.,

ﬁith the intrbduction of machinery and th9159velopment
of an agriculture managed by capital, Marx expect%d the number
of farms Eo~decraase and, as a result of concentration of’
f;rm land, the size of farms to increass. For Lenin, these
particular éspects of éritiéh agricul?ura,'mhgn applied toﬁx
American agricultura;'were not particularly good‘iﬁdicators

of «capitalist agriculture. from Lanin's‘parspéctive, wage

labour, like in Marx, is ar indicator of capitalist

g agricultura}a‘along‘miﬁh spch-indicators as increased capifal

investment in terms of both machinéry and wages to labour.15

‘Yet, in this partichiar study by .Lenin, thers is ane indicatonr,

r

16 laads Lani

which although'dealt with by Marx, to different

conclusions ébout the nature and development of capitalist
ﬁérms( This indicator is the intensity of productivi

(value of product over area of improved land) of farmin

~ 4 H v— i

IIV.I. Lenin "New data on the Law of the development of i=-
talism in- agriculture", Sslected Works, Vol. 12, l94§/

15 ‘ : g

Lenin, Ibide p. 220-222° .
18harx, "Capital®, Ibidy p. 632-634 |
17Lanin, Ibidy p. 220 ‘- - ~ e ’
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Thus, for Lenin, capitalism/ié seen to bs develaping alqng
two lines: one being compatible with Marx's views that there
Qill be an increase in farms, aiéng the old teehnical basis,
and h; other being the "creation bF naw Fa;ms,‘pa;ticula;ly
commercial farms, séﬁll‘and very,small in area; producing,
special Eommarcial crﬁps, farms which are distinguished for
their ext?smely large scale of producﬁion and theAemﬁloyment
of hired labour on very small arsas of lénd.laikare ane sees(
that, for lLenin, thevdevalOpment of the small specialized’ o

farm is congistent with capitalist agriculture, becausse

farms, small in arsa, may not necessarily be small in other

terms:
i

Small farms, while still remaining small as ragards
arsa, are being converted into big farms as fegards
scals of production, the .development of livestock
farming, the quantity of fertilizer used, the
extent’ to which machinery is smployed,etc. 19

Thase farms will survive because the "main trenduof“capitalism

is the elimination of small pfoduétidﬁ by large-scale

praduction, both in indusiry and agriculture".za Therefore,
in Léniq'S'modal of capitalist degaldpﬁant of the
ag;iculturél.sactor, one finds the disappearance of thse

small farmer7ih”terus of tﬁé’SGala af prodycfidn and the

creation of higﬁiy intenéive commarcial farns which are more -
i P . . . . .
_capitalistic than the larger Farme. In the process, the

farmer will become "a commodity producer, whether he wishes

I8 onin, Ibidy p. 235 . °
19 enin, Ibidy p. 247

20, anin, Ibidy pe 248

¥
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to or not, whether he is aware of it or not...".
The main theorgtical contribution advanced by Lenin’
v . ' .
is that the intensity of productiony rather than merely the
) , LA W

. ! , &
size of the farm, should be sesn as the key variable in an

agsessment of the degree to which agricu;tural production |
has been influenced by the sxigencies of the'capitalist
market place. Lenin impliss that th objective of achieving
a high rate of productivity (which is related to the
question of the size of farms) may impede the extent to
whichchpigalist~rela§iéqé of production develop in
agriculturse. In,coqtrast t0v0£hep sectors, where the small

entreprensurs and artisans are mare likely to succumb to the

]
i

more Fompetitive position of the lgrgar scale capitaliét
) enterpri;e;, and where the»po}arizatiqn af labour and cap;tal
is more pronounced, the survival qf—the small acraage, highiy
°intensiye farm oparaﬁion in agriculture, will result in a

légs pronounced labour/capital split'mith regard tog the

.organization of the relations o. production.

B

Karl Kautsky has provided aa’elaboration‘oﬂ some of .

- ‘the arguments implicit_ih Lenin's‘work; as wsllnas -
artic;léting the nature of other obstacles to the
davhlopﬁaﬁt of 'ca?italist rgiations°d€ production
.inherent in égriculiure. As hinted earliar,aKautSkylsiagad

Marx as adplyiﬁg, without reservation, his esconomic theory

of "Capital" to the agr;culturalwsecéo}. He notess .

2 »

L v

2l onin, Ibidy = p.r275 - e
PN - ' ) . s . 7 f.'}
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As far as I can Judga, flarx's deductions cannot be
transported as such in the" agricultural domain. Un
quastions related to agrzculture, he sometimes’
" axpresses thoughts of great‘value, but ‘his evolu-
¥ tionary theory, which presupposes the growth of
" largse scale exploitation, the proletarl ation of
.the masses, and which deduces from this¥evolution,
as necessary, socialism, this theory becomes clear
only when considering industrial evolution. 22

-

)

Littls has Eeen said. in thae cbntadgorary literature about

what makés agriculfural exploitation structurally incongruous
to‘iﬁquét{ial enteranisq. The following arguments put Forth
by Kautsky should serve éo enlighten\the qpeétion of why the
composxtlon of -the agricultural labour force presents a
4'v1v1d contrast to that found in most other economic sectors.

, T .,
These arguments are also relevant to a discussion regarding
., . -

»

the future of the organization of agricultural production...

¢

T

-

For-Kautsky thers are ﬁore ubstaéies to bvercoma in |
agrlcultura than in 1ndustry with regard to the |use of P
- machlnery.z3 First, there is the problam of an" art1F1c1al
vs. a natural enviornment. The factory.enviornment\is molded
‘tb Fit the-ex;gancies of the:machins. ° Howsver, in
abricu;ture”thg machine must be adapted to'nagura and this
- is difficult.as it often presents a téchdical obstaéle.
Saeond, in agr;culture, machines are used part of' the year,

as compared to the whole year in indusiry. This is due to

cllmaplc condltxons (the number of crops that can 69

22
23

Karl Kautsky, ‘Ibide p.-5

This discussion of’ machlnery is a summary of the arguments
found in Kautsky's. previously cited work and more specifi-
s . call{ in Section c), "La Madhine dans l'Agriculture" of
Chap er IV, pp 55.71. °
' Q
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harvested sath year) and to the temporally spaced stages of -

'agriéultural production (tillering, seeding, harvesting,\

etq.). Thus, the savings in manpower are smaller ig -~

agriculture, all things being equal. The cost of the

»

machinery must be yeighed against man-hours saved in

2

agricultural pro?uctioﬁ , and this represents an economic

N 4

obstacle. Third, Kautsky argues that aéricultural labour
has usually been relatlvely cheaper than 1ndustrlal labour,

and this stlll holds true today. The lower the salarles,

the less 'the wish to introduce machinery, since the

3

entrepreneur wishes to save money paid.q&t in salaries and .

not merely man-hours. Fourth, machinery in indéstry usually

134

requires no more specialized workers than the ones found -in

the factory or craft. 'Working all year. with a particular

. . , ©
machine, a worker becomes profieient in serving it as, far

example, Adam Smxth34Marx and De Tocquevxllazé have pOLnted
out. On the ogher hand, in agrxculture, mach;nes ars oFten
more complicated and require graater knpwiedge to sarvice.
But there: are generally less apportunxtles for edqcatxon in
thp country and the agricultural weorker does_not become as
pfoficient with any parércular Farm'méchinery due to tha

saasonal natyre qf aéricdltural production. It follows

from the above that, with the increased use of”more complex

24 -

Adam Smith, "lUealth of Natlons“, (New York; Pengu;n Books,

1977)

25 »
Alexis De Tocquavzlla, “"Democracy in Amerlca“ Volume 2,
. (New York: Random House Inc., 1945) .

”
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machinery, recruitment of agricultural workers possessing

v

the specialized knowledge can become a safibug problem.

Fifth, Kautsky maintains that-For farm anterpris;?r\being

often far away from tT ansportatlon links and frofk machinery

ﬁaqﬁories;’it is more difficult and more costly than for

industrial enterprises to procure machines and to service,;

a
°
i

breakdowns.. ' oo

The next set of obstacles raised by\Kautsky'comcerhs

26

the limitations of land He- argues that, in industry, thg

means of productlon can be multlpllad almost at Wlll, mhereas

in agriculture the essential productlve force, land, has in

given conditions a given area and cannot be increased at will.

However, one must admit that, since Kautsky's time, thate

- haé been a striking incre in the productivity of land due

to scientific breaﬁthroughs~in fertilizer, #ésticide and

‘oﬁher‘cfop planning areas and acreage of improved land

4

rapresents,les; problems 'in terms of increasing yi’ealds than
it has in the past.

i

‘In.contrast to accumulation and centralization of

capital in industry, according to Kadtsky, all thd land that

can be 8cquired for agricultural production has a minimum

d1mensxon which is unworthy mf belng compared to the emounts

’ accumulated by the capltallst class in industry. In

»

agripdfture the enlgrgément“ofj;he estate can only be

By

.

26 ‘ o>

Karl Kautsky, Ibid, summary of arg ument 1n Sactxan c),
"La limitation du Sol",-PP 216-219 of Chapter VII, "Lesf
l;mltas de l'exploztatxon capitaliste"
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achieved by uniting'several plots into one. "In _industry,

accumulatipn usually precedes centrallzatlon and can be

achieved. lndépendently of centrallzatlon (i.9., by uniting

_differsnt small tapitals into a large one). In agriculture,

*

Kautsky argues, this ‘'law' does not appl; and centralization

must occur before a¢CUmulation can results In lndustry the

euppressxon of smaller scale business ' is the conseguance and

not the a priori condition of the fFormation of a large

industrial enterprisg, like it is in agriculture: )

...wharever land is split into private plots,
and where small ownership dominates, land cannot
be acguired by large scale entsrprise other than
by centralization of a few small properties. The
dxsappearance of several small farm enterprises
is the prerequisite caondition necessary for the
formation of a large enterprise. But this is not

. the only condition; they have to form a continuous
surface, so that from their reunion a large
exploitatlon ls born. - 27 .

weothis prlvate/ownershxp of land in
agriculture is thus a powerful vbstacle to the
development of large scale exploitation as
powerful as it may be, an pbstacle that 1ndustry
does not have toope wzth. 28

.Kgutsky then goes an ta arguse, iﬁ&gl;ehiQ{#that the lafge'

'scaye eiploitation is not necessarily the most profitable

and that there is an "ideal sizs" 29'?0: a Farm enterprise.

In 1ndustry, generally speaking, large sCale exploltatlon is

superior to small "scals.

=~

27
28
29

w

Karl Kautsky, Ibid,®pe 217 -
Karl Kautsky, ‘Ibide
Karl Kautsky, Ibide summary of argument in Section d),

""La grande exploitation n'est pas ndcessairement la

meilisure”, Chapter VII, pp 2194227 ‘ ,

33

In industry, homaver, there are also

k!
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limits to size of an enterprise whigh, iF-exceeded) will

. -

cause it to became non productive; but: in agriculture,’
" the size limitation is of a far greater importance: o

~The enlargement of any 1ndustr1al enterprise - ]
represents a concentration of productive forces
" with all itg ensuing advantages. the saving of
" time, costs, materlal, supervision, etc. In
agriculture this is true up to a certain point.
In contrast, in agriculture, sach increase in
size amounts to a considerablevincrease of the
surface of.exploited land and, as a consequsncs,
* produces a greater loss of material, a greater
expense in effort, meansg and time for transporta-
tion of thde morkars and todels...30

In agrlculture, by~contrast to industry, the value of material
S transported is less, -generally, relative to their weight and
volume (s.g., Fartilizars, hay and other feed). Ths larger
the proparty, tha more supervision of Lsolated workers is
p difficult, Also, in agrlculture, the methods of
transportation are gsuallyxmore primitive than in industry..
The advantages of iarge scals exploitation cbmpansate for
" the disadvanﬁages of disténcd, but after a caertain size
limit the advantagss decreasé. Thus, Kautsky ar$ues, there
is'anbideal‘siie, all factors being equal, which differs
L6 : ¥ . : s -
according to the nature and qgality of the soil, the type
of farming and the degreé of mechanization: .
‘We caanay genefally that the_maximum spread
of a property [ the igeal siza} beyond which : .
g the advantages decredse [advantages of large ‘
scale farm exploitation] diminishes as pro-
) duction becomes more intensive, i.e., as
there is more capital engaged. The more

intensive the exploitation, the smaller the \
land will have tao be for a given capital. 31 ’

3OKautsky, Ibideg pe 219 ’ i
liautsky, Ibid, p. 221 |
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-large output farm enterprises, either in.the form of small

=35

The final obstacle mentioned by Kautsky concerns the

‘manpower shortage.zz,Large scale ideai size entefprisas

‘cannot be exploited without an adequats supply of agricultural

workers. Kautsky foresees that, with technological progress, -
the need for labour should decreasa and that conceivably |
labour shbrtaées will become less of an obstacle te the .
development of capitalist agriculture. Also, as sesn eérlier
in relation to m;chinery, the éhortage problem will also

depend on ‘the skill level of the éﬁailablé labour.  But,

until-a high 5agree of technical sophistication is reached,

S

the availapility of labour will have an important part to

play\in detérmining the extent to which capitalist agricul-

¢

tural production will infiltrate into the countrysidse. .It

is mainly the small. farms that provide the manpower fFor tha.

farmers who require work, or in the form of the -sons and

¢

daughters of these small farmers who have been forced off

the land: o

The production of this agricultural resarve labour ~ v
force decreases wherever large scale production is
raplacing small scale exploitation. By ewvicting ‘

independent commodity producers, large scale exploi-
, tation increases its acrsage, but decrsases the
number of persons whg work the land. 33
kautsky argues that even where large scale farm enterprise

has tried to prropriata the peasant owners, there are . Y

3%Karl Kautsky, Ibid, Summary of argument inm Section F),
"Le manque de bras", Chapter VII, p. 236-250)

33 E'\ _ :
Karl Kautsky; Ibide p. 24 , s
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‘always a few who manage. to settle down in the vicinity.

This reflects the mechanism whereby large scale exploitation,

'although it is subéténtially technoiogically supsrior, seonsr

or later fails as a viable enterprise without an adequate
supply of labour. Kautsky sees the key to the esvolution of J
agricultural production in the growth'af what 'ha terms the

-

Latif‘undia34 i,e,, large ideal size e&ploitations cultivated
by agricultural workers for the benefit of an absentge‘owner.
ﬁe believes that it is through this form, and not through

the extension ad infinitum of individual'p;operties; that
ﬁodern capitalist.agricﬁlture will dewglop and that this

form has no more limits than the éant ization of capital.
This leads the way to the most perfect kind of production

that modern agriculture is capable of i.e., the ;ﬁdfvidualL

ownership of several farm enterprises,.which results

‘eventually in their fusion into a uniqgue organizafion, in

a methodical division of labour and coopsration betwesen the
‘ 35

various farm enterprises. According to Kautsky,” the

- e ' €
advantages of the Latifundium lie in the centralization

of management i.e., in the combined organization of various
services. Hence, in the interest of production, a more

rational use is made of the diversity of the various lands,

34Karl Kautsky, Ibid, summary of argument in Section e)

"Le Latifundium", Chapter VII, pp 227-236

35Kautsky had much more to say on the question of the impact
of capitalism on agriculture, a discussion of which,however,
is reported in the next chapter as his analysis seams to
integrate and expand on many of the ideas put forth in this
evisw of ths literature.

&
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climates and resources of the\ppuperties,. However, as will
be séen later in this literature révieu, the penetration of

"capitalism in Quebec agriculture has not teken’this route to,

any. considerable extent.

So Far, the related perepectives of three of the'mest

\\fPromlnent radlcal thlnkers of the 19th and early 20th

centuries have been presented. The works oF the next three
authors to be examined, take,‘as-thelr context agriculture

in the Canadian Prairies (M1tchell and Hedley) and ‘in 0uebec
(Bernler)
‘Don Mitchell's starting‘'point in his discussion of the

) penetration of capitalism into Canadian egriculture is thel

identification of "the caentral dynamie oF change“. 36 This

o
is the cost-price squeeze which results From the’ inflationary,

land prices produced by speculatlon on. land and the

' Cafadian land tenure system?7 from "thé existence of
olignpolfes with power to regul%te pricés and nerkets“sq

and from the fact that "Farm product prices are

.deliberately depressed by Eoth public and private .

egencies"sg. .The cost-price squesze, according to Mitchell, .

has radically alLered the Canadian agricultural production

36

D. MLtchell “Mm.A. Thesisy "Oliqopoly and tM& cost-price
~ Squeeze; R553331ng the causes and effects of riral .
Decline",unpublished MA Thesxs, (Reginas: University oF

Saskatchewan,1973),p.11
370 Mitchell, "The Politics of Food)} (Toronto~ Jaqgs & o
Co., l975),pp 18-28 ‘ , i
"¥8p. mitchell, MA Thesis, p. 61

39). mitchell, MA Thesis, p. 76
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.farm which hires wage labourers and is not owned by

higher incomes by increasing the volume of output in

" 40

~-38-~

N}

system in Western Caneada.

The tradltlonal Farmer, who "operates as an

independent capltallst-producar, usually owning his own

land and equipment and prov1o1ng most of the labour

himsalf‘"40 is a rapidly disappearing bresd in Canadian
.

-

agricultures Mitchell argoes that the traditional independent

commodity producer is being replaced by the development of

€

(four specific ‘types of farms. First, there is the corporate -

%53 .—!:’-70%::&‘;“ -

individual capitalist farmers. _ As Marg would certainly
ogree, these Farms;rapresent the complste pensetration of
capitalism into the ogricultural sector. Althoogh they
reoresént only a small proportion of the total number of

-

Canadiahifarms,"mitchell asserts that there is a trend

in Fhis direction which, although small, is "signiﬁicant“fl
The oext .three types of farms represent baé?cally the

changes in the organization af prodootion which have ensued
in Western Canada as a rosult of the‘coétfprica‘éoueeza.
Having to face production costs which wer; rising faster

than returns on thelr produce, one.grdup ‘of farmers: (who,

according to M1tchell are in the maJorlty) tried to achleve

[

‘_whatever'commodiiy they were sngaged in., This meant

the purchase of more land, maohinery, fertilizers,etc.

Mitchell, “The Politics of Food", ibidey p. l1. |
41 -
. Mitchell, Ibidey p. 11 -
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"They became the high risk entrepreneurs who would exchange
debts for capital, equipmant' and land on the gamble that )
the productivity advantages would pay dividends“’.42 This éx‘
group is, in turn, divided into two other sub-groups, the
/ ,

medium and large farmers, who are defined in terms of their
relationé of production:

Middle farmers are expahding incomes thrbugh greater

use of technology and land, generally work indepen-

déntly wlthout hired farm labour and without them-

selvas balng engaged in off-farm work; jhe larger

‘individual and corporate farms are expanding employment

of both technology and labour and control an lncreasxng

proportlon of overall resources.J 43 -
To put it plainly, "They are becoming/bosées over wage-labour
in addition to, or instead of, their traditional role as
independent producer".44 The other group of farmers, created
in response to fhe cost-price squaezq,.were those who:

. * . ¢

“tried{to avoid the pressure of rising costs by maintaining
a small 'land base. They scrupulously avoided cost'thlays
for land, bdildings and machinery. They tried to offset .
declining net incomes by making their farms mors labour
. ‘intenside and self sufficient....by keeping a small number
of pigé..} and, when possible, engaging in off-farm umrk."(‘5
m;tchell:chdoses not to compare this last category of

;Farmers with the others’'in terms of‘similarities, but rather

chooses to see these small farmers as having "increasingly

" 4Zpitchell; "The Politics of Food", Ibidy .p. 19
43mitchell, Ibid, pe 26 -/ ‘
“4mitchell, Ibidy pe 26

43mitchell, Ibidey p. 19
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more in common with non farm industrial workers than with

. 4 . .
thair large farm neighbours”, 6 They also have, ‘for Mitchell,

"much in common®with the growing number of skilled farm.

workers who, are working for wages for larger farms or farm

. 4 ' -
corporations”. 7 Changing relations of pro?uction are

accurring in Western Canada and this is indicated by the
development of capitalist and:'semi-capitalist' relations
DFEprdduction, as reflected~in thé development of corpbrata
and large farms, through the employment of wage labour and
'capital intensive farming methods. However,/For m;tchall,
the lmpact of the penetration of capltallsm into agrlcultura
is not limited to changes ip the ralatigns of prbduction..,
This can be seen by the Fact'th;t,'in Mitchell's model,'tﬁé
-middle s;z;‘Farmer ls not a capltallst farmer. Yet, his
coming into existence marks the adoptlon of an seconomic
strategy of qxpansio: invgiém‘of the\costiprice squeeze.
drganizational change hés occurred, and by this is megntj
"changes jin the prganizqtipn of‘produption which occur
'wifhin tﬁa ffamewﬁrk of the independent coﬁmodity Form}of

»productlve relatlonship"48 i.8,.,. changes from.labour

. \
1nten31ve farming to capltal intgnsive Farmlng. Cnncerning :
the third group of Farmers in mltchell's model. i.e., the
small farmer, changes are also occurrlng on tha level of

the ralatloﬁs of production and they are becomzng, to a

large degres, wage labburersg )2ﬁ’

* 46mitchell, Ibide p. 26
4Tmitchell, Ibidy pe 26

' |
4Bm J. Hedley, "Indenendent‘tommodlty Qroductién and the
Dynamics of Traoition", Can.Rev. of Soc. and Anthr.,.
13 (4), 1976 o
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Like Mitchell, Max Hedley sees the independent
cammadity produca; faced with the problem of continuous
declining income as a result of the cost-price squeeze. As
o‘consequénce the producer is forced into moking continuous
changes in the organization of production if he is to
remain in farming -As will be seen in Chapter IV, the
natore of the vaoious economic strategies which are adooied
by the agricultural prodocers caught in-the éoSt;prica
squeeza ié very relevant to any discuosion of the use of
paid. labo&r in agrlculture today. This Chapter will xnclude
a discussion of the range of the various economic strateglas
adopted by the farmer and their lmpllcathns For the use of

paid agrlcultural labour.
[
/

a

Aocording to Mitchell, the resulting onganizational
change melxéa the necaessity of the transformation from l
labour Lntenaxve to capital lﬂtBnBlVB Farmlng‘and a need
"to cont;nuou:?} modernize the technology of productioq" 49
.For Hedley, homsvat,-the organ;zatlonal changes ralated to °

productzon bnought an- by the cost-pricse SQUB6283 may also

¥

At

~ take’ oh~axnonwexpansionlst nature in terms of contlnuoualy

'lmodernlzing the technology of productlon ‘and of becoming

" more capital 1qtens;ve. Yet, they may still be<oop31derod
as rational -strategies in view of tho ooal of otaying in

farming. Hedley :.came to this conclusion in an article

49 L ‘ ' | B .
.Hedley, Ibid, p. 416 - .
ﬁn o ‘\{ ' ‘ ‘ ' L .
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.entitled "Independent Commodity Production and the Dynamics |

of Tradition"50 in which he argues against the tendency to

interpret the presence of seemingly béckwgrd farm practices

as resulting from the persistence of traditional attitudes

- ’. \L
and values: ' :

Farm producers in Western Canada do not fit the ‘r
classical acculturation model or- the model of :

4 an isclated reality, in that historically they
came into existence as part of the frontier of
an expanding capitalist society. They were the
agents of the colonizing society. However,
attempts to analyse the small-farm problem tend v
to adopt the perspactive of normative dualism
in that small producers are treated as being
"backward" and isolated from a more progressive’
sector and their difficulties ars considered to

-~ be a product of their own perversity. 51.

In contrast, Hedley suggeéfs that what may appear to be
. 9 -
backward farm practices.are not necessarily reflections of

/

outmoded v;luas and attitudqg.‘ Réther, he @aintains that‘
the pérs{stence‘g? these apparently backward practices is
athe.res;lt of the response of.producers to evglving condi-
tions~oé production.sz THus, for Hédiey, the eaxchange systam

within the capitalist market framework plays a crucial role

in the bersistangéxéf these seemingly.traditignal farming l}_

strategies: '

Direction is imposed on the provess of change
‘through the dynamics of inter and intra-class
interaction, which is mediated throfgh the

" process of exchange. The outcome of exchange .
is fundamental for, upan it rests the ability RN o
of farm households to renew or expand the means : -
of production: 53 . S )

1 U ad .

L

Hedley, I.bide " 224gdiey, Ibidy p. 415 .
lhedley, Ibide P. 413 o 53Hedlay, Ibidy p. 416 S 1
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Given the presence of oligopolies in both the agricultural
input sector and the food-processing énd retdil sectors,

> » ’ .
Hedley, like Mitchell, argues that the independent

a

commodity producer is in a weak bargainiﬁgbpositioh'vis-é- \\_N)

v’

vis the ‘sale of his produce and the racquisition of Férm_

input produbts. 8ut; whereas Mitchell 'seems to iﬁp;y éhat

the pétﬁ oF‘survival is to&ard becoming‘more spacializea

and ﬁogg capital intensive? (agd hence a greagen indgalE;;;ss)-

Hedley sees the independent commodity producers in his study

-

aq.adépting strategies which rénge betwsan, on the one hand

the risks of greétar capitalization and specialization and,,
on the other hand, the certain doom of maintaining a low
productivity farm enterprise. Implicit.in Hedley's

description.of the organizational changes of agricultu;él
{ production is that farmers e&n his study view ths legal “

ownership of the means‘of production‘and a large mortéagej'

.and tapital debt as incompatible., As he states: -
. ¥

All producers are clearly aware of the necessity
nf continually lncraasing output and productivity
' th maintain-or increase their income, Conversely

" they recognlze that ‘the.growing specialization
that :is gntailed heightens their vulnerability to
rapxd loss af ownership of the means of prodGE%an.
It is therefore not surprising to find that all
Rassan producers still attampt, to maintain some

. protective diversity while progressivedy becoming
mofe specialized. In other words, current attempts: .

* to maintaln a.diversified operation as well as the : '

P

N
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" -undermine the viability of their enterprises. "For the

characterzzed\by mitcﬁell. Their response to the cnst-prlce

capltal beyond their meedlate reeouiﬁqs."57 ;‘ . ‘
4 [ . ‘ !
? Hedley, Ibids, p. 418 L, N
>’Hadlaey, lbidy p. 417 0
56Hedley, Ibidey p. 418
‘57 . . ‘ N - -
HedLey, Ibid., 'p. 419 . o R -~ , ‘

b ]

development of more specialized farms are.a direct ° :
response to the social conditions of production. 54 .

- N

43
k]

Hedley's 1ndependent commodlty producers are

juxtapoeed somewhere between Mitchell's medium and smalk
- N A \

farmers. They have chosen, or rather have been forced, to

increase their productivity and output of their labour

L

through increased capitai intensive farming, but they have

s Mt .
chosen to do so slowly "while reducing the risk of rapid -

'
¢

less of ouwnsership oé,the means of broduction?squnder such
> \ N

conditions, expénsion is slow and can be QUite~easily

-

undermlned as-it "takes very little to turh a small surplus

56 ’

1nto a deFlClt" It is indeed qyeetlonable as to whether

4

any of the Independent commodlty producers in Hedley's,

study Wlll achieve ths-status of ths. mlddle elze farmer as

squeeze,hae put them in a situation where they are faced
with low sav1ngs ‘and are therefore Freqmﬂﬂ&lxaobllged to, .
.cut back on persohdal and productive consumption or to’

engage in wage labour.. In doing so, they threaten to
) . - \ R .

.
R, S U

4
smallest producsers, the f ure is sealed because the

Pl

cummulatlve §ffect of thess practices plades the renewal of ~ f

t - s
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From the above. discussion certain features of Western

Canadian agriqﬁltare hade\become clear.’ Bﬁth Mitchell and
Hedley ses that farmers whe adopt wage iabour as a means of
earning édditionai income are. a.step away from: '
sestotal ali;nation from the means‘of pro-
. duction. Individual producers will undoubtedly
survive for the duration of their. productxve
life, but the opportunity of financing a new
generation of producers by this adaptation seems
to be practlcally absanta 58
g In MLtchell's modal‘%hls would leave only the zﬁadle size .
farmer as an 1ndepend§nt c;mmodlty,producer, and his future .
. in this caoantext is vague. He may be. unable to rebroduce :
himself as a plass, or may rely upon wage labburjas he.
= becomes increasingly capital intensive. For Hedley, the
fature is clearer, it will becoms increasingly difficult -
for the "ipdepeﬁdent commodity form of productive relations,
with’its limitad supply of labour, to prinde access to the
steadily incréasing éapltal requirement of @grlcultural
‘ productlon".si ThereFore, if one accepts m;tchell s and
: k, Hedléyﬁs positlons, the future holds, at best,-aldecreaSLQQ
rdle For:the independent cammodity producer in Canadian
agriculture. The question now-at hand is: What changes
#- in terms of relations and oréanizatiPﬁ of production have
p

occurred in the Qupbecvagriéulturai sector?

-
Y Ir's

P . A

Assuming that the arguments put forward by Mitchell
and Hedley, pertaining to ﬁhg effect of the cost-price

- . “%Hedley, Ibidy p. 419 -

y *%hadley, .Ibidy p. 419

s " \ ’
. . \
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squeeze upon the independent commbdity producer have
heurisifc value in the Qusebec®context, we would expect to
find that in‘Quebeq the indepgndent cammodity producer is
also being forcad‘into organizational changes in order to
survive. Therefore, in order to ma;ntéin or increase his -

income, the Quebec farmer will be forced to increase the

-

productivity ef his enterpriée and, as will bgtar ued,in

Chapfer IV, this will involvey, in certain instanges,

increasing the use of the paid labour input.

S
B. Bernier, in his article "The Penetration of

Capitalism in Quebec Agritulture" argues that, up to this
\ -«
peintuin time, capitalist relations of production have not

1
!

dgveloped to any considefableudedrea iﬁ dquebec: .

e .
—~

. "In fact, with the exception of a small number *° '
- of very large farms where one can find the -
use of fulltime agricultural workers, the great '
ma jority of Quebec farms are still of the family
. typs, although some hire wage labour occasionally
or at harvest time. Thus, family farming. is™
still the dominant form in agriculture. But,
- as the rates of dispossession and indebtedness ‘ \
show, this type of agricultural venture meets ‘
with increasing difficulty. 60 {

Even though Bernier did not have access to the 1976 census

related to agriculture in Quebec, his argument concerning
) e ‘ . .
the ovefwhelming incidence of family farm ownership is well

founded. ‘The vast majority of farms are still éamily farms.,
1

* Rccording to the 1976 census‘of-agficulture Pop Quebec

(Catalogue 96-805, Bulletin 12-1, Table 32~1) only 184 or

‘608. Bernier, "The Penetration of Capitalism in Uuebec

Agriculture”, Canadian Review of Socioclogy and Anthropo-
logy, 13 (4), 1976, p. 431.
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> 0.43% of the 43,097 census farms were legally constituted

: . \ ,
companies, other than family farm caorporations. This .table

PS

(the first time the da;a has bsen ﬁade available in'the
census publication) also shows that 40,80Q,10r 94.,7% of the
43,@97‘;ansuslfarms are individually or(Faﬁilially owned,
887, or 2.05% are partnerships and, 1,138, or 2.6% are

family corporations.

Berpier argues that the development o% capitalist

¢

relations of production, to any significant degree, cannot o

be expascted in Quebec agriculture, due to various factors:
\ : . : :
- ‘such as soil, climate, the existence of capitalist agri- X

culture {in Ontario and the U.S.A., and lou return on capital

investmgﬁt.él

T e

Yet, data seems to indicate that the ™\

" blockage of th? growth of capitalisﬁ relations of production
is not as complete as perhaps Berniar wo@id have liked u;
to believe. 'For example, ane indicat;r of tha‘dqveloﬁmént
of capitalist relations of pfoduction is the fact that, ié
1976, 3804 faphs reporied; on the average, 1,76 year-round

paid}w&rkérs per farm. This figure, although a small

proportion of the total numbsr of farms in the province, &\

(8.8%) is noi'insignificant, as cen be seen by the.fact

that thsy are conéentratea in some counties. ng/exampie,

. inIBrome, Huntington 'and Lac St. Jean Est, the percentage

of farms reporting year-found wage labourers is 17.3%,

'21.5% and 17,0% Eespectively. The empirical resé%rch

5lﬁomever; Bernier and other Quebecois authors who have
adopted the Neo-Marxist approach to. the study of Québec )
agriculture, such as Lessard (work stated earlier) and . '
Bergeron (work to be cited later on in Chapter III) do .




~4B8-
. ” , - -
undertaken in this thesis, focusing on the use of paid
agricultural labour by farmers in Quebec, should provide 7
moés complete dataniﬁ the light of ;%ich,Bsrnier's argument .

"may be asssssed.’

Bsrnisr seems to be in full agreemsnt with Mitcﬁell
T and Aedlsyﬁas to the effects which the cost-prics squeeze
have had an the independent commodi@y‘production structurs
of Quebec agriculture. In keeping with the Marxist concaptusl‘
S framework, Bernier arguss that the 'surplus value which is
-~ ( «t created -in ﬁhe’production‘proceﬁs, through the labour of the ‘
| ~ independent commsdity producer and that of his fsmily, is |
being absorbed by the s;qurate interests which dominate
'tha‘aériculfa}al input and foad mholgsale and retail sactors’
and, to a csrtdin extent, by the State. By an adaptation

t \ N . ’
of economic strategy}iae} ier argues that the traditional . -

family oriented orgsnization f productidn appears to ba

~surviving. But the crucial -question whic

y -

\ " For how long? .

—

The last author to ba discussed in this saection,
* e 52 . .
Rudolpho Stavenhagen, reflects a somsmhat leFsrent approach

P R

to the qusstion of the effects of the lnfiltratlon of

N . H . {

not seem to clearly identify the nature of the obstacles
ﬂaced by the capitalist mode of production with respect
.to agricultural production. .

62 | '
Rudolpho Stavsnhagen, “Social Classes in A?rarlan .
Sociaties", (Garden City,New Yorks Anchor Press, :

) -

1975

o

P
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papitaliﬁm into agrfculture. He writes in the tradition of
Frank and other thearists utilizing the Metropolis-Hinterland
(or Center-Periphery) approach to the issue of unaa:-
development, This analysis extands the disﬁussion/beyond
national bouhdafias. Agrarlan raglons, in underdeveloped
'countrles, are portrayad as being explOLted by urbar~based
metropolitan satellites wlthln.the underdeveloped country,
which in turn are being drained of much of their wealth by
the metrﬁpolitan centers. Broadly speaking,’this theorstical

perspective has been used to describe various situaticns in

4

which one party is)benefiting unequally from its'relations

with the other party concerned.: The most common use to which
= ' : C A .

this theoretical tool s been put concerns the relations

between'countrias.63 er writerssa\have put the focus of

the framework on internal inequalities within a given country,

while still emphasizing the related international links.

63 :
For ex. see Andre Gunder Frank, "Capitalism and Underds-
velopment in Latin Ameriga", Monthly Review Press, (New-

York: 1967) and,

"Dependence and Underdevelopment", Anchor Books,(Garden
City, New York: 1972)« .o

;and, in the case of Canada:
“Karl Lewitt, "Silent Surrender" , (Toronto: MaCMilland
of Canada, 1970) '

For ex. see R. Stavenhagen, "Soc1al Classes 1n Agrarlan
Societies, Ibid.,

J. Galtung, "A Structural Theory of.Imperialism’,
Journal of Psace Research, 1971

64

- and.in the case of Canada:
H. Chorney, "Regional Development and Cultural Decay"
in "Imperialism, Nationalism and Canada’by J. Saul &
C. Heron, Edited by C. Heron (Kltchaner Ont: Toronto
New Haytown Press, 1977)

e
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Three main propositions, which seem to flow from the

-

work of Stavenhager® and that of the other authors who have
cancentrated on fegioﬁal differences within countries, are:

- Just as in the case of the underdeveloped~
devaloped country imperialist ralationéﬁ}p, where the flow
of wealth (i.s., surplus value and natural resources) is in
the direction of the metropolis, in the dsveloped nation-
state65 there is an outflow of value from the agrarian

région to the urban-based corporate centre.

- Justas the relatively self-sufficient traditional
agrarian economy of the hinterland state is disrupted (i.e.,
altered.) by'the penetration of queigh capitalist ihterests,
(in and around urban centresd ‘usually) the agrarian economy
in the developadlnat;on state (independent commodity
producers has also been subjugated to the urban based
corporate interests by way of the growing spheré of interaction
betusen the countryside and the metroholitan based corporate
‘centre and the concentration of capital in pqe corporgte

¢

centre., ) ‘ : '

«

- Just as in the case of the underdeveloped’ country,
ere N@w ‘'social categories' emerged in agrarian regions,

e

\¢he pgnetration of foreign capital, the
//modern oligopolistic capitalism into thse
‘agrarian Egﬁigns of the developed country has culminated in

" the creation of new social categories (e.g., the independent
commrdity producer now having to work part-time as a wage
labourer, former I.C.P.'now turned agricultural wage labourer,

commercial farmer and farm manager).

D. Drache, "Stapléizationh A Theory of Canadian Capitalist"
Development”, in "Imperialism, Nationalism and Canada"
ibid,

. -

'BsThis does not mean to say that a similar flow of wealth

from the agrarian regions to the satellite corporate :

centras does not occur in underdeveloped countries as
well.,

C e b
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Even though.most of Stavenhagen's work is directed

at specificéliy demonstrating thahway in which foreign
capital investment into underdesveloped countries has Y
contributed tg the formation of new social categories, its

relevance to the Quebec agricultural context is clear. The

same basic processes which characterise the extraction of

' . surplus value from the agrarian regions in underdeveloped.

-5]_..

}

A

countrieg also seem to be at work with regard to the relations

betwean the agricultural milieu and the Urban—basaq‘corporate

centres, B ¢

Now that the main arguments of seven authors who have

discussed the effects of the infiltration of capitalism in

agriculﬁdre have been presented, the task in Chapter III

-

is to proceed to a lower level of theoretical abstraction.

+
o

The ;ével in question concerns the spéci?ic’natqre of the

effects of the penetration of capitalism on the economic

and social activity of the Quebec farmer, ‘By discerning

o . ,
the points of consensus which emerged from—the review of

)

.the literature through the formal introduction of certain

key concepts, the discussion will than‘bexable to focus in .

far greater detail on the nature and outcome of the ralations

between the agricultural community ‘and the broader economic

system.

A}
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CHAPTER III -

THE DEPENDENCE OF THE CONTEMPORARY

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCER ‘ 3 .
7 . \‘ L4
In this Chapter we will elaborate on the sffects of

the infiltfation of capitalism into agficultute upon the.
sconomic and social activities of the present day agrarian
communigy 16 Quebec.. To this end,the coﬁcepts.ofx'exchangé'
(wi;hin;a cabitalist marketysystem) énﬁ 'ds&endence"wil; be
introJuced. The origins and d;velopmant of the dapendence.of
tﬁa agrariap‘community will be éxplored and, finally, tﬁé
peculiarities of the contemporary situation of éhelagricultural

producer will be delineated.

'

Most of the auihors discussed in the previous chap?er
have adopted a theoretical perspective and then have applied
it.in a specific context. Ffor our purposes, however, thers
is a need to identify tha important theoretical assumptions
which seem to ba'present in the preceding treatments of the

subject mattsr. Hedley points to the source of the apparent:

concensus when he focuses on the axchange process between

"

the farmer and the economic agents with whom he must interact

and ‘on the degree of. tontrol over the "outcome of exchanga"..1

lm.J..Hedléy, "Indepandent Caommodity quduct;on_énd the
. Dynamics of Tradition",Canadian Revied of Sociology and
Anthropology,13 (4) 1976, p. 416 1

E 7 -52- .
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This topic is reflected in the\wor of Marx;in reiatiqn to
his concept of "primary acclmulation", This refers tg an uneven
exchange betwesn town and countrx involving the absorption’of'
human and natural‘resgurces fram the countryside to the city.
For Lenin, this theme is evident in his discussion of the
;cale of production in agriculture. Large scale production,
(im terms‘of productivity per acre) weakens the competitive
position of small scalé farm enter?rises within a capipﬁlist
"market‘situation. In Mitchell's work, this theme is apparent
in his discussion of the lack of control over land prices
and, more generally, in his treatment of the cost-price
squeeaze mhich is at the source of the farmer's depéndent'
status with régard to key economic exchange areas. The work
VOF/Banier also addresses itself to this cancern when Qe
stétes: "Farm pﬁpducers...have little control over the
markets".2 It is Berniser's argument thatithe cbn%emﬁo:ary
f%rmer has‘lost most of his‘contrql over the dstablishment -
of price lsvels for his farm produce in that .he is, thanks
'bart;y to the State and its various marketing aéencies, on
the 'short end' of the exchange procgss with tﬁe agricultural
fatail‘oliqspoly. This cancern with regard to the exchange
process and the nature of the relations which ensue is also
most apparent in Stavenhagen's work. For this author, it is

-4

the canter within the developéd country which benefits

28. Bernier, "The Penetration of Capitaliém‘in Quebsc
Agriculturse", Canadian Review of Socioloqy and
Anthropology, 13 (4), 1976 . s

o .
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most F?om its,intFr‘ction with the peripheral regions

within this developed couggry, ahd from its relations

with peripheral regions in:Hinterlaﬁd countries, through the.
intermediary of the satellite centres. These concerns segmr
~vto merge in the concept of 'exchaﬁge' (the proceés) and_ in
.the notion of 'dependencs' (the consequencs). Depéndance
qualifies the- subordinate ensuing relations in an e;change'
procgss or, put'diFFerantly, is the'rasultqof unequal‘
excthge.‘ tht the aéove authors seem to describe is the
increasing\dependence pf the agricultural producér on the
bourgéoisia, corporate oligopolies, or métropélitan interests
and the State. ‘ :

v/ L . :

By cleaily identifying the various sconomic agents
which‘come into play and, most importantly their role in
relatioﬁ to the sconomic activity of the Fénmer_in a
capitalist ‘exchange system, £ha propesed anarytical\Framework

"integrates and complemsnté the Marxist and Nso-m%rxist
‘'viewpoints discussed in the previous chaptdr; Discussing
the effbcts of thg panétration of “capitalism iqto ;griéultyre, y

by identifying changes in the type and degres of—the farmer's

dependency, will also avoid certain problems which the

- previously discussed perspactives have arfcountered regarding

\

certain analytical concepts and empi}ical Support for some
. . v N

basic assumptions., First, we find .that in the case of the

~agricultural producer,’ concentrating on tha ‘ownership of the

" means of production does not provide an analytical framework - !

in which benefactors and benaficiaries can be clearly

L)

-

P
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identified in relation to the production process.Theféctthat

< . (\ ; .
the agricultural producer owns (at least legally speaking). .
. ~ 1
his means of production does not-mean to say that he is the
main beneficiary of the fruits of his produciion. ,

Some Neo-Matxist writers, such as Mitchell,

Hedley, Bernier and Bergeron, howsver, have shifted the focus

From the ownership to the control of the means of production.

The\results have not always been clear in terms of i&entifying

-

the exact ways in which the agricultural producer has lost

control over his economic activitye LacKwof control imblias

the existence of various dependent relationships with the

4

other parties involved and, if the concept 'dependahce' is
not‘introduced’Formally into the analysis, the discussion
may become ambiguous. By identifying in which key areas

°

the farmer is 'dependent' and 'independent' and by focusing

on the various dagrees;of dependency, the phenomenon, which .

the contemporary Neo-Marxiét‘analyéis tries to depict as
'indirect axbloitation'? should become more conceptually.
manageable. . iP

\\(IF, in general terms, dependencesié taken to refer

k .

L:'Bergaron, "L'Intervantion Etatique et l!Agriculture:
Le Cas du Wuébec'®, Monograph Paper, (Montreal:Université
de Montréal, Sept. 1977 .

4Thj.s is the' term which is used in this thesis for tha'pur-
posa of qualifying the situation in which the contemporary
farmetr, although having legal .title to his land, benefits
little 'from the surplus value created in thse production
process.

3

5For admexa complete elaboration of the conceptual framework
nding the notion of dependence, see Illich P.,W. ~a

8UTTO
Reimer & J. Zawilski, "Toward a Theory of Dependency",

miméographed paper,(Dept.of Soc. & Anthr.,Concordia U.,1978)

>

/
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to a state of relianc;.on resources, from.a single or-limited
number’of sodrces, then it follows that.indeﬁendence should
be seen as a state in which a given collectivity is relati-
&el; self-sufficiant ih éssa@?ﬁal'resoufces. It also follows
that indepesndence implies a relatiusly autonomous position’
%.e., having a high‘dagrea~of control over the supply lines
to, and production of, resources deemed necessary. To be of
the greatest theoretical use, a raaburcé is here d;Fined as
any material proQuc£ (i,e., man-made or.natural), or
intellectual product (i.e.,knowledge and services) mﬁich
\ satisfiesﬁg‘givgn need or desiraﬁlof a gigen collsctivity.
hough, in most éages; sconamic raqﬁiremehts are often of
)‘paramount,impdrtance, the ahove definition of dependencs
.will allow for the inclysion of certain superstructural ﬁfl
elements in the analysxs of the overall state of aFFalrs
\pertalnlng to the relationship between two, or mors,
unequal parties. These alamenta are often excFuded fnom
a comprehensive analysis and, when introduced, they may .

serve the goal of a mora'complete theoretical ‘understanding. o

7
‘ Fouke, Innis and others hdave argued that Canadian

s

Glt is meortant to note that desires and not only nsads are
included in this dafinit;on. Dependence may be created by
satisfying a desire which is not a vital requirement or need

.of a given collectivity. This leaves room, in the-definition
of 'resource’', for the theoretical treatment of a given
man-made -or natural product whxcﬁ“sat;qfies_an 'externally
stimulated' desire as a ‘resource’

7V.C. Fowke, '"The myth of the Self-Sufficient Canadian
Pionesr) Transactinns of the Royal Society of Canada,
Series 2,pp. 23~ 27 1962

-

-
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farm pioneers were never actually entirely self-sufficient,

As Fowke points out: .
It is true that ha‘?the Canadian farm pioneer ]and
his family produced much of what they, consumed and,
convaersely, consumed much of what they produced. But
additional needs which could be satisfied only
through the .processes of exchange -~ whether on a
cash, credit or barter basis - were sufficient to
sustain a marketing structure which extended from
the manufacturing centres of the 0ld World to the
margins of the advancinhg agricultural frontier...

«.+oThe uncritical believer in pioneer sslf- ~
sufficiency may find ‘it difficult to admit that . o
immigration and agricultural settlement in Eastern
Canada had to be provisionad by resort to the °
market-place. VYet, this§ was clearly the case. . .
Provisions had to be purchased-for the long Atlantic N
crossing. Immigrants travelling inland from Quebec
relied on fbod secured from farmers and merchants
along ‘the way. Settlers had to purchase supplles .
for a-year or mors aFter they settled on their land...

...0F all the evidence that the pionser on the
St. Lawrence was not self-sufficient,the most obvious
describes the cash and barter transactlons by which
he persistently. exchanged the products of his farm
for manufactured and processsd goaods frdm near and
far. - True, hs had no agricultural produce to
dlspose of until he harvested at least the first
" yields of cereal or animal husbandry. But that _
required only a year or two. Thersafter, although 4
1ndiv1dual offerings remained small and diverse, .
and ‘wers morse frequently paid for -in trade credit
than in cash, the typical frontiesr farmer could
never be regarded as indifferent to conditions in .
. the market-place. 8 -

| ) . P A
It would appear that some writep;g in the Nao-Mh%ﬁist-school "

 of thought, in relation to the Canadian context and the

European context as well, have fallen into the trap of

f = . ®r .
attributing a very high level of self-sufficiency to Farm

' 8v.C. Fouke, Ibid., p. 2631 ,

9In relation to the European contaxt’ sag, for example, ”

'Karl Kautsky, "La duestion A raire", (ﬂar;s. V. Giard
et E. Briére,‘l?ﬂﬂ’ '

. }
.
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households in earlier periods of agrarianksettlement. In
spsaking of- the European cégtext, Fouwke adds}
Introducing her Mar-classic lecturss an the -

English waol trade, Eilsen Power insisted upon -
the "“"waakness of the conventional view of the

middle ages in Western Europe as mainly a ©
period of natural economy and self-sufficiency".
At the rfisk of being "accused of beating a dead
harse" she felt it necessary-to "emphasize the
fact ... that during the middle ages few great : -
estates failed to grow some cash crap for the . -
market and the majority of* peasant holdings, s
likewise, relied on a cash crop in ofder to : -
pay the money rents which almost invariably , - :
formed part of. their dues", Other writers have 3
cautioned &s with equal firmness against i
.thinking of later European agrlcultural life
as essentlally self- sutFlc;ent.= 10
DlscuSSLng the effects of the penetration of capltallsm into .
agriculture upon the agricultural community, in terms:of f
chaﬁges in. the degrge and type of dependency of the ..
agricultural prqducer, i¥l avoid the problams ra:.sed‘?by oo % ‘
Fowke concerning émptféf;l support»?or the cha;zgzs}}stqu . '
. ) . R . o
which are often attributed to the forefathers of the: .
contemporary farmer. “r
Perhaps the most detailed discussion of the origins - = ;
) Z [] y N ' ’ !
and evolution of the dependency o’ the agrioultural producer .
on capztallst interasts Ls‘ggbvided by Karl Kautaky,iin his !,
,book entltlad "La Quastion Agralre" Even though Kautsky
. uses ,as a basis for hxs dlscuss;on,ths trangition from ‘
feudalism taycapitalism in the European historical contéxt, “
. ) - . -
he is poénting at sgvaral exchange relations and economic
10 '
V C. Fowka, Ibld., p. 23 .
! [

.\“ ' o
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_implanted in New France, would also suggesgkfﬁat Kautéby's

mechanisms which seem to be at the source of the financial

prﬁg:;;;j¥aced by the contemporary fQuebscois farmer. The

-

fact that, Unlike in other parts of Cénada, vestiges of the

1 'y ~— -
feudal_order -- the French seigneurial system -- wers
S

arguments have heupnistic value vis-a-vis certa{H aspects of
' \

" the history of agricultural production in GQuebsc. Kautéky

étarts his argument by discussing his conception of the '
Eurobean pre-capitalist,self-sufficient,rural society in
which the independent peasant strived. 'In'FeudalismL

Kautsky argues, the peasant was not in interaction Wlth a
non-lmmedxaﬁe external exchange system in so far as essentlal
resources were concerned. This depictioq is not incongruept
with fhe situation Eelated to‘land settlements as it exisfed
in New-France in the 17th and the first half of* the 18th

Centurles.l} As Bernier po;nts out:

...the seigneurial. system was a failure from' )
the standpoint of both population and agrmcultural
productlon. The majority of seigneurs were
involveg in Fur-tradlng and administration and were
more inferested in maklng profit from trade or
speculation than in financing immigration...

...the sparse pgpulation discouraged the
. establishment gf commercial agriculture; most

_.,/1~paasants were sngaged in subsistenceg agriculture,

'As a consequence, rents were rarely paid. 12

12

llFOr a comprehensive analysis of the history of agriculture

in Quebec see'Colette Chatillon, "Le Développement de
l'Agriculture au Québec", MA Thesxs, (MDntreal Université
~ de Montréal, 1976), RLchard Colebrook Harris, "The Sei-
gnaurial Systam in Early Canada" (Quebec:Presses deg L'Uni-
versité Laval, 19355 -and Fernand Ouellet, "Histoire Econo-
migue et Soc;ale du Québac,l760 1815",(montreal Fides,1966)
8. Bernier, Ibid., p. 425

-
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However, aftsr the conguest of 1760, agriculture became

-incfbasingly more commercialized due to the fact that the

N\

seigneurs wers relying more and more on agriculture for the

«

maintenance cF their class privileges, and since Engllsh
culonlsts werse beglnnlng,to settle on the land:

«eothe d1gn1tarles of the French administration,
losing their administrative posts and their trading
partners, had toa live off the land; thus, their
interast in reviving old rights that had been
marginally applied befors.... ' :

‘«.thus, the seignsurial system, which had
existed legally but-had not been applied in reality,
was revived; and old rights and dues which had never
been Followed before, were now in Force...

«sesknglish farmers, established Flrst in Upper
Canada, and later, after 1790, in the Eal3tern Touwn-
ships, were the first to profit from this commercia-
lization of agriculture. 'Even (Qusbec.peasants
living under the selgneurlal system started specia- -~
lizing ‘theig productlon in order to galn From trade. 13

/1 L] : !

K%utéky's main\argument is that transformations
in the life style'and interaction patterns aof the pegsant

and\thelr startzng point in the dlSSDlutlDﬂ that the
t /
essentlally urban Lndpstry and commerce provoked in- the

small handxcrafts of the peasants ("patlte industrie des \

paysans“) 14 A weak d1v1310n af labour existed in the peasant

- 3

! 4
household and it usually did not go beyond the traditional

allocation of tasks to mdn and women. According to Kautsky,

this domestic labour power producpgd all of the ssdential -« =~ °

! <

resgurces nacessary for thse continuitﬁ‘of the traditional

_seemingly wholesome way of life. As a result of the rise

‘ . -7 — . -
B. Bernier, Ibid., p. 425 '
K. Kautsky, Ibid., pe’9 U o '
. * - .
\ ’ ‘

[ 3
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of capltallsm, which 1n1t1ally was concentratad 15 larg;
agglomerations (i.e., in cities and city states) the ( ®
development of urban 1ndustry created, qu the pesasant,
tools and instqu*gnts that the domestic industry could not
provide as perfsctly, or even not provide\at all, Besides
creéting new needs in the éity; the rapid urban indus=

tridlization was responsiblé for the penetration of these

needs in the‘cbuntryside,,as-relatfohs between town and
countryside became more actlve. Luxury articles, which vers

produced in the city, were 1ntrcduced into the country81de. -,
,A .

"Not only luxury ltems, but essential goods, now: infiltrated

P

the home’ of the peasant; for example,’ tha development of
the cotton industry provided the paaéant with ‘ready made

clothing materlal whlch eliminated his need far domestlcally
’ 7
grown. flax, But, as we will sse, the benefits to ths peasant, o

of the infiltratign 6f goods produced by urban industries,
- were to be offset by the disadvantages of a growing
" - dependency which was to bring about a long tsr& deterio-

ration of agrarian living conditions.

Kautsky characterises the power, behind, and the

‘nature of the\transfqrmation of the peasant‘s traditional

»

lifestlyle, in the following words:

o~ Only capitalist industrialism has such a great
superiority that it rapidly eliminates ths

.. domestic industrious production of the peasant . -~

» for his own usage and only the communication )
system of capitalism, .with its railways, postal
system, newspapers, stc., spreads the ideas N’
and the products aof the city to the most remote
argas of the countiysida, thus-submitt{p'.the 4

A . :

RS
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‘@ntire population of the countryside to this procsess. 15

As a result of his growing dependence on urban industry;z'he

L)

peasant now needed monsy to buy certain indispensable iﬁems,

which/;e formerly produced himself or (as a consequence of
tabhnuiogical prbgééss) had nouw adopted and considered
essential. Besides forming a market m;th respect to goads
which he had previously produced domestically/(or adopted
as assential to'his subsistence) he also sloﬁly beéame a.
prey for theggapitalist producers of superfluous gooas,
now\ that he had peeh exposed to certain luxufy goods and
had qe;elopad a need for tngm. Of coursse, the é;qu;sition

of these goods required the possession of currency (barter

being normally'restricted to local-villags transéctions of

domestically produced handicrafts and agrfEﬁmGural proquce)'

and the only method through which he could obtain‘money to

procure these goods was to 'make his products merchandise!

(i.e., by conversion from use to exchange value) by bringing
" them to the market and selling them. Thus, the peasant's

market consisted of selling products to urban dwellers whfch

the latter could not produce (i.e. food) and not his
1 v \ N

handicrafts which ﬁrban industry proguced more efficienfly.

Hence, according to Kautsky:

+«sethe peasent was compelled to become what
wae now understand to be a peasant, something which
he was not in the beginning, that is a pure farmer
o | ."un pur agriculteur®™:], The more he became a pure
farmer, the more industry and agriculture became

15 o ‘ X ~ .
K. Kautsky, Ibid., p. 11 ' o ) .

\
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independent from one another and the more he geot
away from the independence, security and joy of
living found, by Sismondi, to exist im the free
peasant. 16 , &
It ig Kautsky's argument that, due to the growing separation
of domestic industry from agriculture in the peasant's
prﬁductivé life, the peasant was now dependent on marketsa
mhich Kautsky qualifie§ as being: "mgre capricious and
"unpredictable than changes in the meather".l7 VYhereas
stockpiling could act as a safequard against poor wsather,
and hsnce a poné;crop, the peasant'had no protectiaon against
sudden market Fluctgations.lé Ironically, now that the
peasant interacted within a broader market exchangse system,
overproduction,mas a disaster, since it brought down the

1)

prices of his produce.’ B ' I

Prior to the creeping of the pfoducts of urban
industrial capitalism into the countryside, the peasant's
sphere of exchange had been limited to his‘neighbours and
local.village: The peasant's need to exchange: was also
minimal, due to the salF-éyFéicient.nature of his traditional
\uay of life (i.e., producing most of what he required in

handicrafts and agricultural produce).

Associated with the growing dependance of the

pqésant on the urban bassed industrial sdctors was the

o

' Ffact that  ‘agricultural production slowly shi%tad frog

*

16
A7,
18

K. Kautsky, Ibid., pe 12
K. Kautsky, Ibid., ps 13 . °

One must .not forget that Kautaky is describing aatlier‘
periods of capitalist penetration into agriculture and

©

r. .

. .
* \
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“into the'ﬁroduction'qf merchandise goods, tha less the

diversification to specialization. As Kautsky puts it: -

Now there appeared market oriented production as
well as competition. The question was for ths
peasant, of all the agriculturel products in demand,
which one could he produce in the most advantageous
way, according to the nature and ‘quality of the soil,
the location and ®ize of his land, the transportation
conditions and the value af his capital. 19

Ironically, -besides the fact that he did not produce’ <
everything” he needed as an industrialiét handicraft producé?,
the peasant-ﬁarmef was now obliged to buy, not only toolsi
( ‘ . ’ \
but also some food which he did‘not produce himself as a

‘result of his spacialization. Thus, the realm of his

dependence drqw to affect sven the agricultural side of his

-traditional self-sufficient way of lifa.

The more agricultural production transfaorméd itself

1

. pspasant was able toimaintain tpe exchanne process at the

primitive stage of direct sales (or barter) from producer
to consumer. In the above process, the merchant was non-’

.axistant, thus no middle man (procassor and retailer) was

“

that marketing boards, and more generally speaking, State ;
intervention into the exchange relations betwsen the
agricultural production sector and the urban-based corpo-

rate sector were non-existent. One must also remember

that obligatory and permangnt price-fixing (not only in
instances of sharp decreases) in the areas of beef, porc,

lamb, cheese, eggs and cereals, was implemented in Canada
~only in 1958. LT

Diana Lessard, "L'Aqriculture et le Capitalisme gy Québec”
(Montréal: Editions 1'Etincells, 1976). : )

19 .
Kautsky, Ibid., p. 57 ‘
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exploiting the producer and consumer, the major cause of

L4
M '

exhorbitant Fooq prices today. Furthermore: -

U

The more the peasant became dependent on the market,

the more he needed currency and the grsater the

surplus of goods that he was compelled to produce

and sell, and thsrefore his need of land increassd

in proportlon to the size of his family, production

conditions being the same to cover his nseds. 20

The above requirements, in terms of land, tools, machinery,

livestock, etc., introduced a new element into the picturs.
¢

1The forces pushlng the peaeant to integrate economically

into the broader capitalist markst (e 9., the requ1rement oF

having currency and, as a result of ﬁhe latter, the need to

produce more) brought the peasant to the door of the local

creditor, or to that of the more powerful urban' financier.

Like many of the contemporary authors on agricultural

development, Kautsky saw the advent of the interaction

between farmers and financial capital (whether it be private

or stats agency) as the ultimate dependency to which the

peeeant had been subjected, due to the rise af capitalisfnr

“A new dependence, a new exploitation, the worst of all,

started for him, that of financial capital...?.Zl

The
'paasanf was now deeper' into dependence, having moftgeged

his land, and this represents a major Fdrning point ta’the
worst, since he now ran the risk of losing- the owhership:of
his main prodective force, i.e., his land. Also, the means
of productioh (land,lmachinery, caitle,etc.) boughg throughf

this credit cannot be considared as the real property of

X

20¢ar1 Kautsky, Ibid., p. 14 o o
21Karl Kautsky, Ibid., p. 14 : I L
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tha buyer, but only as his legal properi:y.22 The amounts of
tha‘lbané being large, relative to the liquid assets of the

enterprises, the indebtedness is often passed from gene- !

" ration to generation and the creditor, rather than the legal
k‘, '

owner, sees the financial benefits which coms out of the
' |

indebted farm enterprise.

Kautsky introduces a further dimension to his ‘
analysis when .he treats the subject of the importation of
knowledge. He states: ° '

~

. Agriculturse being taught in tHe big city (in
unlvar31tles) is the most strlklng illustration .
of the fact that agriculturs is totally dependent . .
on the city and .that technological progress in’ C
the area of agriculture originates in the city. 23 //a\
Now that'the«peasantyﬁaqmer's economic activity was subjected
to the laws of the capitalist-market place, and hence to the
usa.of currency, accurate bookkeeping was té become an
essential requirement for modern agriculture. Thus,
knowledge of accounting, which is conceptually more difficult
in agriculture than in induspry,24 és well as knowledge of
the latest technical .innovatians and scientific diécoverias,
? 1 .

became ‘@sssntial if the farmer wished to try and offset the

negative aépacts of the other dimensions of his dapendence.

22y, Lessard, "L'Agriculture et le Capitaljsme au Québsc" )
(montreal: Editions l'Etincells, 19Zp$, p. 94 o
Karl Kautsky, Ibid., p. 80 o ..

As Kautsky points out, meny aspscts of bookkeeping in
agriculture are harder to evaluate than in industry
(e.g., salaries ars often paid in kind as well as in_
moneys Benefits are less immediate and therefore the
_bookkeeping is more difficult and requires training.

23
24
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.his family were forced
8

L N
S

-

It is Kautsky's argument that the neu state of affairs: ]

L3

concerning agricultural production forced the peasant to

©

reduce surplus family members. The peasant farmer had to
rati;nalize the use of manpower on tha farm and this usually
meant the formation of sﬁaller family units, idle-members nﬁ
longer being welcome. As will be saen in the next cHapter,
this point is relev;ntnto‘aq«explanatidn of the. changing
composibiqn of tbe ggricultqral labour force in Juebec in
recent yeérs. Acqordihg td the season more or less work

was required.on the land, and now that domestic industry
N . - r

(handicrafts) declined, this was a further reason to

" reduce family size. A further striking consesquence of the

growing dependency of the peasant on industrial capitalism .
, ) ‘
was the often abusive living conditions .and excess work to

which he had ‘to subject himself and his family. As a result

~of his new status as a peasant (i.e., his productive

\

activity now being more limited to the sphefe of agri ulture)

and dué to the greater output which He now had to provide

. for exchange purposes, Kautsky argues that the peasant and

to work harder and for longer hours;

L4

and this to achieve a standard of living which, it could
¢

be debated, was bar;ly,eduai to that enjoyed in the Middle

AgegF\fF not lower. For example, in terms of Fhe time spen£
wor&ing on agricultural production, Kautsky,suggests that, .
comparatively épeaking, the traditional medieval peasant

v

enjoyed a life of leisure, having close to two hundred

_religious holidays a year2® Kautsky also makes the point that

25karl Kautsky, Ibid.,pp.161-164 26k, Kautsky,Ibid., p.l164

3
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" the peasant and his Familf had to deprivé themsslves aof
certain essential products or services (é.g., gducation
for children, .clothes and even cer£ain foods, etc.) in order
t9 save enouéh money to keép the farm in operation, if the
procesds from the sale of his agr}cultural proddcts wers

insuFFicieht. ) -

4Anbther effect of the disappearance ‘of the domestic
industry of the peasant, according to Kautsky, was that
agricultural labour was‘nﬁw fequireﬁ: in paakrfarming periods,
to rapiaée tha wqu:bf those members of the family who had . ’

left due to their overall small contribution to the

o -

productivity of the f§rm.27 Ifonicélly, the source qf this
labour wés, to a gfeat axtanp, the excess sons ahd daughters
of peasants, as weli as peasant farmers who were looking for
ahditioﬁal income. Thus, as Kautsky has so justly poiqtsd

out: .

The same evolution which, on the one hand pgodﬁcad
the need for these salarisd workers has, on ths
other. hand, also created the desired labour force. 28

~

Kautsky states &-corollary to the above when he says:

The class antégonism that exists. between the owner: ,

and the proletarian now penstrates the village and . -

the peasant housshold itself and destroys the old

harmony and community of interests. 29 ,

I (‘ . ©°

Thus, evan without directly penetrating into ‘the agrarian
.. e v
regions, i.e., before, the antagonism betwsen large and
27The‘relevanca'dftthfs point, in view of the empirical work
undertaken in this thesis, will became more apparent when.
discussing the propodsition put forward in Chapter IV , in
ralation to the composition of thé agricultural. labour force.
" 28karl Kautsky, Ibid., p. 16 B
29arl Kautsky, Ibid., p. 17 S .
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,acquiaib&on of products relatéd-to farm production and

¢ ) |

scale farming took place to any aignificant degree, the ri
of the capitalist mode of productior in the city had soje

powerful an’effect that 1t was rQSponslble for planting the

*

seeds of class conFllct wlthln the countryside, \<\ \
] In sdmmary, according to Kautsky; the development

of industrial Gapitalism had gna following major initial .

J

consequences for the agrarian regions of Europe: . |

-

P - The development of ‘new regions for agricultural
production, ’

<~ The transformation-.of the peasant from a handi-
craftman and subsistence farmer, Lnto an agrxcultural

.
et
- 1

- The transformation of ‘the peasant's agricultural
production for pe:sonal use Lnto merchandise pnoductlon,
itie., the products take-on exchange 'instead of use value.
° “ = The growing dependency_ of the peasant farmer on.
Farm input products manufactured in industrial canters.

- The onsaet of the transformation of agricultural .

pggductlon, From diversification to specialization.’
- The increased dependency on money for ther‘

-1

personal consumption.

capltal. -

- The begihning of. the detarloratlon of the living
condltlons in the psasant household, as reFlected by excess
work and lnadequate consumption of goods and services by

the peasant farmer househo ' .
I « The substltutlon of Famlllal work by salaried.

work. . . A
S ;

- The dependancy of the farm producer on agricul-
tural knowledge imported from-the city.’

Even, though mgst of the previous discussion has

! i

u'f‘

- The emergence ‘of the dependancy’an finadcia{\ BT L
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been’based on Kautsky's analysis of the initial impact of .

the rise of urban industrial capitalism on Edropean agrarian

VE B m 7 hty B e o

society, it is of great theoretical use in that it points to

~
1

the interaction spheres which are at the basis of the .

alarming state in-which the modern agricultural producer

finds himselfy tbday,'in most Western capital%gt countriss.

»
PR T P S

Kautsky's arbuments serve as the basis on which the nature ‘ :7

'and degree of the contemporary Farmer s dependence can be

analytlcally elaborated.
\ ' ;

fhe most recent and most'qommonly’uséd concept in f
\ . -

1 ) 2 i s ‘.
describing the’ mechanisgs responsible for the precarious ;

. N N
4 . v, 3

o

economic situation of the contemporary farmer has’been , ;
'the cost-price squeeze'. vﬂs‘geen garlier in‘the discussion
of Don mitchefl‘s contribution to the éﬁbjact matter, the ~

CDSt-prlCB squeeze has prompted the emergence of a new and,

0

e e e,

if not fetal then at least more severe - -level of dependencs
. for the agrarian population of ‘this country. ‘The-UnFavorable
’consequences oF the penetratlon of capitalism For tﬁe farmer

have reached an unprecedented levsl. The disunion of small

handicraft and agrlcultural production is complete. and the
econtepporary farmer devotes n}mself mostly to spedialized‘
hgricoltural production in‘a caoitalist‘market exohange _
’syetem. Ta this end, he has become inereae%pgly dependent \ ;

an industrlally produCed farm lnputs, the fxnanc1ng of

T mortgages and farm equ;pment, marketing boarde and price -
'eubvenb;on ageOciee of the State and, as will be arqued
Ain the next chapter, on paxd agriculturaf}ﬁabour.

. “\
~




. on other farms, in factdfiss; small businagses} or in other
primary qectors (e.g., lumber).
,‘fgttle'more to directly provide him with his essential needs

" (econamic mainly) than to supplly him with £he ‘currency to

-even more, being'Furtherﬁaway from the induatnaal centres)

» ~71e

e ) ! )
) |

The contemporary farmér, as the name implies, usually

specializes in the production of ‘one or a few farm productse.

& 2

It is true that recaent stat15t1cs30 show that a high propor-

t:.on of f‘arm oparators are do:.ng work aFP the farm (often

in larger and/or more productive farm enterprises). However,
this does’nqt obchfe the main argument to be elaborated here,
namely that the contemporary farmer is more than ever depandéﬁﬁ
on the gaﬁéraily urban based industrial ;éctors, or e;en‘on
Fgreign corpaorate interests for. his éssantial'sqonomrc'
resources. The fact that one out of every two contempqrary‘
farmers approximately must work -off the farm in order to
survive 13 a further example of thazroBPAElng depsndence.,

To keep his enterprise alive, the apparently vanxshlng breed

of independent copmodity producery has to take on extra work

The off Farm employment does

o

buy these products. - | ) n ,

PR
3

! Thé contemporary FParmer, besides being subjected to

* the inflated costs paid’by the ufban dmelxér for necessary

—_-

‘consumer items such as clothes, shoes, housing and,_ironiéally,

. \ )
food, as well as'for luxury items (and in many cases paying

30 ' ” .
R.0& Bollman,"0Uff farm Work by Farmers: a study with a

D Y
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is flso affected by 'his dependanca\qn products which are nouw '

necessary ln order to break even or: to make a small profit 1n
farming (1 e., farm. machlnery, traotors, ﬁartlLizers,-

© ‘
pesticides, feed, and last but not the least, land). The ’

¥

"increass in the cost of these ngcessary items has been 9

greatgr than thelgenaral tncrease in the overall

'fpricqqindaleand this raflacts the very hlgh concentration .

-

of capital in thasa/araas (as it has been so well documented

by'several authors, ‘such as Mitchell Bronso‘n32 and Lessard'

to name a Faw? Fpgure 1l shous clearly~$hat agrlcultural » .

,prlce lavels have not kept pace with- those of constructlon,

doncpmptlon goods, manufactured goods and seml-manufactured.

'fgoods; This means that thaiagr;cultural'pfoducer has had to .

‘pay, the going price leoels for the latter'cateqonies of

products al%houqh tha leCGS he has obtalned For hlS agri-

s

cultural products have not kept paca with thpse lncreases.
: ‘

.'The advent of monopoly capltal 1nto the Farm supply area and

[ - [y .
land speculation Wield33 has meant that the : © .y

- .

'3 dependent posxtlon oF the agrlcultural produc\r on thasa

u-rban based &:oratlons (ahd in tha case of Canada, of‘ten
\

U S. based as well) ' has bsen eFFlCLBntly expldlted

i

3J’.fFor ex:é¥oom 1956. to 1968 the price of agricultural machl-
nery rose 50%,comparat1vély to an increase of only 10% for @
automobiles & a decrease of 14% for electrical products, 1 A

*__Lesgard,Ibid. 39, e 8

32H Es Bronson, "Contlﬁantallsm and Canadiawn Agrlc %ture",an ) %

) artxcle in "Capitflism & the National Question in! Canada", ‘
Ed. G. Tepple, (Joronto: Un. of Torgnto Press, 1972)

33In recent years the State has gained more and more control.
over- the land market for agr;cultural production and, as ‘
we will see dater, this dgvelopment, along with the impartant
role it plays in {he area of agricuitural credit 'and subsi~ -
dies to farmets, reflects, the increasing control it has o,
over the destxny of the agrartan communxty. o

s
-
*
.
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through greater market control. With the diminution of the

number of alternative sourcéé left open to tha farmer for

°

the. procurament of these wvital economic resources, the
|

ollgopolles whlch have resulted have been able to 'squeeze

more weaith from the -agrarian regions.
. \ ' ' »
. r - ’ .
The other side of the coin, the price squeeze, is

N ]
“as impregnated by oligopoliss. Table 4 shows this clearly

for the. Food and“beverage industry iﬁ Canada. The important’
columns to nate:pertain to the ;;lativalyklarge percentage

of éhipments attributable to the top 4 and top 8 Eorpérations
which have shown littld change from 1965 ta 1970,

One 1nterest1ng obsenvatlon is that, in 1970, for ll out _of .

the 16 Food and Beverage Industry areas, the top 4 firms

_ had 40% or more of the total" business, (8.g., sugar reflnarles,

95%, dxstlllerles, 94% and flour mills, 70%) Also worth
ﬁ\\

_noticing is that, gxcept in on area,}where the number of
firms %ctually increased, and in another category whﬁre‘
‘the numéfr stayed the same, decreases in the number of firms
occurred, In the case of the Quebsc DairyJIndustry, thq
trend toward greater(concentratinn is also eﬁident.\Tablelﬁ

shows , that,for most production categorigs, a decreass in

the number of dairy processors from 1967 tgo 1971 is evident.

. CY ' . ,
The price squeeze mechanism has the added featurs of
QGing covertly supportad\by°various government farm commodity

markat;ng bodies (wzth all their rigid quota systems and

)

price sgale) The explahatlon for thxs is very sxmple:

« L]

3
r

!/
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TABLE 5 ° ///’ ;
T ) !
//&7 . , ' ‘ ' i
~ NUMBER OF DAIRY PROCESSDRS ACCORDING TO THE .

NATURE OF THEIR OPERATIONS
Quebec 1967-1971

e

OPERATIONS ; '1967 1968 1969 1970 1971
. , . . o

rButter manufacturers 94 70 'ss 47 42 -
Butter & casein Manuf. 40 27" 17 16 10 -
Casein Manuf. 2 2 2. 2 1 |
Butter & powd.milk Manuf. 39 35 32 - 33 30 - !
Chéesa manuf. ’ 557 54 52 49 AS ' ﬁ.
Ice cream mgﬁuf. 9 9/’ 9 ’ s 11 ;
Raceiving Centres éis 15 18 167 13 4 R i
Yogurt Manuf. l RS 3 3 3 "3 3 ; f
Casein & powd.milk Manuf. 2. 2 2, 2 2 N

’.Processeé butter mgnuff 8 9 0 . 9 ’ .9
Concqntrated'& evapora- . . - (. ’ . L . |
ted milk manuf. 4. 4.4 4 4 "gf"r“ |

o , -~ o

274 230 204 190 171 .

Source: D. Lessard, “L'Aggiculﬂure'gt lg Capitalisme . ’ ‘
b . 'Etgncelle,- _ S

au Québec" (Montreal: Editions 1
1976), . p. "105 ‘
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monopoly capital requires little help to raisesprices, but it
needs.a helping hand34 to prevent othgf small scale pfoducars,
(i.e., farmers in this cése)‘mho supply them with the raw

materials, from increasing their prices.

In.relation°to the abovs,-Lessard:provides é‘concreté
example of how the State;|through marketing boards and price
subventian;agencfés, favours food brobéssorsiovaf the |
interests of the majority of the ﬁgrmers these agencies |,

{
claim to'be aséistiﬁg. In speaking of the circulation of ‘4

milk from farmer to processors, she states: )

We ses clearly that the milk category system is
established to profit dairies and dairy processors
and does not take into account the producers and .
the quality of the milk they are able to deliver. 35

ihare are five milk categories and, sven though  the quality
of- the milk sold to the pr&cgssors under seach is the sa@g,
the dairy farmer obtains various pricass, according to the
cgteépry under which the milk is sold. Even thgugh, in
1971 for example, 81.7% of all milk production in Quebec
was bought by the processars under the other than'difect

consdmptiun category, the highest price was and still

remains,for milk which is dastiﬁad fFor direct c::msum;::t:.i.on:"ﬁ!\3

J

341? not because the concentration of capital i's not powerful

.. enough to bxtract the same level of surplus, then at least
to avaid higher levels of conflict, by having the State. .
act as a legitimizing agent, i.s., in this case, perfor=-
ming the very questionable function of a consumar watchdog.

35D. Lessard, Iliq., p. 110 _ . -

36p, Lessard, Ibid., p. 113 : N ¢ .




37p. Lessard, Ibid., p. 113

/o

(or Category 1) i.e. lé.S% of the total milk‘gfdddction for

1971. These catagories are established according to the use
and’ needs of the dairiess and dairy processors. Milk bought

under Category 5, which commands the lowsst price, is that

_which is deliversd by dairy;Farmérslovar and above their

allotted quota. VYet, the daify*pracassur can use it for

whatevaf purpose he wishes, including saiiing“it.ak milk\‘

for direct consumption (Catsgory 1). Furthermore, due to

the\?aét'that they arg able to determine the percentage af
their utilization For each categgory of milk, dairies and
dairy processors can further gconomize by-purchasing milk

under lower priced catsgories.37

- .
v 4
N

Thus, not 6nly does the tontemporary Fﬁfmer' Aﬁ:a
little option but to pay the monopoly price of the gaods

which are necessary for the aperation of the farm, he has

¢

little or no markef‘control over the prices he obtains for

ks

his producté. ‘As .stated previously, the symptoms of this
new s@ep into economic powerlessness marks &h@‘devalopmént

of a more acute state of dependence. On the one hand, the

alyernative sources for essential economic inputs jinto

. . A ¥ T
agriculture have besn drastically limited, due to the entry

AN ¢

.. 5 . -
of great masses of concentrated capital into the farm supply

Lo , . _
sector. 0On the:othar hand, the oligapalistic nature of the

food processing and fafail sectors, coupled with stats

-intervention in favour of thaaaxollgnpolies, has obliterated

the 'autonomy of the agricultural praduéor in ths arsg.n("

4 ~78~
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‘flxlng the prices he will recelve For his produce.

\
S

The above analysis seems to be,coﬁgru t with an
observation Fo;nd in a study completed in 1960 by the
Econamic and Rdsearch Branch of tba‘Department of Labour
(Ottawa) in which it is stated in the introduction that:

. Since, among other things, specialization in

production has made the farm enterprise . . £

increasingly  dependent on the products of non-

agricultural 4industries, the development of

organized strength, or put differently the

~ concentration of capital in other industries,
* has materially weakened the overall competitive,
position of agriculture. 38
. k ‘

It becomes quite clear, at this juncture, to see how
'caplta? has directly ‘contributed to the creatlon of -
a poor return on investment situation in the agrlcultural
'productlon sector and consequently discouraged a high
degree of corporate investment in agricultural production.
The power of the Fafmingvmilieu over their ecoqomi% destiny
is weak and it is the corporate oligaopolies who control the
crucial economic .input and output links which reap most of
the wealth\crea@fd in the productipn,process. As a result
there is little corporate investment in agricultural
productian itself, since no rational corporate body woluld
risk a sizaabl. investment given the adverse economic
conditions in agricdltural production. Only in a situation

-

where a corporaté farm is vertically integrated at either

38 . ' _ _ ~ - -
Economics and Research Branch, Dept. of Lébour, "Trends in

the Aqricultural Labour Force in Canada from 1921 to 1959"
Ottawa, ﬁugust 1930, pe 1 . g S
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end of the cost-price squéeze (say, a food retaii corpo-
ratioﬁ) could the investment be seenoas pntentiall; worth
taking the r¥sk. But, why should. one acgivély engage in
agriéultu:él pfod&ction; when the difference between the

lqu prices paid to the, farmers (relative to . productipn.

cds%s) and the cost'qf producing the agricultural products

oneself.is very small or non-éxistant? The Fact that we

-

find an insignificant number oFf non-family fanm corporations

in Uuesec For 1976 would suggest that complete vertical inte-

N

gration is considered a poor investment by corporations.

o
.

—

The previnusly cited study by the Economics ang

Research Branch of the Department of Labour brings in a A

*

further dimension into the discuséion'of the unattractiveness
of "agricultural pwoddctioh.to corporate interests, namely the

inefasticity of demand for farm produets. -~

T-he dlﬁxnlshlng importance of agritulture.has
been inevitable in a country in which techno-
g@ghas eancouraged the growth of secondagy and
ert¥ary industries. The economist explains the
r dec;lne as primarily due to the Lnelast;01ty 2
demand for farm products, as incaomes rise in
~ highly industridlized society. As 'advances arse
| made in technology, productivity, and yreal incomes ;
increase, A smaller proportion of total income
is required to meet food requirements and
higher proportions of income are spent on non-farm

6"




products. Tﬁas, while other industrias contlnue'
to grow, the agmicultural industry steadily falls
behind. 39

Even though ‘the days of the chezp ?ood supply are,

history, there is still much validity td the above. The

related economic growth ind‘exes40 stillispow a decline in

the relative importance of agriculture if the- Canadian '

Al

ecdnomy. The fact that the reak growth of the “aconomy is

taking place in the non-agricultural sectors appears to be
a consideration that would discourage corporate investment

in the area of .agricultural prodlctiones This consideration,

*|

and‘tne prospect = of a very low return on 1nvestmen§ ln

.

the area of agricultural production, are likely toc keep on

dissuading potential large capital investment into this arsa.

& . ’ . r

Retdrning to the main thrust of the discussion,’'a
further. dimension Wthh entars the" plcture of - dependence ‘!’P
"‘concerns the subject of credlt (an el?borate discussion of

which, in the case o Duebec, .was put together by Lessard).-

&

As seen earlier, Kad?eky linked the gromlng dependence of

the peasant Fgrmer on credit to h&s,need to produce mare,

which was itself linked to an increased need for mohey. -

[

39Economics and Ressarch Branch, Dgpt. of Labour6 "Trends in
2

the Agricultural Labour Fgrce in,é Canada,from~1921 to 1953",

Ottawa, August, 1960, P. 1 ‘ \ _
40F'or example, see Tabls 1} (in Chapter V), "In ex numbers of -
output of agriculture.and selected lndustry Qups, Canada,
Seletted yearé"
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* has, prevented the disappearance of

A

-82~
| , ‘ .

The fact that this dependence on credit has grown to .

unpraéedented heights for both the financing of lénd and

buildings (mortgages).and for machinery, reflects the -

evolytin® of a h%gher levél of dependence in this sphere

o? exchange. MOfe than everflmany farmer8, in the. hope

OF keeplng-up wlth their risiﬁg costs and unbalance& pricss

dBCLQa\to Furtherilndebt themselvegg - - o
7 ‘ s ¢

When we look at the maJor sourcse of credlt todayf2 ‘ »

the State, who according to Bergeron is the main force whlch

‘ /

the so called '1ndependent'

,(Farm) commodity prqducer, we find anothar monopaly pgwer on

which the contemporary farmer heavily relies, By prov1d1ng

.most important source of credit, the State has taken cantrol

f41

42

“

loans at a lowsr rata, and conseguently slowly replacxng 2‘

_ financial institutions and individual loans as the single

over. the last means throughwhich an increasidg number  of . :

farmers remain in farming. For example, this dimension of . '

-State intervention which, in WQuebec, coincided with the

Here the effects of monopoly power can be seen as directly’

linked to the development of; the farmer's greater dependency

nn credit, the exhorbitant costs of essential resources and

the low return on investment compelling many farmers to

seek out the financier. In Quebsc the pruportion of farms .

- which were mortgaged grew from 36.6% in 1951 ta 53. 4% in i
1971 (tessard, Ibid., p. 90). . ?)

"MQst of 'the lgans ngw come f.rom government sources:either !
the Farm Credit Corporation (Federal Government) which ‘
acgounts for about one quarter of the total agricultural . ¥
credit given in (uebec between 1929 and 1973, or the Quebec ‘
‘Farm" Credit Bureau (Provincial Government) which accounts
for abaout half of the cradit between 1936 and 1973“

8. Barnxer, Ibid, p. 429 °

N
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development of commercial farming and the rising cost of

Farm543 has permitted the gasiar traqg{ar of property from

generation to gensration. ‘However; under the ghisa of

s

- assisting .the farmers in their fight to .hold on to their |

land, the State has, in fact, become ths actual (as opposed

ta the legitimate) owner of the means af production. As

Bergeron puts it:
9 put & . s ~
«ooby parmitting the copntinuity of ownership
trom generation to generation by way of credit,
the State now controls and directs the evolution . o
of productivity, the number and size of the farm .- '
and finally the pace of the rural exodus. 44
L) N : “

-

If we now go back to our original definition of

\ " a
dependence, we see the alarming extent to which ths agrarian

'commudfty’has lost much of the autonomy which, to varying

. o - L
degrees, characterized earlier stages in the esvolution of

agricultural production in GQuebec., Today's agrarian
cémmunity is, to a large extent, dependent on the porporate

oligopolies for'its essential economic resources and on -

this same corporate sector and the State for the iﬁadequa%e )
and often increasingly unprofitable prices it obtains for
its products,'relative to costs.. Finally, the contemporary

farmers are increasingly dependent on the State for credit

and subsidies without which the rural sxodus would have,
1 ) : N

L. Bargeron, "Intervention Etatique et 1'Agriculture; Le
cas du (Qugbec) Sept. 1977, p. 18 o

L. Bergsron, Ibid., p. 17

44




" most probably, been greaﬁéro But the lafter davalgpment,

(although the legal owuner of his me

. N N -t i )
" value created by the Iabour involved in agricultural

. . . . + .;84-
. . ~
, . N '

-

-

’

i.e., the unpracedentad dependency on credlt, as Kautsky
and Lassard have céarac:;rlzed it, is the most strlﬁlng
indicator oF their paor economic 31tua§10n.\Tha legal title
tb the land is, ta the farmer who has éurvivad tﬁa costs

of his dependanca, littla more - than a txtle .apnd, as many

45
authors in the Neo-Marxlst school have suggested, the

- |

.silearlties of this position with that of the MNban

. proletarian are corcrets. The most chclal 31m11ar1ty, L e

-

accdrding 'to the Neo-Marxist schoql, reLatas to the concept

<

5 surplus-valua. Just as the'wdrkgi'in a Fébtony does not

benefit from tha’exchqnga value over and abpve pﬁoductinn R

«
® o ' B

.costs, which the owner of the means of production realizes "

'

in the sale of the f‘J.nJ.shed product; th9~ conteniporary farmer “
‘ '

hs of productLOn) i L
beanefits very llttle, if at all, From the axchange procass,
dus to the 'cost-price squeeze' mechanism.. It is ths Food

retailer and processor, the middle man, the financier, the !

H

laqp speculator and tha corporations involved on the farm

-

input side who enrich themsslvas with moét of the surplus- - .,

| »

o

vproduétion.' The 1abelling of the contemporary independant

commodxty producer as a prolatarian or -not is academ;c.‘ f

‘Whatharqlargo scale capitallst enterprise comes to ovortly

45 M. Piot %ricultura et Capitalisme au Québec: L'Agro-. - ’
Industrio e Etat", Anthropologie st Sociédtéds, .o
1 (2) 1977, pp 71-886

G. Braton, "La Place des Producteurs Agricoles dans les L0
Rapparts dn Production Capitaliste”, Anthropuloqia et =
b Sociétit, 3, 1977, pp. 51-70 ' ' '
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dominate agricultureg. or not, tﬁe'coﬁpletk aliénation of the

A

independent (Farm) commodity producer. From his means of

.-

production and from the measurse. of economic 1ndepandsnca
which this ownerghip usually implies, is a description’

'whicﬁ,pﬁmés very close to characterizing the contgmporary
, . e g .
situation in agriculturs. :
Y ¥ ., oo
But, the farmer's dependencse is not limited to the

acoﬁomic sphere. "Asg Chorney46 has pointed out, we mould be

kY

gatting an 1ncomplate pxcture of the dependsnce of. a .:

collectivity if we did not examlne areas mhlch are beyond

t r

the strlct realm of economics: ;- ' B .

¥ s . © ‘ - "

....reglonal undardevelupmant is clasaly linged, ”

net only to capital accumulatlon, but to the. - Yo

cultural reproductlon of tha aystem "itself. 47
J ‘,_\ -
Just as the matropol;tanlcenter 9conom1cally dominates-thie

hintarland (thus makxng the latterx dtpenden¢<pn it for 1ts

1

“vital sconomic resourcas) the maﬁyopalltan based culturs

- \
Lalso domlnatas the Hinterland culture. In speaking of what

v
he terms thau"qultural nature’ of’ capitalishP Chorney goes

v - 4
the domination of metropolitan culture’'-is rein=
R forced through, the network television system o

' which centralizes programming in the major

metropolis, assigns certain submetropolis. centras .

to subsidiary roles, and ths rest of the country .-

to a totally passing recipient role. The world. - -

view that is gresénted to the audiences in the ' '
* ~ hinterland ‘solidifies the cultural hcgonony of  °’ T

—Awish Chorney, "quion;11§;3510nncnt and. Culfiirel Decsy”
in imperislism, nationalism and Canadas, by J. .Saul &

. C. Horon Sditnd by\C. ‘HeroptTorontosNew Haytown
47 Press,19 L ‘
He Chorn.y. lbido, po 112 )

-.on to say: 0 . ' ‘ t. Ty
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the matropolltan bourgeoxsla...
-

- «..Thig pattern of hegemqny also prevazls lh_ .
the oducationaL sﬂbtem where local community
dulture and values ars ‘suppressad to the benaFlt
‘of centre-inspired values and ‘et lture. 48 ’

>

Pl e ~

Besides balng subsarviently. swept‘lnﬁi the capltallst market
placa, the contemporary farmer has also\been subJugated by’

\ " .°the ‘mass produced culture mhzchdﬁr;glngtas from ‘the metrg--
g ' i .
.polxtan areas of the“country and; in ths case”of Canada in‘

v
genaral, and even (Quebec, orjginates to a large,g\}ent From

~ the metropolitan areaq of the Unltad,States. ‘This steadyl K j%
*, flow of cxty oriented culturs (most of its squtance being '
& « N N . ‘ o

in harmony with the interests of the dominant urban corporaté'
IV N N N
citizenry) has infiltrated the countryside and‘haé had for.

+ - o ) ‘
an effect to maks the‘Far@er dependent on_the center for

tha‘fﬁlfillmant of his culgural :aeds (edterté&nment,
hobbies,etc}). Just as the impact of the growth of capitalism

has drastically altered thé-Formeo‘s oconohic way of life

and created new forms of sooial‘ooganizationain agfarian . " s
regians, the penetration of the dominant culture has, |
weakened the cultural traditfions which, if l&ft intact,
may have servedrto give more iopetus to the fight %gainst‘.
-the growing dependency.

. Vot
\ .,/

. The realm of external dependance oanﬁalso be seen
as eitehd;og itself to the political arena. Whatever
politicél representation the farmers may now benofit from
is quite limited by the numerical fact that the farming

48 L

H., Chorney, Ibid., p. Ll4
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community, over the }agno, has become a proportionately

¢ smaller segmenpﬂof the dverall population. .The political

I N

influence of the Farmers ‘obviously has-more’impact

a

where they are in larger numbers, such as in

- v ~

Provinces: But, even in these regions the 4nterests

‘6 ‘the‘predominent oorpobate_class se;m to take oriority..
Thus, desoite the ;ztivities of the N.F.U. and other
‘farmers' interoot gooups, the farming.community appears
unable .to protect its economic intgrests by way of the
politicai’arenaland is as dependent on exte}nal‘corporate
interests 1n the area of pOllthS as it is in the closely.
relat®&d area of economic act1v1ty. The lack of 1nput of

the farmers into their econgmic, social and cultural . -

dastin} is, 'as we saw ear.ier, reflected in agricultural

‘State policy which does little to improve-their overall
dependence on the'urban—based corporate cooglomerates.
Rather, the polltlcal zmpotenoe of the agricultural
produoers extonds the sphere of their depandance, thus

placing their fate into the hands of the State to an

even greater extent. ‘ .

In the following chapter, the implications of the .

precarious position of the contemporary agricultural

'producer regardlng hxs use of paid agrlcultural labour. o ;

will be elaborated. The main focus Wlll be on the ways

"y

in which the 'cost-price squeaze' has affectod the-use

of the paid labour input in agricultural production. This - ﬁ
] . . !




~f

will first entail a discussion of the nature of the ecobémic

' . . .
'strategies adgpted by the contemporary agricul;dbql producer

, inecorder to cope with the édvérsa situatiqﬁ.‘ THus,,by , o s

procesding to. this lower level of tﬁeoreticai;ahstractign,
\ ,

the original problem, namgly houw" the penetratidn of capitalism Rk

into the agricultural sector has affected the use of paid
i 4 ’ /

. . ta
agricultural labour, will gsnerate four propositions subject
» - - .
o-aualuation. ,
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, 4
. Ay
« \ . N
' -
‘ /
+ / \ »
?
- !
N !
.
] ," L
" s
. Y +
. A 1 ,‘ 1
~ .
A -
. i \
\ . ‘_' ;
3 -~ < .
} ! _ )
; ; \
~ 4
¢+ - > A
. fl : -,
- . emngenr et e gt e SR U SNy FOUS AT -
2 ) . PG R R e

o st =




CHAPTER IV : , :

L IMPLICATIONS FOR THE USE OF PAID

AGRICULTURAL LABOUR

‘ In this Chapter the focus will be on how the farmer's

dependent economic stétus is reflected in his use of paid .
aggicultural labour. B8y proceeding with the discussion at
this lower level of abstraction, the main undérlyiﬁg question
oé this\reseérch‘wili give rise to the formuylation of four’

- propaositions, or‘test‘implicatidns, to be éJaluated in. the
iligﬁt of related census and Labour'Forca survey data. ?ha
~starting poinf dé the discussion will be the 'cost-price

sqdeeze' which, as already elaborated in thelbreceding Chapter,

is the result of fundamental economic processes respbnsibie for

4

the economic dependence of the éontempor;ry agricultural

- producer. In order to move in the direction-of identifying
4 4

the effects aof the cost-price squeeze on the farmer's use
of paid labour, the discussion will first have to address’

itsslf to the broader guestion: What are the implications

" of the cost-price squeeze for the economic strategies ‘

L
adopted by farmers in recent years?

It will be argued that the economic strategies

which are adopted by farmers,to try and cope with the

cost-price squeeze, have cuntribhted to the development of

1
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"~ gignificant changes in the Folldwing three areas: the

-

_structure of the agricultural lébour‘Forceﬂ'the economic . »

charqctgristics of the agricultural producers hiring paid

labour, and the temporal .nature of paid agricultural labour.

¢

The Composition of the Agficulturai;Labbur Force

+

< ’; .
Rs seen 'in the introduction, the agricultural labour’

force in our contemporary industrialized society, comprises

three ma jor components: self—employéd fafm operataors, anaid

4

" family workers and paid quburers. It is to the structural

make-up of the agricultural labour force (and not only to its

-

numerical comdosition as a whole) that we must Fifst'turn in

F

. ‘order to acquire a more completa.understanding of the

[

producers vis-~3-vis changes in -the agricultural‘labour'Fprce.

Failure to do so presents the danger that trends related to
. / .

fmplications of the economic dspdndencs of.agrichltural -

. ' ) . . . : \ .
figures® that are rgleased by various government agencies may

be interpreted as applicable to each component slement.

ARs seen sarlier, Kautsky argued that the traaitional‘
composition of the concerned labour force in Europe,WQs4
limited mainly to the.farmer and the members of his family,
with some outside help being acquired at harvest time, if
at all. Since he believed that' the traditional farm
‘household was organized primarily in terms of directly
satisfying its own needs (the union of industry and

"agriculture under one roof) he argued that the need for

lUsually,one figure which includes all three structural
components lumped .together is most common.

-
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3 ' ; . .
18th caﬁpury,}s open [to.speculatipn”

' squaeze iS'respopsible for t

: . a r ‘ M -'. - ¢ » -
hired laboutr.to help|withaghiculture Wwas usually limited to
. . . J\ . B ) . N ‘, N
peak periods during lhich the @pour ‘provided by the family

was pot sufficient td cope wikh the work. The~exte?% to

which the, above portrait.is refiective of the siﬁu?tion of
. . BN . I b . : :

the 'French fanmasett*ers ik the 17t

and First half of the

. ' ! .
due to the unavaila-

Ty . [ Cos
hility'oﬁraggfegate”data/cqnce ning the breakdown of the

-'| ‘ ' ' q
agricultural labour forge until fajirlly recently. The fact .

J N { b

that’ the corntemporary f rmer hqst, molre than sver, émphasize

»

fational;pradbction in t%é‘?ace»of the cost-prica squeeze

if he'wishés’to ramain in agricuiture, would howéver lead
one’to beliepe thég,iwhen comparing'today'é farmer to his /‘
fofeFatHers,{;n any given'era, he is morédlikely to'requipa
dugside help to ach}eve his recessary production objectives
Kj.e., all other ?aEJérsvbeing equal). ' .
As seen‘in.th?”prévigus cﬁapter, the cost-price

e coming .into being of a

‘relatively new stage in the evolution of the dependence of

the agricultural ﬁroduce}. .Kautsﬁy traced the origin and

developmént of the farmer's depsndent economic status, but

B

2Depending on which phase of agricultural production one is
concerned with, arguments can be made in support of, or in -
opposition to, the minimal utilization notion of paid
labour by the farm pioneer. In the case of agricultural
production in the French colony, ths low priority attached
to the commercial potential of farming (a brief discuasion
of which is found in Chapter III) and the social organi-
zation of production (the Seigneurial System) would lead
-one to believe that outside help washfgﬁg;z needed. On the
other hand, with the conq{est and the arriwyal of British
land settlers, agricultur production in general became
_market oriented. The seignyurs, being cut off from their

[




he 'did not describs one of the logical coﬁsequinceé of this
evolution, (that is according to the basic Mar

/
- nanely the cost-price squeeze, IThis does not mean to séy

s

+
1
]
[ . .
i B ~ P ‘
. N . -

[

for
ist tenet)

°
~

/
!

N

that he did not Forasee the concentratlon of capital Ln

both the farm anut and farm output linkage areas w1y@1n the

broader economic system and the more pronounced eFF‘cﬁs

this concgntration would have on the sconomic actiyity of

the farmer.

domestic setup. Thus, for example, in. thd case of a farm /

housphold which was faced with the pressgres of becoming

members living on the, farm, in order/to try and maintain

could argus that paid labour mogt probably played a more
important role than in ths pre edlng period, due to the
greater stress placed on outp

.
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a standara.of;livihg equivalent to previous eras, would
‘ i ' ) : L .
necessitate hiriﬁb paid labour in peak periods of agricul-

tbral pfoduction, all other factoré Q:ing sequal. Tha\extent:\ C
to which paid labour is substituted fot Family labour ' .
depands’on the degree to which family meinrs are“cqnsidefgd;
diséensable vis-a-vis the cost of the paia'labour. If the -
labour of a given . member ofotha farm household is only -
required.at harvest ;;me, for eiaméle, tﬁenythe cost of

su@ﬁaining th;t Fam}l& member for the rest of the year

, $ .
will be weighed against tha %pst of hiring paid labour to

- replacs the labour of that member. X T - E -

7

.most probably affect family size on the farm, but to a

‘lesser degree than it is argued By Kautsky.. However, in

S ' ‘ ‘ ‘ ' .
The above argument is perhaps questionable in

that it aptribuﬁes<g;:; an economic rationale to the

.
-+

decision making process of the Farmer. Rs exemplified by

.
the Fact that large family sizes are usually associated with - e
high levels of poverty throughout the wobrld, -ratiaonal’

decisions based on the economic situation of the Farmer

view of the higher level of depaendsnce that characteiizes,
tha sconomic activity of the contemporary farmer, one would
expact the effects of the rational decision making ‘process

on family size to have ‘been amplifiad in recent ysars.

~

A. factor which comes into play in terms of this

rational decision making.process (implicit, but not

emphﬁsizad in Kautsky's treayment) is the effect of

.
1
.




-.‘hechanizationg or put‘differsntly, oﬂ‘a higher degree of
‘move toward the greater commerCLalxzatlon of Farms oﬂsp

. farm machlnery, and>;ts use usuallyfreducas the extent to

s .
<
-
-
'

L

. .
capital intensive production on Farm Family size. A
lnvolves an increase in the use of 1ndustrlally produced

which manpower is needed to achi®ve the previpus outout

'leyel. Therefora the introductiom of mochinery is 'a: kaey

variable contributing.tdf%hg extent to which family
. . . o . ) N
members may be considered superfluous.

1

To summarize the argumentf[so far, as interaction with
-« ‘ . ‘

the urban based industrial sector increases, so doss
. - a l‘ )

the use of paid labour., On the other hand, the use

of unpaid family labour depreases'as the Fard family

is subjected to adverse. econamic pressurgs and farm

youths are attracted by job opportupities in. the

city. With respect to the ecanomic pressures, Kautsky's facus

bn the rational decision making process in agricultural

‘production is impartant in that it questions the completeness '

of ekbianations pertaining to the decreasing importance of

unpaid family labour which only adopt a 'job attractiveness'

proposition3 as the main inciting aépact. As ths reader is

well aware of by now, the focus of this thesis is to discern

3 S5ee, for example, John Porter, a chapter entitled "Rural
Deciine and New Urban Strata™ in his work "The Vertical
Mosaic) (Toronto. University of Toronto Press,1965) and
The Economics and Ressarch Board, "Trends in the Agricul-
tural Labour Force in Canada from 1921 to 1359 (Ottawa:
Dept. of Labour, 1960 \
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the various ways in which the unaqual exchange betwasen the
I

agrlcultural-sector and the oadqr eyonomlc sysfem has ]
affected the use of paid labour iﬁ agriculture. It is ﬁbét
likely accurate to say- that the attractiveness of jobs in.
aﬁd araund rapj ly'érdwing cities and metropolitén areas
did motlvate the rural exodus of many sons and daughters

of Farmers. HOWBver, looklng at thlngs ﬁ;om the theoretlcal
perspactlve slaborated 1n thls thesis, 1t igs also meortant

to stréés the lncreaSLng economlc pre;QFJes placed an the

Farm household (i. 9. the economic burden DF supporting a

large family) as a Factor related to the rural exodus oF

the young agrarian population.. As farms increase their
inlensity\of‘prochtion, one would éxpect more paid

i ) s .- X -
labour to be reguired at harvest time and during aother

peak periods of -the year, In certain cases this would

replace the unpaid family labour which'is no longer abailable,

and Halp in achieving the new prqduction objectives. .
As“agricplgurai production becomes more specialized and
commercialized, ohg would‘exﬁect the ranks of this component
af the agricultufal labour force to swell (boﬁh in tarﬁs of
saasﬁnal and part-time workers, and in terms of year-round

workers). What had made (and still makes, to a very

noticeabls extent) agriculture strikingly-rdifferent from

“the industrial sectors, inclgding other -primary sectors,

*is the composition of its labour force. Whereas the

labour force of most other sactdfs was composed largely

of a dichotomy of, on the one hand, a very large proportion

4




-

" impeds the grom?? of large acreage farms and hengg, all
- ¢ / - N

‘producer has to cope with the effects of the cdét-price

of paid wofkars and, an thé*other hand, a small proéoftion § “”t,§
of ehtrepreneuré, the agricultural labout ?orce:providgd a '
Givid contrast, Ho&évér, with the externgliy stimulated

push toward the increased commercialization of agriculture,

one would expect this gap to be closing at an acceleraﬁbdv

rate. This is true td the extant .that the Factors

.presentad Barlier in the dlSCUSSlOﬂ as obstacles to the

e #
pﬁnetratxon of capltallst relations of productxon in agri-

culture do not lmpede the structural trans;tlon OF the‘ e

Rt ¥ s R -

agricultural labour force. Ffor example, ﬁhe limitations
of the land -- a productian input which/is more crucial

s [ : s s . / '
in agriculture than it is in most other sectors -- may
3 / -

TN ak,

POV

other factors being equal, the growth of the paid labour

™~ . / L. . . s
somponent in agriculture. However,/ before continuing on -
the subject of the changing composition of the labour force

in agriculture, a further dimension must be introduced into

‘the discussion, namely the esconomic strategies which may

be adopted by the‘agricglﬁural producer in the light of the

cost-price squeeze. . , f
<+ ! , N [ )
As seen in the previous chapter, the‘agriculturél -

4 . .

As is obvious from reading the previous chapter, contras-—

ting the composition of the agricultural labour force to '

that of other industries should not be seen as an admission ™~
that the contemporary farmer has a similar degree of )

control over his means of production than that exercised

- by an entgepreneur in other sectors of the economy. The

parallel is mads for the ‘'sole purpose of tryzng to present
a clear picture of the hypo£h931zed changes in the compo-
sition of the agricultural labour force. .

+
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squeaze which have become acute in recent years. This is

.due to the greater degree oﬁ'concgntration‘qf capital in

.

e

the industrial. sectors which supply the contemporary farmer

o
~

with his sssential economic fééources,_ppd in the petail
outlet sector which dictates 'to the farmer (with the help
of the 'lpgitimate’ autho.rity of the State) the prices he
will ieceivé Fo£ his‘products.5 As a result of the unéqual
gxchanfe which has characterized the conte@pﬁgary4Farmér’s
growing field of.ralatibns with the urban-based 60:ﬁ6rate,
'center', thers appeafs to have been tmo‘Bpposiﬁe:polqr
directions toward which the sconomic stra#ggiaé of the

agricultural’producer have ‘gravitatad. 0On the one hand,

he has tried to cope with the cost-price squeeze  withaut

 implsmenting any ﬁajor changes in his pattern’of agricul-’

tural production which would require greater disbursement
on his part. This economic strategy ﬁole implies thgi the
farmer-would not incur any further expenses as a result

of substitution and/or amelioration with respect to any.

major input component. -This bould have the result -of not

increasing his production substantially, except iniséme‘

‘

'cases, where an increase in prgduction would be attributable

! - .
to greater physical strain on his part and that of his

?amily. On the other hand, many‘Farmars havé tried to cops

with the squeaie by procuring more capital (land, machinery

e .

5

trated in these sectors in Canada and in Quebec, see for
example, Don Mitchell, "The Politics-of Food" (Toronto:
James and CO., 1975), D, Lessard, "L 'Agricplture et le
Capitalisme au Qudébec, (Montréal: Editionj 1'Etincells,
1976, Monique Piot, "Agriculture et Capitadisme au Québec!

v
\ . .
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For a discussion of the extsnt to which capital is concen-




[} ‘ N \‘l . d ) . . 4
~and building) and/or labour, and/or other input variables,

s?ch as fertilizers aqd pestic1dgf.

a
~ S

. As seen sarlier, both Mitchell and Hedley secem to

recognize the existaence of these two ecoﬁomic stfategy poles

in their analysis af the changes in the ;rganization of
productxon in Westgrn Canadian agriculture, . This is mnst“u
svident in Mitchell’ s work and is raFlectad in his classi-
fication of Farmers into small farmers (who'"trled to avoid.
the, pressure of risgmg‘éosﬁs b} maintaining absmall‘land
basp...[and avoidinaﬂ ...c;:t,outlays for lard, buildingé’
and machine_ry"6 nd ﬁadium and lafge farmers (who try to’
achisve higher({incomes by increaéing the voluﬁa of their
outp%ﬁ)} If the case 6# the farmer who tries to -cope with
the cost-price squegzaﬂwiﬁhout implement;ng as} ma jor ‘
cHanges in his.pattern of.agrrcultural‘produétion, tﬁis
strdﬁegy more often than net, means a gr#dual wi£hdrama1l
from agricultu:e. This operator exodus out of agriculture is

—

likely to be reflected in a noticeable drnp in the numerical

: /
cpmposition of ths selF-amplayed,operato; component af the
agricultural labour force.. | v

-

Seo far, what has besn put Foraard‘iﬁ‘terms of

L‘Agro-Industrla‘et 1'Etat", Anthrogologle gt Sociétds,
1 (2), 1977, pp 71-88, and John Warnock, "The Political

*  Economy of the Foogd Industry in Canade - Oligogoly and
Amarican Dnminati n", ap Qur Ganeration, Vol. 11, No. 4
y

6
_ Don Mitchell, Tha Politxcs of Epod“, Ibid., pe. 19
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éxpectatidns %{;.a-st the pompo;ition of the agricultural
. labﬁuf Force‘is= (15 é decrease in the proportioq of the
‘uﬁpeid Familyjtomﬁonent; | {2) a decrease in thes propor- .
- tion af the opsrator c%gponént and; (3)an increase in
-  th;!:¥opoftLoh of the paid labour aleméH:A?brppoaition 1), 2
' It has Been argued that. the dacr;ase insﬁpe'proportion of -
’thq unpaidnfamil& component is attributable to the rugal kC;g%;«
ekodus of a large number of young members of the farm Family‘
hghsehold. This exodus should be ssen as not only due to
'>\<\“-the attractivenéss'dfuemployment oppéntuﬁitiés in ihdusﬁZial .
‘centras,reiativé to;joﬁlépportunitias in 4the agrarian,'
\ ) ' ~community, but alsoc as partly due to tHe inability of farmers
. ‘ (who~§;9 facad mith the do;;:hrice squepze)‘to adequately
'§~‘, . providévfor large fémilies. As just'seaﬁ, the decrease in..
| " the pruéorfion of %he,ogarator component w;s put Forih as N
being reflective of the fate éf the agricultural producers -
whg, in ‘the ?Fce'of the cost-price squeéza, adopt sconomic

Q . n
strategias approaching what coudd be termed the 'coping

without expanding” pole of action. TSQ increése in the
propertion of the paid .‘lfgtbour't:‘or;tponant has been first
‘ associated~witﬁ.the“hypothesi;éd decrease in the unpaid ’
Py family componed&, iﬁ that the use.of pqid labaur mas'likely
.to replace a postion of the labour of,the unpaid family
members who left the farm. Second, as will be ssen in the
.failoning saction,‘tha agriculﬁufal,producers adopting‘

economic Etrategies approaching mh?t could be labelled

"o the 'coping by‘GXpanging' pole of action areolikely’to

.
.
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- sincrease their use -of paid labour,

It follows that, if thare has been an overall
. decrease in the numerical compdsition of the agricultural
lhbour force, the brunt of this dectease @ouLd be absorbed

by the aperatbr and unpaid family components (Propo=

, . 4 . . M . ’ . ?
sition 2). _ J ) :
. ’ > -

The Economic Characteristics of the Agri- . .

cultural Producer utilizing Paid Labour

[

Retumnlng tu the pllght of the Farmers adopting

economic strategles which tend toward the coplng w1thout

axpandlng pola of actlon, thelr evantuaL exodus f rom

_agrxqulture is almost cartaln. As saan in Table 6 (in wh;ch

A e R LA derpinssdar

férms are distributed according to the total sales of

e iy

agricultural producps’infconétant 1961,Dollars) there is a
vary noticeable decline in the number of farms in the lower
total value of sales categorles For Quebec from 1961 to

1971, Even though ‘valug of the total sales’,ls only one

of the thrga_indichtors of e scale of production used ‘ - !

. later on in this research, thk 33,325 decrease in the

! ?
gbsolute number of farms faor the

2,500 total
sales catggory, for the perio& 1961 to 1971, and the .
11,085 dQZ;pasq in,tha:ébsoluté number ‘of farms for the
$2,500-$d;999‘£otal salaes catégofy for the same period, -

clegily depicts.the fate of farmers who do npt incr;ése
, , s

their productivity. The disappegréncé of these low

productivity entérprises can odly be postponed by greater

EN

L)
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a
inpuys of unpaid labour én the part of the farmer and his,
- family, that is if indeed he ﬁas more time and ensrgy to
put inte his operatiéﬁ and/or can fall back on more nan-
remunerated labour on the part of his Famlly. ¥Without a
substantial increase in his prod&ctlon, and hence in hls’
.sales, his net income will keep on falling, and in this

case, a geauction in the expenses attributable to certain

input variables is likely ﬁo come about.

Depending on the input composition of a given agri-
cultural operation, paid agricultural labeur may be ons of

14

the inputs which is reduced as a result of the decrease in
income. In speaking of the undermining of the highly

diversified labour intensive pattarn of farming which

dominated agricultural production, prior to the end of the .

Secand World War, in the‘area of Central Alberta he studied,

»

deleylstdtes;

O0f particular rdlevance, in this respect, was,

that the louw product1v1ty of these enterprises,

in addition to the incrsasing demand for labour . l
in other sectors of the economy, made it -
impossible to retain sufficient hired or unpaid
family labour to support the diverse operations. 7

The traditional pattern of farming which Hedley describes,
comes close to the coping wighout expanding strategy pole
since, as seen in Chapter iI (in the discussion of his

’ article) thg priérity is not in the direction of constantly —

_seeking to increase productivity, but.is rather to provide

‘0

7 Max J. Hedley "Independent Commodity-Production and the

Dynamics of Tradition", Canadian Review of Socioclogy
and Anthropology, 13 (4) 1976, pp. 417-418
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greater éeéurity in the faée‘of the natural risks which are
inherent to égriéqltural pfoduction and the hazards® oé

ﬁar?et fluctuations. Looking at the‘ﬁaid labour caompanent,
one‘may'Find that Farmér;'who-tenq to act along lines which

approach the 'coping without expanding' strategy may be

Forcad to cut back on .the paid labour camponent which goss

ginta the productlon process and thls may be realized

(depending on the extent to which labour has be®n used in
the past) by eliminating the use of year-round agricultural
labour and/or by cutting back on paid seasonal and casual
labourg Thus, it is hypothesized Ehat.Farmerggmho adopt
economic strategies along the lines of the ‘coping without

expanding' model (who, by definition, would generally tend

~-103-

Bps noted in Chapter III, one will remember that Marketing

Boards, which have as one of their functions, to provide
stable price levels, are a relatively new phenomenon .

9Viawed in relation to Proposition 1, and more .specifically
the hypothesized increase in the proportion of the paid
labour component, this development is not seen as altering
to any significant extent the direction of the trend toward
a larger paid labour element in the agricultural labour
force. The farmers who are likely -to cut back on their
use of paid labour (those adopting economic strategies
approaching the 'coping without expanding’ pola) are also
most.likely to esventually drop out of agriculture or to
.seek a large share of their income in off-farm employment.
On the other hand, as will soon be argued, those farmers
who adapt economic strategies approaching the ‘'coping

by expanding' pole are most likely to increase their use
of the paid labour input, besides having the greatest
chances of remaining in agriculture by virtue of thsir

greater productivity Yin the face of the cogst~price sgueeze. -

Thus, since the number of farms likely to cut back on
.the use of paid labour most probably will have decreased,
and the nimber of farms likely to increase their use of
paid labour, most probably will have increased, the pro-
portion of the total agricultural labour force attribu-
table to the paid labour component will have a tendency
to increase. It goes without saying that this prassure

e ey S




~1064

to be of the émallér scale variety) will tend, ovaf time,

'to employ less paid agricultural labour (the first dimension
of the hypothesized trend stafed at thefénd of the chapter

in the form of Proposition 3). The subsfitutiqn of paid
lgbdur‘by the operator's own free labour and/or that of his
?amily10 Ar‘by way of increasing the expenditure on another
input factar accordingly (i.e. spending the amount which would

,havé been disbursed for paid labour on another input item)
can only delay the evgntual withdrawél of th; operator Fram
agr%Féiﬁure, or his transition into a part-time;farmer.
Whatever line n; action is followed by the agricultural
producers who, in the face of the post~p;ice'squaeéa adopt
ecoh0ﬂic stratggiBS'congruent to, or approaching, the coping
without expanding pole of possible  action, one thing'seems
clear with respect tofhired labour: in their futile -
Fight to stay in farming, they will. be cutting back on its
use since the cost of this labour and that of othar ;nput

factors will increase while their net income decreases..

. ’

In contrast to the above, the agricultural producer
‘'who adopts a strategy that approaches.dhat could be termed

the 'copxng by expandlng pole of action will take measures

- contributing to an increase in the proportion of the paid
labour element is complemented by the decline in the number
of farm operators and unpaid family farm workers.

"lUThis may .involve a temporary increase in the use of unpaid

“family labour, but since the farms which adopt- economic
strategies which approach the coping without expanding
pole of action ars ldkely to be squeezed out of agricul-
ture, this does not contradict the hypothesized decrease
in the unpeid family labour slemsent.

“r v Al
"‘.’zm,; et
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to increass his produyction by incurring greater expenses on
input Féctors for wﬁibh he-is presently disbursing money, or
by introducing one ar more new ian?i}omponents without
.simply réadjdsting his budget by eliminating other

N . K
inputs '(a strategy which, as just seen, comes closer to.

approachlng the coplng wlthaut expandlng pole) By increasing

certaln outputs such as land, tractors and other machinery,
Fertxllzers, pesticides and, in some cases, sven paid labour,
the farmer who adopts this position hopes to increase his

production to an extent that he will’ be producing more per

»

©

dollar invested and, hence, be ablse to better tcope with the
\unFavorable harket-c;nditions and the high prices he is pa}ing
 for his essential aconomic resources. As host recent studies
show}l.at least at an _aggregate level, a substantial increase
in production is usually accompanied by an increase in tﬁe'
rate of return on investment, and this is based on the
principle that sach additional unit p%oducad above and
Beyond the total cost of inputs going into productipn
'incregses net income. Ewven thﬁugh a high profit margin
is not likely to existl2 in the agricultural productioﬁ

sector, due to the cost price sgueeze, strlvxng for higher

productivity would seem to be the only viable means. of

lanr example, see article by D. Shuts, "Agricultural Pro-~ /-

ductivity in Eastern Canada", Canadian farm Economics, /
Vol. 11,No. 5, October 1976, pp 7-16 /

Rs seen in an article in a recent issue of Time Magazdine,
entitled “The New American farmer”,November 6, 1978, the
return on investment which is obtained by the most,
successful and largest scale American farmers.is riaot
comparable to the profit margins in other xndustfles,
especially if we take into account the size of the

12
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ensuring the continuity of an agricuLtﬁfal enterpriss. '/‘

L3
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2

. of Yarge capitalistic corporate farm operations, is a question

that time alone -will answer. If one keebs in mind the

obstacles to the inPiltratioﬁlof the capitalist mode' of
praoduction touched upon in thapters II and III, then if
‘would not be audacious tq'speculaté that whatever large

- ; «
scale capitalistic farming exists will remain outnumbered by

b e e A At H b Ml 2 nirine £ e et o P

individually and/or family owngd capital intensive farming
operations. As we-haYe just seen %q table 6 : , the 1
coping without exgénding strategy does not look promising

in terms of the farmer remaﬁning in agrlculture and survival
ssams to be in/%he direction of the option just discussed, ‘ j
with family férms still‘baing’ablé to hang-on by increasing |
their outpit. . o ' . S

s

.

‘s far as the labour- input is concernsd, the increass

. / . ‘ R
in diéburseﬁents by the farmers who adopt the 'coping by

expgddiﬁg' appr@ach appears to be directed toward input ,

, investment involved in these immense U.S. Farming entsr-
W ' , /6rises. In sp&aking of one of the new breed of American
, farmers, in this case a wheat and sugar beet farmer of v
3,500 acres, Time Magazine states:"Over the years Bensdict
has averaged a return of only 3.5% on the 3.5 Million ‘
present value of hig investment... in theory he could
enjoy a larger incomse by selling out and putting the maney
‘in Bank Cartificates of deposits paying around 9% inte-
rest.”" p. 58 Time Magazine then goes on to reinforce one
. of. the arguments made in Chapter III when pointing out:
; o . "...such profits, on sven ths most efficient farms are o
' too meager to interest big corporations., The fears that ’

family farm would be taken over b! agri-business have .
proved unfounded. Corporations with more than ten stock-
' holders account for less than 2% of U.S. farm sales". p. 58 - o

f
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Qariables‘othér than paid\labour and especially farm
machinery.}3 However, to conclude that job opportunities
will become non-existent would be misleading. With the
anreaSLng usa of farm technology and BCLBntlflc know how
by farmers mhn implemert an economic strategy which tends
to approach the cop;ng by. expand;ng pole, the requiremants
placed on paid agrzcultural d1abour will become greater -in

C\Eerms of the skill level of each worker. This is R *ﬁé;
aespecially true in the case of year~-round workers, Evan

 th0u§h the latter d;mansion will not be explored in detail
in this ressarch, it.shouid-bs kept in mind in relation to
policy formuleation in the area af‘tﬁﬁffgﬁabilitation of

' developmentally handicapped'pers?né in agricultural areas.
What dirpcgly concerns us here is the expectation which
hgs.bean impliad throughout the last two or thres pages,
namely tﬁat the paid agricultural labour input is likely
to be utilized increasingly mﬁra by those faimers'who‘éope
by expanding, and increaéingly less by those Farmegs wha

“cope without expanding (Proposition 3)% _—

The above expectation would séam to log&cally\ﬁollow
Propositions 1 and 2. As seen sarlier, what is usuaily termed
'the agricultural labour force' is compbsed of three elements,
and the theoretical perspective through which this research '
- has been undertaken points to a maQEBd change in the

distribution within each of these elements, which includes

a drop in the proportion attributable to the operator

s

13for example, see article by D.Mm. Shute, Ibid.,

s oA e it A bt b s D e e s
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element. It folYows from the above ‘discussion, that the

largest propertion of those farmers being evicted from

1

agriculture would be the ones Qhoiare not able to increége
fheir productivity sufficiently t5 remain in business

(i,e., those who tended to adopt a cdping without.éxpénaiﬁg
economic strategy) and that tﬁe use of paid labour made by
this Fategqry of farmers woulﬁ’dec%ease. In fact, this
expectation ssems to be quite consiétent with thé objectives

of a report of the federal Royal Cdmmissibn.on Canadian

Agriculture entitled ™"Canadian Agriculture in the Seventies"

»

in which one of the‘must clearly stated racommenda;ions to

the Government was the commercialization of agriculture.
\ -

. This objective stands out clearly when looking at some of

the main guidelines on which the .major recommendations of

this report are based:

1- Whene®er possible production must be oriented
toward mors profitable commercial outlets... .

4- The young farm opsrators who cultivate non
profitable farm enterprises should pull out
of agriculture and bensfit from short-term
social assistance and vocational training
praograms as well as from jab placament ser-
vicas in other ssectors of the economy. 314

Since governments usually have a tendency to publish policy
studies which are compatible with their own views.on the e
sub ject, and since govermment policy .has such a great

{

impact on the destiny of farmers in this country, it would

not be surprising to find out that the governmental

m— ey

14"Canadian Agriculture in the 70's", a resport from the
Commission on the Planification of Canadian Agriculture,
(Ottawa, The Queen's Printer, 1970), p. 1l °
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spearhgaded push toward the commafcializétion of agficulturs
has haF, as a consegquence, a sﬁrong coﬁgzibutibn to the
rqali4nmgnf of the‘agricuitural labour force in a manner
mhich;is increésingly compatiﬁie with the great majority

“of otrer sectors of the economy (i.e..a small entrepre-

neurial class and a large paid labour force).

|
f. Even though the coping by expandlng strategy may

eliminate paid agrlcultural wark oppmrtunltxes in cases
where a farm operation was radically transformed from beipg
labour intensive to capital intensive, the expansion of
prcductlon, if it doas not involve a Qrastlc shift from a
labour 1ntens;La to a capital intensive oparation , should
(éiven a sufficient ipcrease) a;tQally entail new job
?pportunitfas for paid labquf; Here, it is useful to
-1/ﬁistinguishvpetween the shbrt and the long term effects

; of the increased intensification of farm operations. If,

s/ X \ .
by adopting a strategy which approaches the coping by

;, expanding pole of action, 2 farm operation takes a radical-
step in the direction of bacoming more capital intensive,

.

tha short tarm efFects of the utilization of paid labour
may result in a reduction of its use. Howevar, tha long

A tarm effects should also be envisaged. Being faced with

the cost-brice:squeaze, agricultural producers are confronted

by tHe task of ‘having to increase their productivity. Thus,‘

/,

a farm which initially reduced its use of paid'labaur as

its production process was drasklcally altersd in the
[

direction of being more capital zntanszue, can in the long

~-109=-
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"run, increase its utilization of paid labour beyond the

T——

degree to which it did prior to the initial change in the

nature of its oparatlon. In iha case of farms which wers

alraady capital intensive at the beginning of the time

. span being considered, efforts to become productive may

have the short term‘consequence of increasing the use of
the paid labour input. For example, the addition of X walue.
of livesﬁocg and Y value of machinery in an already_capital

iﬁ%ensive déiry anterprise (whicﬁ had been run by a single
1‘

-110-

operator with some unpald help Ffom his Fam;ly) may aétuaIly

necessitate the h¢§&ng of a paid: year-round worker For the

Smele reason’ thaéifﬁ% operator mould no longer be able ta

’ cope with all the work requ1rad, or willing to put 'in the

- q‘
necessary extra hours of work.:
* L ¢
The final decision concerning the® hiring of paid

labour willlobviouely be.influenced 5& the'availébilityaof
\ . T - :

suitable labour and the market price., Thesse conditians

-being favorable to the ?armar,‘his hse of paid'labour

should, anrease, as pr dUCtan lncreases. If the present
Quebec Government polkicies vig-a-vis helping the agri;
cultural producer secure paid agrlcultural labour15 achieve
the;r intended -impact, then-deciszons to employ paid labour’

or ‘not should be pasitively influenced.

lSSea Apﬁendix B for an official description of Four such

programs - two wage SUbSldy programs, one hnus1ng impro-
‘'vement program aimed at improving the state of dwellings
for seasonal farm workers, and one moving and 'transpor-
tation subsidy program for full-time and seasonal.
workers - for the fiscal year 1978-1979. ‘

° ~
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If the trend is to less unpald family labour, it

would seem logical to expect that more and more oF the 1abour

requlrements that are created by farmers adopting economic

strategies which approach the coping by expanding pole of

(action will be Filldd by paid agricultural workers. Ae is”

»

pointed"gut in a study on "Trends in the Agrlcultural Labour
¥*

Force in’ Canada", undertaken by the Economics and Research-

S

Branch of the Department of Labour,

If less help, is.obtained from family members,

farmers will probably have to engage 'a. higher
proportion of hired labour which may not be

as readily available and which will require .
more careful recruitment. 16. :

~ As will be ssen in Chapter VI,the first dimension of this

"

expectation sesms to have realized itself. _As for the

\availability and skill level of the paid agricultural labour -
'

Farce, the existence. of programs to help Fanmers‘pezhre

paid. labour in Quebec and in other reglons ‘of Canada,qattests
to the dlsequ111brium between the demand For, and the supply
of paid: lab0ur in agrlcblture, given current wage levels and

working COHdltlDﬂSo o ) ¥
: ~

The Temporal Nature of. Paid Agricultural lLabour

5A further expectation'put forward, here, is that
year-round lapour mil} increasingly become a larger
proportion of all naid agricultural labour (Droposition 4).
If the number of small scale farm enterprises is decrsasing -’

at an unprecedented rate, and the number of large scale

167 ends in the A?rlcultural Labour Force* in Canada,from 1921 °
to 1959, Economics and Research Branch, Dept. of tabour,
Ottawa, August 1960, p. 56 '
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.farms abpears to have significantly'increased (ses Table 6

in the case oFJDuebac ) then one would expect the propor-

tion of total wesks of paid labour attributable to paid

year~round employment. to have increased. The reason for,
\ .

this is quite simple, small' scale farm enterprises tend to

use paid labour in a aaasonal manner, if they use paid

£ . . .
labour at all, whereas large scale farms are more likely to

employ paid agricultural labour, QSpecfally as far as.
year-round labour is concerned. In spaaking of Canadian
agriculture up to 1960, the previously cited stud& comments

on thls subJect in the followlng way:

It might be supposed that w1th a conSLderabl
smaller labour force in agriculture in%recen

ysars, a higher percentage of those ref®ining e
o farms would be employed the year-round The .
trend, however, has actually been in the oppo-
site dr:ectlon. 18

It is the contention put forward hare that the above . ¢
axpectat;pn has ?inally been.realized in the last two -

decades. Sinca‘tna above mentioned study was completsd, o

the cost—brice'squeeze-has.became more acute and has

contrlbuted to the acceleration of the prev1ous1y dascribed

5

aconomlc mechanlsm mhlch is put Formard heJa as having,

s as a relavant effect, afh-increase in the propartlon of the '

il
1 ! 1

17ps sesn earliar in this Chapter, Table 6 shows that a
dafinite grend exists in the dirsction of ‘the disappearance .
of smalley scale farms and .the growth of larger scale ope-
rations, ps reflected by decreases in the ,ahsolute number

~» of farms [Elassified under the two lower total sales cate-
garies a by increases in the number of farms listed under
the two higher total selas categories during the period

i mn——“— 1961-1971. -

- 18 Trands in the Agrzcultural Labour Forca in Canada Frnm

1921 to 1959 Ibld.,

°
[
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total weeks of paid labour attributable to year-round

employment, IFf this claim-,is éubstantiated, then the

Y

.front (besides that of the rapprochement with respect to

.agricultural labour force could be said to ?E realigning .

~

itself with ;He other sectors of the é¢dnbmycon anothen

4
:

the structural composition,of-the agricultural labolr

ﬂprcéT‘namaly the regularity of its paid labour.

Summary of Propositions

\ % o

The model which follows summarizes the logic of the ,

»
L
arguments put forward in this chapter. The propositions '

!

which are listed below should be seen as 'non~operationmalized'

statements of the expsctations which have giveﬁ shape'tb'thé

émbirical.dimensidn of the ressarch design.

e

Vproposition.1

[y ¢ .
N L)

\ .

o ~  There: has been a sigﬁifiqant structural change in

2 °

the composition of the agricgﬁ?ufal’labour force in Uupbec

in the direction of a proportional decrease iq)the self<
emp}oyed farm opgrator'and”uﬁbéid family components, apd‘f
a proportional i;creésa id“ghe paid .labour elemént.

o | -
Proposition 2

- ‘
Y. ‘ . ' N . )

.t - % b
. The decrease in the rumber of persdns engaged in

?

«"‘A'
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- paid agricultural labour attributab

" of the methodology employed in the ctollection of the

‘relevant data.

" the agricultural labour force in Wuebec has been at the

cost of the self-amployed farm operatar and unpaid family
components of the agricyltural labour force.

(This can be seen as a corollary of Proposition.1).

e

Proposition 3

' The proportion of paid labour being utilized by
large scale Aarm enterprises has increased and conversely
. \ 0 >
the proportion utilized by small scale farm enterprises

has dpcreased.

»

.Propaosition 4 -

There has been an increase :;/ﬁhe proportion of
'to' year-round work.,

-

Prior to assessing the empirical validity of the

above propositions, we must first turn to a discussion

LY

%

44
LR SN

I
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. MODULAR RECAPITULATION OF ARGUMENTS

" CONCERNING THE HYPOTHESIZED EFFECTS
OF THE FARMER'S DEPENDENT ECONOMIC
STATUS ON THE USE OF PAID AGRICUL-
TURAL LABOUR.IN RELATION TO THE COMm-
.POSITION OF THE AGRICULTURAL LABOUR
FORCE ,THE ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE AGRICULTURAL PRODUCERS EM-
PLOYING PAID LABUYR AND THE TEMPORAL _
NATURE OF PAID LABOUR, . . ‘ R

-

COST~PRICE SQUEEZE -

B . ' ’

L 4 s
. : ? ‘ - ) ' 'x,“
'COPING WITHOUT e . 'COPING BY
EXPANDING' € . v/ EXPANDING® .
_ STRATEGY POLE: - ~ _ .~ STRATEGY POLE
7 X \ a
REDUCTION REDUCTION . REDUCThON . INCREASE "IN
IN. NUMBER IN NUMBER IN THE: UsE - THE -USE OF
DF FARM OF UNDAID QUF PAID LABOUR PAIO LABOUR*
OPERATORS » FAMILY (which is less (which is mors
’ ‘ MEMBERS 'likely to be” likely to be
" full-time in . fuli-time in
nature) nature)'

#*
The absence of any diraection -concerning the numerical com-

position of the operator and family labour elements under
the ‘coping by expanding' pole of action shauld be inter-
pretad as an indicator that ths numerical composition of
these two components is expected to remain relatively

stable when compared to the hypothesized changes with '
raspect to these two slements under the 'coping mxtnggg//Fkﬁx
expanding' strategy poley, It has beasn argued that the
farmer who expands, and consequently should increase pro-
ductivity, will be in a more favorable position to cope

with the cost-price squesze than his 'coping without
expanding® counterparts. This implies thet he will be

more likely to ‘remain in agriculture and sustain the

cost of providing for the members of his family.
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: . " - CHAPTER V ,

. .
N hd : b

METHUDOLOGY“

- .
-~ -

This Chapter mill concern 1tself thh the methodology

. adOpted in light of the . research problem and will

comprise an ' élaboration of the rationale-for using sécondary

analysis, and a dlécu§sion of the advantages and disadvan=

N
. Y
«

tages of wnfking with census and labour force survey data.,.

1t will concluda‘mfthAtha’6per5tionalizathh“of the four

 propositions put forward in the p:evious,Chap&ar.

¥

. -3 . v N ’ Al ”
As: ths reader might-have expactad, due toithe size
of the working unlverse, the prop081t10ns will be evaluated

in the llght of data whlch has - already been gatheted and

\

organ;;ed in a tabular format., This method, which is termed

'secondary analysis', was judged to be the only raallstlc

h

avenuq. First, the funds‘which mould have permitted the

first hand collection of data (bf’way of a survey,) were not

available and, second, the analysis ihvolves .comfiarison over

time and the accurate recording of datea related to happenings

dating from 10, 15 years, and even ldnger pariods back in
time wouly be, to say the least, difficult to achieve in the
light of the quantitative nature of the desxred data (a.g.,

the number of weeks of paid labour hired by 3 farmer in .

1961). To conduct the equivalent of a one phasae census of

-116« . e S
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agriculture (in which the entire universe is consulted)

related to the questibns being ‘explored, or even a statis-

'tlcally VLabla survey .in the hope of obtaining the desired

data, would be not only financially 1mpossxble, but metho-
dologically questionable with respect to the quality of the

data collected in relation to previous periods. As seén in
an-article by 'Allan'D. Stasves, entitled "The Flows of- ‘ \\\

Canadian Farm Operators into and out of Agriculturé“} the ‘K

-turnover rate in farming is very high. By obtaining

\ N
information only from the farm operators who are fupctioning

-

at one point in time (who may not have been in agriculture

5, 10°or 15 years ago) any attempt at making viable

N ' A /s .
_comparisons over time would be impossible. Thus, it is not

surprisingxto find out that the nﬁly.éourca of data which
is available in‘v%aw of‘the aggregate level of the infor=-
mation desired emanates from Statistics Canada which is
résponsibla‘fqr the collection and compilation of census
data.and a multitude of other quantifiable information.

There are two principle sources for the data

presented in Chapter VI: first, the Census of Agriculture

and, secon he Labour Force Survey Cataloaue 71.001, from
which the raw data was,abééracted. More will be said later
on this subject, and aon the prﬁblems which were encountered
in relation to each proposi£ion, but first the choice of .

the working universe must be elaborated, -

lAllan D. Steeves, "The Flows of Canadian Farm Operators lnto

and out of Agrlculture, Depart. of Sociology and Anthr.,
Carleton University, Ottawva, a paper delivered to the annual

‘meatlng Of the C.S.A. A., in London, Ontarlo, May-June 1978, p.14

‘
. 4
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‘As éeen.earlier, the main focus is 05 Quebec:
aéricultu;e as a mH;fe, even~though‘data o; Canada and/or
other proviﬁées will be presented for purposes of cohparison,

. Tﬁe addption of‘£his general universe is consistent with the
objective of determining whether the hypothesized trends are
noticeable ét~thé provincial lsvel of Quebec égriculture.~
One point should be made very clear in relation to the choice
'of the morking universe, ang it concerns the\level at which
génerali;ations may be made. It is not the intention\o?
this tessarcher to commit what is called 'the .scological
'fallacy'. "The ecolégical Faliacy £an occur mhsn‘ﬁe make
inferaﬁcas from units of observation at a higher lsvel [ in\
this case the pravincial lavel] to units of observation at
‘a lower lavel"g Ad previously discussed, the objective is

‘ éo see whether  the ﬁypothesiied davelapments are'apparent
at the pfovincial level,and concluding thdat such developments
(if canirmea for the province as a whole) exist at the
county level or even the census subdivisian level, would
bs commmttlng such a fallacy. In a given region of‘the

| 4 province a certaln trend,which was found to exist at the

provincial level, may not sxist, or even be in a completely
opposite direction, whsreaes in another region the trend

may bes congruent with, or sven far more noticeable than

the development nated at the higher level ‘of observation, .

As he states: "...it now hppaars that of Canada's 337,810
census farm operators in 1976, approximately 44 percant of—
them had entered agriculture 1n he previous ten year period,
By contrast, 56.2% of the total number of 1966 census farm
operators had exited from agriculture by 1976, p. 14

2p, McGaw & G. Watson, "political and Social Inguir ", (New
York: John Wiley & Sons, I973), p. 134 .

=118~
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As will be discugsé; in the concluéion,-any policy
formulatiaﬁ should raelf;e the ‘danger outlined above and a
decision to implemeyf(vocational services related to the
employment of deyéiﬁpmentally Haﬁdicapped persons}in'a given

agricultural aféahshould be first preceded by, among other

things, a‘céreful examination of the topics discussed in this.

research, but this time at a lower level\ﬁf observation.
Howsver, the techndgues involved in obtaining the désired
data at the census divisioﬁ and\éansus subdﬁvision levels,
would be'mnfa complicafed since the desired cross-tabulations
.are anly availble in tﬁé agriculturallcenéu§ publicatians Fo;
the province (a technical reasgn wich renders analysis at
this level’somawhat less codplicatad). Unfortunately, the
desired cross-tapulétions are not always available at the
provincial- level (or they may be available for one year,

but not for another) and trivariate tables are not availaple

-at any leavel of aobservatdion.

i

Besides these problems, other difficultiass exist.
related to the changing definitions of terms and the changiag
categories used, from year to year, in the presantatidn of
the census data. HoweQér, these problems are usﬁally.only
minor and can be overcome by manipulating the raw data
(e.g., grouping two catqgorias together for one year to
enable comparison with a category in another yeér). If
we are dealing with data that is presented in the census
publicatiohs, at worst one may get a slight headache before
figuring out the solution to such a problem. More will be

A
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said on this subject in relatien. to the presented data

related to sach proposition, as we now turn to the
operatiohalization of the major terms involved and 'to

the daslrlptlon of the procedures used in the presentation

"of the data. 4

Propositions 1 and 2

In the previous Chabtér it was hypathesized that a

chahge in the structural composition of the agricultural

* labour force has taken place in the direction of a propdr-' %

tional increass 16 the paid labourfﬂ;mponent and a propore ' ¥
tional decrease in the aperator anJ)unpald family labour ’ ;
alements (Drobosition 1). It wasé}lsu put Formard that these L
two latter components havé absosbdd the major part oﬁ the

reduction in the numerlcal comp051tlaé af the agrlcultural

labour force since the Second World War (Proposition 2).

The main source which enablaed the evaluation of these two

propositions is Statistics Canada, "The Labour force Survey"

Catalogue 71.001, which includes (égcording to which year

‘is‘baing'scrutinized), besides the unemployment rates and

the numerical breakdown of ‘thd employed and unemployed !

[

labour force per sector of the aconoﬁy, a table in which
the agricultural labour force is classified according to
what is termed ‘'class of workers', for Canada and for ‘the

Provinces. Two other socurces, which pad put together some . 3

of the data contained in the "Labour Force Survay Latalogue",

" werse also consulted, namely a previously cited study entitled

% . . ~
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"Trends in the Agricu}tural Labour Force in Canada,l1921-1960" -

‘and a8 statistical pédkage entitled "Selected Agricultural

in thase_pr propgsitioné is concerned, little elaboration is

Statistics for Canada, June 1977", published by "Agriculture
anada". Since the desired breakdown (i.e. agricultural
labour Force cla;;ifiad by typs of worker) is not .available

at the provinecial level in the concerned Labour Force Survey
Catalogue, prior to 1976, ‘the former source was particularly
useful in that it proQided the desired infofmatio% for Quebscy
for the  years i946 and 1958 (Table 13) whigh enable %he

examination of data spanﬁing over a, 32 yean»period?

As far as ths operationalization of the terms-involved
: : ' :

-

really reguired. Starting with the component parts of agfi-
cultural labour, ‘'unpaid Familyulabour' should be interpreted

as such i.e., members of the farm operator's family who, at

the time the labour force survey was conducted, had workeda

on the farm without receiving any monetary remunsration. The
operator component includes two categories which ars separated
in the Labour'Forcs Survey, namely 'self-employsd opsrators'

(who do not employ paid labour) and 'farm operators' who are

3Tha analysis of the related data would only have been possible
for Canada as a whole if the authors of the research 'in ques-
tion had not taken the initiative in obtaining the special

- tabulations.

4The duration of time which had to be spent by an unpaid fa- :
mily member to qualify as such was not specified, which

would lead one to believe that, if a family member was re-
ported as working for any period of time without remunera-

tion by the operator,for the period for which he was being.

?uegtioned, that family member was put into the 'unpaid
amily labour' category. -

t
¢ % :
,
. -
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employers of'haid labour and who are ﬁrésumably selF-emp}nyeﬁ
in the great majority of casas.since, as seen sarlier in
Chapter II, the numbb:tﬁf corporate farms other than family
farm corporations are minimal, at least in the case qf Quebsc.
The 'paid labour' component is obviouslyrmade-up of persons -
who arg hired by farm operators and receive a hoﬁetary
remuneration for agricultural work they perform and, as it
is the case with the ‘'unpaid family labour' category, no
" time requiremants are given which woufd serve as a guideline
for classification into this category. Thus, included in:
the 'paid labour' component are paid year-round agricuitural
Amo?kéts and part-time, seasonal and casual worke;s,'and this
is'ceffainby evident if we compare the figures for the total
" number of paid yéar-rdﬁnd warkers Found'in the census For~
Quebec agriculture to the figures under the heading of.
'paid labour' in the Labour Force Survey, f@r any ™
particular census year In erbositiohll, ‘a propor-~
tional decreasa in the operator and unpaid family Eompoﬁents!
’simply means that a proportioQal decrease in the numarical
cqmposition»of‘tha agricultural labour force attributable
tp; on the one hand, the gperator component and, on’ﬁhe
qother hand,the unpaid family labour component of the agri- o .
cultural labour force, has occurred since the Second World
War, and this obviously implies that the proboréion attri-
butable to the third component 'paid labour' has increased.

The. sacand proposition Flowg out of the first and is sslf

avident if the first propositiaon is substantiated since,

if a major shift in the composition of the agricultural

T e oo o



’

"increassed. This implies,,converseiy, that'ihe»proporfion

.iabour force is shown to havs occgrred in the hypotHesized»
direction, over.the,;946-1978 period, it follows that any
decrease in thé‘ouef;ll numerical éompositien of the agri-
cultural labour force over the same perioafwould be ;¢

the cost of the components displaying decreases in the

proportion of the concerned labour force attributable to

>

sach.

3

As far as the raliability'of the data presénted in
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Chapter VI, in relation to these two propnsitiuns)is concefned,

it should be stated that the meﬁhod\thréugh which the data
was Abtainéd by Statistics Canada is a survey. and. not a

consultation of the entire universe, as it is the case in

the decenial census. Howevsr, the sampling technigues used

(which resemble to a great extent.that used by the Gallap
qui Organization) are ths same as.the ones used for

obtaining the data on which the calculations ofwihe .

" unemployment rate's are based and are Hailed by Statistics’

~ r

Canada as being among the most siz;%sticatéd'and accurate

C b

e

of their entire arsenal.

t

Proposition 3 ;

!

It was hypothesized that the proportion of paid
Jabour being utilized by large scale farm eﬁteéprisés has
of ,paid labour attributable to small scale farm enterprises

has decreased. In evaluating this propositibn we will focus
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an two indicatoks of paid labour: 'paid labour in general’,

as indicated by weeks of paid labour, and 'year-round

employment', as fndicated‘by the number of year-round workers.
. ‘ N * » vp .

The tﬁearetical definition of .a !large scale'
enterprise, which was implicit in the prévious Chapter,
‘felates_directly‘to the sconomic strategies ad0p;ed‘by_farmers
inythe face of the cost-prica squeeze. A large scale Farm’is
deiined as a farm which, due to its generally suparior level
of productivity, is staategically in. a morw Favorable
posxtlon to copa w1th the COSt-prlCG squeeza than’ Fanms

displaying lower levels of product1v1ty ('small scale farms).

Thus, all factors bejing equal, except for the quantlty of

inputs’ golng 1nto agricultural production, one would expect. .

f
farms usxng a relatlvely large quantlty of anuts (i. Bey °

having a relatlvaly largse dollan value of production expenses)
and diSplayiné a rslatively High level of tatai sales, ‘to

fall undex this rubric, As seen in Chapter IV, higher

‘lavels of productivity are usually associatad with higher

levels of return on investment. Howaber, it should again |

be stressed . that, in the case of agr1CU1tura, thls should

1 not be taken to mean that ‘the agrlcultural producer, who

qgnsiderably ﬁpcreases his productivity, will be automatically

reaping immense profits. Raiher, the highesr return on

investment will permit the farmer to better cope with the -
adverse economic conditiaons, and hopefully benefit from a

small profit margin. ' . y

1 »
.
) , A R ammanes IR ‘ .
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For the purposg of t'his~ study, and keeping in mind

~*the nature and orgahiiation of .agricultural datal available.

in the c:enéus, a:'lafgé scale farm enterprise' should be '

/b(e?u as ranking toward the 'large\st;. value poles in relation

to thes t-.hr:ata5 following indicaters: (1) 'value of agricul- -
turai produdts sold', (2) 'total capital value' an_d,*(B) | r
‘number of ;«\arepou'nc‘i workers', With .respect\to-“th',e indicator ]
' numbeT of"ye‘a,r-round,workers', /it is argued that si'nca

.VBB.'B%S of all IFarms in Quebed',‘ classified as commercial in

the census publicatlon,? received 507.; or~molre of‘ thei.r gQross
income from the sale of‘ llvestock and/or products of live-

\\stock, in 1961, and the related Flgures ara 89 3% in 1971

‘ and 83% in 1976 (s% Tabla 7), the use of‘ this lndlcator is

Justifiable. All’ maJor ;anut uarlables belng equal (excapt
-for the purpose of this dlSCUSSlon, paid year~round. labour) it
{

would seen loglcal to argue that d farm that receives «.ha

maJorJ.ty of its gross recempts from the sale and/or products of

.

am.mals would ore l:.kaly ba in-the labour ‘market for paid
year-round labour than a Farm mh:.ch racexues most of its °°

&
gross %ecaipts fram, say field crops, or the sale oF, other .’

A

‘agrlf.‘ultural prnducts not involving a high degree of animal

3
e e npy L it ot

m———

5lf)rig.w.nally 4 indicators were to be used, the Fourth being
‘acreage of improved land'. However, since the desired cross-

. classification (data on agritultural labour force by acreage
'of improved land) is only avaa.lé!bleEj in the 1976 census publi-
cation, it was droppad as an indicator For the obvious rea-
son that comparison over time is not possibls.

6Tl'us total proportion was obtained by combining the dairy,
cattle-hog~sheep, poultTty and livestock combination cate--

- gories of the breakdown given in the census. ‘ .
‘2 i

In the 1961 cénsus a 'commercial farm' was defined as 4
having sales exceeding $1,200, In 1971 and 1976, this
figure was $2,500 and over (not in constant dollars) ‘
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' care. Whéreas the cultivation qf4uegetables usually does not

°

¥ . . . PR

]

involve a constant degree of year-round labours(except:

.perhaps when a farm also operates large green-houses)

"agricultural production which is ndt primarify:tiéd down to

the caprices of tha;lénd and weather, Bﬁt rather to the more

R v

prédictabia‘ﬁabits of animals, necassitates a constant
year-round lavel oF attentlon. This is especially étue af
ather than hnxmal care agrzculture in this part of the
Northern Hemxsphare which limits the farmer to one crop a
year. In céntrast‘fo the'seasonal'natupe of the labour

inpute in other than animal-care farm operations, the peak

_ season ig:far less pronouncdd in dairy farm enterprises.

‘.Tha cows must ba milked tmice a day and one must maks the

L roundg to plck-upIQQe 899 s, not tvice a year, but every

(24

#’ >

day. R ’ l

¢ -

%

i hd ’
3 \ '
» - ¢ R N ﬁ-.,

Loe "ﬂﬁe above baing said the statement mada sarlier,

1

‘that farme involving anlmal care are more likely (all maJor

.anut variables being equal) to. employ p31d yaar-round

labnur than farms mhera production is more dirsctly tied

' to the pozl, becomes clsarar. In view of thealarge propor~-

,tion of farms obtalnlng the ma jority of their gross tevenue

From the sale of, and/or products of animals in Quabac,

the recordad shifts in tha number of paid ysar-round

. morkers employad, clagssified by number of worka:s hired’

L by farms over the 1961-1976 period should, alang with the

AN
BHere, I am rufarring to. labour in general, naot 'only paid

. labour.
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other two indicators, sarve toc reveal the validity of
. : * R f >

\Proposition 3.\“Iﬁa degrée of canfidence in uti;izing this

-

indicator would ﬁe.giaater if all the farms in Uuebec

x T

involved animal-care. Obvicusly, there is the possibility
that this indicator may not apply to large scale 'non B
‘ﬁ animal-care! farm entsrprises (i.q., the.num&er of paid ivmﬁw

year-round workers wobldAnBt be a séﬁsipiveﬂmajor indicator
in tﬁgse cages) anq it ﬁbuld‘be lass appropriate Fo use it
for data related to é_Province such as Saskatchewan, ers
wheat is the main source of gross receipts., However, \
re;ogniziﬁg,these limitations, this indicatof should be

. able to pick-up major chanées with respect to paid labour
usage. . If there has been é noticeable trend toward the

. . : A 3
greater use of ysar-round paid labour by large scale farms

in Quebec (i.e., in terms of the number of year-round workers

engaged per- farm) - then the pfoportioh of the paid ysar-

round labour force attributable to the lafger value -

catagoriés of the number of year-round workers hired should

increase; these increases-wodld’qbviously ba,counlsr- 1 , :

balanced by decreasss in the pruportions attributable to
the lower value categories.

‘In relation to the Pirst two indicators of a largd
scale farm enterprise, the lsgitimization of their status

requires @ess‘biaboratibh and has already been touched upon.

One important qualification should lead-off this discussions

‘that is that uheneéer we refer to value of agricultqral
. “" »*




Y

& )

products sold and total capital y?lue;'we are referring to
value in constant Doiiifs. With\réspecl to the tgiai valug
x,oF agricultural‘productg sold, 1961 is the base year of the
indéx "Farm Product Erice Index"9 used to readjust the date
on paid labour, whereas in the case of total capital ;alue,
the base year of the index "Farm Inputfprice Index"10 is
¢ .

1971. By reérrang;ng the raw data with regard to paid |
labour in agficulture (number:of paid year-round workers

and weeks of paid labour) into constant Dolla} categories,

for both value of agricultural products sold and total
11 !

)

capital value for the non base years, one should be able

?This index (F.P. P.I.) is Found in Catalogue 62.003 and
indexes for each province are available (1961=100). Its
purpose is to provide a basis for evaluation of the .
fluctuations -related to the prices received by the farmer
for his products. The method employed in obtaining the
data (the.prices which the index reflects) is by way of a
reqgularésurvey of farmers in seach. Province. .This index is

_ the,most accurate guideline available that can be followed
in an attempt to readjust the rned paid labour data
in light of a meaningful interiretation of the value of
agricultural products sold., This index has also been used

to readjust the distribution of farms in Quebec, according

to sconomic class (Table 6 in Chapter IV)

10
The F.I.P.I. is related to the other countarpart of the

cost-price squeeze, the pricas farmers pay for the economic

resources (the inputs) going into the production process.
Unlike the F.P.P.I., the base year for the F.I.P.I. is
1971 and an Eastern Canada Index and Western Canada Index,
rather than an Index for each Province, are provided. It
goes without saying that the Eastern Canada Index is used

in the light of the working universa. o

11 -
"This is the value of census farm capital: land and
buildings, machinery .and squipment (including automobiles
livestock and poultry",. Statistics Canada, 1976 Census af
Canada,Agriculture-Quebec, Cat. 96-805, Bulletin 12-1,

Pe X &
|
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A} . .
to detect whether there are ‘real’ increases}zin the use of

paid labour (in genaial) and paid year-round labour attribu-
table to farms falling under the higher valus cétego;iss
(see Table 8 for an éxamplelof‘the use of the F.P.R.I. in
standardizing daf;). Whereas the indicator numbef of year=
13 '

round workers implias that the farms emplqyin§ sayefal

workers wilL‘have a relatively high gross revenus and total
capital value, the énalyéis of the concerned data in the .
bivariate tables involving the indicators 'value of agri-

cultural products sold' and 'total capital value' should |

2, . . L . .
1 'Real increases' in this instance, simply means incraases

which are net the result of mavement from aone unstandar-
dized Dollar value category (in terms of being in constant
Dollars) to another, over time, due to the concerned in-
flation rate. '

13In the case of an operator who hires several year-round

agricultural labourers (if the farmer is to stay inm agri-
culture) he must be able to covar the costs of employing
v year~round labour and this necessitates that the total
value of the agricultural products which he sells must
exceed this cost, as well as that of the other input
factors going into production. It is also very unlikely
that a farm employing several paid year-round agricul-
tural workers will have a relatively low total capital
value, since paid 'labour can anly be productive enough
(given the unfavourable economic/ setting in which agri-
culture operates todayfyto cover its osts, if it is
used .compatibly with the crucial resources of land and
other input variables such as machinery, fertilizers,
livestock, etc.. As seen in the latest studies on pro-
"ductivity in Canadian agriculture (cited earlier) the
labour input has become increasingly ldss important
(in terms of the capital spent on it) when compared to
most other input variables, and this development lends:
empirical support to the above line of reasaning. If
the labour input is relatively less important than the
other major inputs, than one would expect a farm '
employjing several year-round workers, or a large amount
of part-time labour in-genegal, to have a high total
capital value relative to farms that employ less paid
labour, (not to mention a‘relatively high value of
agricultural products sold).
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sarve to satisfy sceptics who would only usq ‘bollaé value'
indicators in relationhto any argument made cuncerning‘
Proposition 3.
'Dné last point éhodld be made igsrelétion to the
- compilation and presenﬁation'of the data rélaﬁed to this
'propositionr ané it concerns the absencs or readjusted‘paid
" labour data classified‘by value of agricyltural products sold
for the year 1376 and the absence of paid- labour data |
classified by total capitai value for the year 1961.. Starting
with. the lattariomission, the fact that the base year of
the farm 'input price index is 1971 and no corresponding
index ndmber is provided for previous years,did not permié
the readjustment of the paid labou't data of the concerned
1961 cross;tabuﬁation“, In the case of the formér omission,
the explanation is more complex; due to technical reasons,
which remaimed unresolved as expert advice was nat located
in spite of several attampts}dthe cross-classification of
the paid l;bour data by value of agricultural products sold
in cénstant Dollars only includes 1961 data, and readjusted
data for 1971. It would appeai that the procedure'to
read just data accérqiné to the F.P.P.I, index may be somewhat

different!’when the index exceeds the 200 point level (as it

14Even though esconamists working for Statistics Canada and

others in local universities wers contacted, nesw informa-
tion which would have helped in the resolution of the

- problem was not. obtained.

15yhen the index excesds 200 the data readjusted in the
higher value category according to the given formula,
appears to be grdssé: unrepresentative due to the existence

of the unlimited hiphest value category (in this case
$25,000 and OVEr ). ° ) gory (
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does for the year 1976)lén8 the source16 which Qas usaed as
a guide in the task.aof readjust;ng the tables in ;onstant
Dollars did nbt'provide any additional hint. ,However, the
dat; which is presented in the ‘concsrned tabie daoes permit
| cﬁmparisoﬁ over time, and it would appear that the trend which
is identified in the foilnwing chapter has persisted for the
period 1971-1976. The reasoning for this is that since, as
it has already besn argued, - high total value of sales impliss
_high tota{ value of can(tal assats, and since the hypothesized
trend with respect .to paid labourlwas‘datected for the latter
indicator of the scale of production Fﬁr the period 1971-1976
(pbt to mention for the other indicator 'number pf year-round
warkers hired by farm enterprises' for tMe same perioq) one
puld expect thé trend to have been detactedg the concerned
ngicator For ths 1971-1976 period.
D / .

Proposition 4 . .

't

It was hypothesized that the proportion of paid
labbur‘attrigutable to ysar-round aemployment iA Quebec has
increased. The data source which permitted the assessment
.of this proposition was the Census of Canada, and md:q
specifically the Section devoted to Agriculture. 1In order
to obtaiﬁ the most accurate reading in relation to the
hypq}hasized changes with respect to the temporal nature aof
paid agricultural labour, the focus will be on 'wbe;s of

. paid labour'. Thus, the indicator which is used is the

1
i

l6canadian Farm Economics,V0l.12,No0.5,0ct.1972,pp 20-32
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.
proportion of the total weekg of paid lapoﬁr attribu€able to
yearQrouhdtemployment; Even thoubh this indicator provides
the gréatest degr;e’of accuracy poésible in visu Sfflhé'way ¢
in which the raw data is presented in the census publicat;ons,
what constitutes a week of pald labour is not clearly deFLned,—
and this question sgems to have been left ta ths Farq ope-

 rator tq‘interpret as he wiéhea (which could be 4,5 or
6 days.of 7,8, 10 ar even 12 hours of remunsratad mork psr
day). }Fhat is specified, in relation to weeks of paxd
labour, is that this labour is attributable to persons 15 °
years of age and gquer, hired17 for agrichtural work (exclu-~
diﬂg housework ) during the twelve manth pariadrprior‘Fo the
date of the census raéding and that the parsons for thch

the wesks ars recorded include paid Fam&ly members as well,

The definition of a 'ysar-round paid agricultural worker'

is alsoc somewhat problematic since it characterizes such a
workar as "employed on a ysar-round basis as of the date af

nl8

Y the census gpading and does not specify, to any greatsr

extent, what is meant by 'year-round basis' leaving it to
//—\' .

the farm oparator to intarpret at will. Howsever, aven

Lxhough ths definition of a year-round worker doas not

provide a farm operator with encugh guidelines Lﬁ relation

to, for example, the case where he employs an agticulﬁural

Y
worker for 40 weeks out of the ;aag twelve months, the
- S

'lz.e., .receiving wages, a salary or a commissxon, or paid on
a piece rate or labour contract basis.

l?976 Cansus of’ Canada Agriculture - Qusbec, Ibld-, Pe Xi

'» .
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definition of tﬁis term seems to be élear énough to indicate
that casual, -seasonal and part-timé workers should not be
cansidered as yea;-found workers. mith these problems 'in
mind and siﬁce the number of,weeks of paid lébour attributable
to»year-rqund employment are not providea in the census, the
follﬁmiﬁg formula was aaopted for calculating thé desired
proportion:

“~
g

Total number of yeér-round workersxreported x 52 weeks
Total number of weeks of paid agricultural labour

In the lighﬁ of the vaguse aefinition of 'a paid yeér-found
agricultural moréer, the resulting proportions may b’ dl
some&ﬁat exaggerated‘(since, for the purposes of the formula,
a yaa{fround worker is a person who is remuneratgd 52 weeks
ouf of the ygar), but the consistént ﬁsa of the FTormula for
tﬁg,thre; concernsd census yaarslg, i.a.; 1951, 1971 and
1976, should be able to pick-up any major fluctuations. ..
Since the same vagué definitions are used for the three
concerned census years, one can only presume that the farm

operators, as an aggregate body, in filling-in Fpg census .

forms, interpreéted these terms (i.s., weeks of paid labour

~

and paid year-round workers) in a consistent manner, from

[4

census ysar to census year.
]

Also related to the hypothesized shift of the

'temporal nature of agricultural labour are two further

lgAs noted in Table 1; data concerning year-round employmsnt

in agriculture is not available prior to 196l. For this
reason the assessment of Proposition 4 will be undertaken
only for the period 1961-1976.
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indicators of the changing periodical use.of paid agri-
cultural labour whibh:came to the forefroht during the

closer axamination of the census data, namely\the classi-
. .

'fication of the farms reporting paid labour by the number
" of waeks of paid labour reported, and the glassification
of the farms hiring paid year-round agriculttital workers

by the number of yeaf-round workers hired. The former
S : ,
indicator should also reflect the hypothesized shift teward

a'greatar proportion of the total weeks of paid laSour-

PR

~attributable to year-round employment, if Proposition 4 is

fross)

sqbstantiated, by showiné a proportional inéreése in Qp
frequencies at;ribﬁtable'to'Fgrms hiring in the 53-104,
105-208 and the 209+.week,range categoriegigjof the concerned
tables. ‘Alsb, mofa'éenerblly speaking, this indicator
should reflect any overall shift in the temporal use of
paid labour (i.e., the extent to which paid labour is
being used, either ona longer or a shorter duration-bésis.
The sacond lndlcator listed above will not reflect the .

development depicted in Proposition 4, if substantiatad.

As will be sesn in the next Chapter, the shifts in the

‘20516ca a farm that hires one or more paid yeer-round workers (

is, in most cases, unlikely to report less than 52 or se
weeks of paid labour, especxally if seasonal, casual

™ and/or part-time work is also reported, any shifts in the
proportions of farms reporting hired labour; classified
by week  span oF«the hired labour reported due to a longser
proportion of total weeks of paid labour attributable to
year-round employmant, should be noticeable in these three
categories. It should also be added here that, whereas
the census publications classify the farms reporting paid
labour into 9 week span categorises, tha first 8 wsre /
transformed into 4 categories - ?

e e




proportion of farm$ classified Sy the number of yea;-round
workefs hired (i.e. sither 1,2,9,4‘or 5+2Lworker8) are not
incompatible with. the developm;nté related to the previously
describaed indicétér and the original indicator of the

r

development dbﬁicted in Drgposition 4, Specifically, what
~this indicator measures is- the changes in the extent to
whichgpaid year-round labour is being usad, not in terms of
the proportion of,total wesks of paid labour attributable
to ysar-round émployment; but in terms of the number of

year~-round workers hired (i.e., 1,2,3,4, or 5+ workars)

by farms reporting year~round employment,

Now .that the methodology which will guide the
svaluation of the 4 'propasitions has been madé expliciﬁ,‘

3

that the advantages and dlsadvantages of using census and
labour/force survey data have been dxscussed and that the
~propasitions have baan‘operatlonallzed, the task at hand is
~ta present and analyze the dgta puﬁ"Forward to assess these
4 propaéitions. Alsé, it should be nﬁted that in order to
facilitatg the presentatlon of the data in a manner which
will be maost apptoprlate in vigw of the arguments which ’

- have been mada, the findings related to Proposition 4 will

be présented bafdra those related to‘Propositioh 3.

Al

21 - .
In thls cass the cate ories used are the ones that ars
found in the concernad census publications:;L
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CHAPTER VI

¢ PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS
~N

Before proceedlng w1th the presentatlon and analysis

«
oF the data related to the propositlons put forward in )
Chapter IV, some background information will pe provmded{
N
The Declining Relative Importance of
Agriculture and its Labour fForcs : ( j)
Perhaps two of the most notlceabla consquences of f 7

v v

the rapid rate of industrialization which occurred in Canada ~—"
. o .

_during the Second World War and the two decades which
\ B

followed, havé been Fhe’strik;ng decrease in the numerical
composition of the agricultprai labour force and the
relegatibn of.égriculturg and its labouf force to a ralatively .
'léss importént position\vis-é-via the other sectors of the

°

sconomy.

As seen in Table 9, the total numerical composition
of the Canadian agricqltdrél labour force dropped sharply

from the average of 1,399,000, for the period 1935-1939,

i

to 474,000 in 1975 (for a percentage change of approximately
-66.1%). Also, whereas the proportion of the total employed

labour force in Canada angaged in agriculture’ constituted

an average of 31.5% for the period 1935-;939% it has Fallén

1

"An estimated peak of 1,500,000 in Canadian .agriculture was

. 7 .138-
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b Ny
progressxvely to establlsh ltselF at -only 5% of the total
employed labour fofce in 1976 (474,000 out of 9,572,000

These stniking dacreases are not unique te Canada and should

‘rather be v;ewed as 'quasi-universal' deyelopments related to

o

the rapid advent of Lndustrxallzatlan§ If this development

\

had not been related to tha changing nature of the economy,

then one wqa&d have expected the agricultural labour farce

‘tdvpéva increased simultaneously with the overall increase

- - 4 +
- &y _‘f y -

in the total population and labour force recordad during this
period (also see Table 9). Instead, employment in agricul-

ture (i.a., remunerated and not remunerated) has decreased,

dramatically, whereas employment in all the-other ﬁajor

-140,

sactors of the economy-has absorbed the growth in th% ouera}i!{?—p

o a

labdur Fdrce.; As sesn in Table 10, for the period 1949-1976,

.

lagricutture was. the only ma jor sectar of the. économy to have

raached during that summer" (that is 1939), G.V. Haythorne,

Labour in Canadian A rlculture, (Cambridge,Mass: Harvard
UanBESlty Press, 19605, 10

For a graphic plcture of the numarical decredse in the

agricultural labour force by region (1951-75) see Figure
2. The graph shows that the drastic decrease noted above
for Canada occurred-.-in every regdon, except British Columbia.

3A substantive discussion of the relatlonghlp betwaen the

depopulation of the countryside and the concentratioin of

the population in large aggromeratxons as a result of the
growth oF the manufacturing, service and sven other primary
sectors of the economy seems superfluous in. view of the maim
thrust of the analysis. For a comprehensive discussion ‘
of this topic see, for example, G.V. Haythorne,"Labour in
Canadian Agriculture", Ibid., Chapter I and John Porter,
"Rural Decline and-New Urban Strata"in “Social and Cultural
Change in Capada, Editor:W.E. Mann, (Toranto: The Copp

Clark Publlshlng Co., 1970) Vol.l,pp 133-144 '

3

4

.
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Note: This chart is taken from an article by R.S. Rust

and W.D, ‘Jones entitled "Farm Labgur”, Canadian:
Farm Economics, Vol. 11, No. 6, December 1976. -
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.shown F,decreésa'inlthe‘siza of its labour ‘force, as reflected
by the Iqﬁex 1961 equals'%OO. In fhe case of agricﬁiture,'
the index dacrgased from 160.8 in 1949(to'58.4 in 1976. In
contrast, the laréest propgrtional increasé was noted for
tha’sarvice producing ssctor (71 in 1949 to 177.1 in 1976).
b

The fact that agricu;ture has lost the predominent
pla;e it‘used'to occupy in the sconomy , both in terms o
being t?a principal employer of manpower,  and in tarts o
"the proportion of total qutput“%ttributabla to agricqltu al
ﬁfoducts (ses Tab&: 11), is beyond dispute. Home;ef,.a
question which follows from £he above and which is crucial
in the light of the rationale for undertaking this st:dy
is:.To what extent has the decnéase in the agricultural
labour force (both in terms of absolute numb;rs and of its
relative importance vis-é-vis the Everall labour force)
affacted the extant to which paid agricultural ‘labour is
being Utilized? It is with this question in mind that the
presentation and analysis of the data related to the pre-~

7

i, viously stated hypotheses will proceed.

. The Changing Composition of the
Agribultural abour fForce

[
1t was hypothesized (Proposition l) that there has been
a major structural change in the composxtxon of ths agri-
_‘eultural labour force in the dlrection of a decrsase in the

proportion attributable to operator labour and unpaid family

~143-~
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4

labour respectively. This implies that‘ao inérease in the
proportion attributable to the paid labour slesment was‘also
expected, ?lnca we ars deallng here with three components.

One wlll remember that the d1scovery of such a development,
(accarding ta its extant) could be xnta;pratad as a rsallgn-
ment of the agticqltural labour force in a manner which is
moraﬂconaiotent with'that of the)other sectors of the economy.
It was also‘seen'that this realignment, if substantiated,

could be interpreted as an indicator of the 'direct pene-

tration'? of capitalism into agriculture.’

Table 12 (for Canada as a whole) and Table 13 (for

“Quebec) shod'that a definite ﬂealignment of the agricultural

labour Fotca has occutred ta\a sionificant extent since the
Second World \Uar.:v However, the process is far from being
completed if tha agricultural labour force is ever to
;osembie the structural composition of’the labour force .
in most other major economic sectors (that io, being .
comprised, on the one side of a very large majority of oaid
workere and, on the other side, of a small entrepreneurial
faction).

As it stands now, the entreprensurial-paid worker

breakdown in agriculture could- be seen as characteristic

of many industrial sectors during what Marx terﬂad;tha

i

Diract penestration' should be understood here as the pro-.
porti nataly greater extent. to which man exploits man in
the roduction ,process. As saen earlxer the extent to
whxcﬁ 'capital' has a grzp on economic activity in the ,
agrlcultural sector, without having as a consequence the

raantﬁg {ggsgf'tho relations of jproduction,is alarming

R Ny

-/
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TABLE 123 Employed Agrlcultural Labor Force by Class of
. Workers, Canada, Selected Years, 1946.to 1976

£lass of workers

Year R Farm

Paid Unpaid Gperators Total

Thousands

1946 147 (12,4%) 360 (30.3%) 679 (57 3%) 1,186 (100%)

1949 143 (13,3%) 273 (25.3%) 662 (61.5%) 1,077 (100%)"

1951 100 (10.6%) 243 (25.9%) 596 (63.5%) 939 (100%)
1956 103 (13.25%) 160 (20.6%) 514 (66.15%) 777 (100%)
1961 112 (16.4%) 133 (19.5%) 436 (64.%) 681 (100%)
1966 98 (18.%) 110 (20.2%) 336 (61,7%) 544 (100%)
1967 99 (17.7%) 122 (21,8%) 338 (60.5%) 559 (100%)
1968 99 (18.1%) 128 (23.,4%) 319 (58.4%) 546 (100%)
1969 96 (17.9%) 125 (23.4%) 314 (58.7%) 535 (100%)
1970 99 (19.4%) 116 (22.7%) 296 (57.9%) 511 (100%)
1971 . 102 (20%) 118 (23.::2? 291 (57.%) 510 (108%)

©. 1972 99 .(20.6%) 110 (22.9% 273 (56,7%) 481 (100%)

01973 96 (20.5%) 100 (21. 270 (57.8%) 467 (100%)
1974 99 (20.9%) 103 (21. s%) 271 (57.3%) 473 (100%)
1975 110 (23.%) 99 (20.7%) 270 (56.4%) 479 (100%)
1976 143 (30.2%). 90 (15.%) 24) (50.8%) 474 (100%)

" Percentage change 1%46-1976

-2.7% - _75% -64,5% -~ -60%

]

* Total of categories enumerated as "own account" and
"employers"

Sources: (1) TheLabor force, Cat. No. 71-001 MOnthly,

. Statistics Canada.
~(2) The Labor Force, Supplement, Aprll 1965,Cat.
No. 71-001, Statistics Canada A

Note: This table is taken from "Selected Agricultural
Statistics for Canada, Agriculture Canada,
June 1977.°

-
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TABLE 13: Employed AgricuMeural LabBUr Force by Class of
' Workers, Quebec, selected years, 1946 to 1978
&
, . : Thousands ,
Year - . Paid Unpai# Fami- A Total all
. - Workers ly \Workers Self employed” Workers™
1946 27 (9.7%) 105 (37.9%) 145 (52.3%) 277 (100%)
v R L . s :
1958 16 (9.94) 53 (32.9%) 92 (57.1%) * 161 (100%)
July : _ N
1976 33 (36.74) 22 (24.4%) . 35 (38.9%) 90 (100%)
3:Ul/l y A . ; ; , .
1977 31 (36.5%) 22 (25.9%) 32 (37.6%) -85 (100
August. , - [ , ‘ .
1978 ° 33 (37.1%) 23 (25,8%) 33 (37.1%) - 89 (1D0%)
. I \
{ ‘ .
' _ Percentage chaﬁge from’
1946 to 1978
|
+2242% ~78,1% ~77.25% = ~67.8%
Source: .- For July 1976 .and 1977 and for August 1978, :
S The kabour Force Survey, Catalogue No. 71.001,
(monthly). ! ‘ '
. |
For the years 1946 and 1958, the figures were N
obtained from a Table in a previously cited
study entitled "Trends in the Agricultural
Labour Force , 1921-1960" , which apparently
obtained special tabulations from the DBS
labour force survey data, since the desired
breakdown for the Provinces does not appear
to have been published prior to 1976,
) [ 4 ,, /
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"si&ple co-opeéatién" pHasa?zThis was the starting point of " (2%
.cahitalist pruductibn and is the stage immediately following
handicraft production 1n‘the guild system. In this phass
production was still.organiied on a household basis bﬁt was
becoming more and more concentrated in small capitalist

~T, . . h

anterprises. . o

For Canada as a whole, the proportional breakdoﬁn
changad from 12.4% paid labour, 30.3% unpaid family labour
and 57.3% salf—émployad operator labour in 1946, to 30;2%
paid, l9%_unpaid family and 50,8% self-empioyed operator i

labour in 1976. Put differently, this means that the only .

component to have shown a proportional increase %s paid

labour (a proport;onal increase of 17.8%) while unpaid
family labour anq sglf-employed operator labour shqéed Ve
proportional decreases (-11.3% and -6,5% respectively).

In the case of Quebec (see Table‘13)rthe structural change
-appears to have been moré not;caable? In‘l946 paid labour

‘acgounted for 9,7% of the agricultural labour force, unpaid

S e —— b S P e

family iabour, 37.9%, and operator labour For‘Sz.S%. In

August 1978 the corresponding proportions were'37.l%,for

paid labour (or a proportional increase of 27.4% from 1946) .

5For a discussion of this Marxian concept and more generally
Marx's analysis of the svolution of the capitalist mode of
production in industry see I.M. Zeitlin, “Ideology and the

Development of Social Thaory"” (New Jersey: Prentice Hall Inc.,
1968) pp 104-110 -

Note that the latest figures for Quebec (August 1978) are-
ba;ng used instead of the 1976 figures in comparing this
trend for Quebec to that of Caneda, Howsver, since there . .
% is only a 1% difference or so per category betwsen the i
, brigzdouna for these two periods, the observation remains
va . . ’ .

6

| 8
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25.8% for unpaid family labour (a decreass of lZ.l%)E?nd
37.1% for operator labour (a decrease of 15.2%). The{ﬁact
Ht‘.hat, for the First time (August 1978) in the ﬁistorz‘)' of
Quebec's agricultural labour force, the Eropcrtion of peid
labour actually equalled that of operator labour (both
being estimated at 37.1% of the agricultural labour force,
Qr approximately- 33,000 operators and 33,000 paid egri-

cultural workers) highlights the observation&that a major

\realignnent has iaken place in the hypothesized directiom. *

But, this also substantiates the claim that the structural
tranasformation of the agricultural labour Forcé in this
direction is far from being complete if the composition of

the agricultural labour force is ever to resemble the sharp

numerical split bé@ieen paid workers and entrepreneurs
which prevails in the vast majority of working fofces -

in the other major economic sectors.

<«

"  Far purposes of analysis, this partial raalignmént
of the agricultural labour force since the Second World War,
may be seen as consisting of two phases. First (as seen in
Figure 3 For the whole of Canada and in Figure 4 far Quebec)
we have the period 1946~1958 in which a noticeable decrease
(9.7% for Canada and 5% for Quebec) in the proportion of
unpaid family labour took place. Thesa decreases were
compensated almost entirely by a proportional increase in
the operator labour component of 8.5% for Canada and

4.8% for Quebec. Second, there is the period 1958-1978 ,

- %’%‘m{, P
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FIGURE 3:

"Trands in_the
(1921-1959), 1986

Trends in Diffarent Types of Worksrs in
Agriculture,; Both Sexss, Canada, 1946-58

(Total Persons with Jobs*equals- 100%)

\\ ] e
AZZ%Z&L Self-Employed

Unpaid Family
Co &

, .
zf:jiﬁx Paid Worker

*Calculated from éhnual
averages

**Includes own account
workers and employers

per No.58,195
revision

1946

Note: This chart is taken from a study of the Economics &
' ResearchABranchA Dept. of Labour, (Ottawa) entitled:

aricultpral Labour Force in fanada“

<

’
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Source: DB Reference Pa- - P



'FIGURE 4: Trends in Different Types of
Workers in Agriculturs -Quebec,
1958-1978 "~ '

Unpaid Family

!

Paid Worker

Self-Employed

=4y .
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in which a“significant increasse inathe paid . labour propof*
tign of the agricultural lahour force was noted (plus 17.8%
far Canada between 1958~1976 and plus 37% for Quebec between

°

1958 and Qugust 1978) "Associated with these proportlonal

t

increases were sharp proportionél decreases in the operator .

Labour Force" goes on to say:!

—

labour componsnt (-~14,9% for Canada and -20 % for Quabec)
In speaking of the period 1946-1958 and of the sharp decllna

in the numerical composition of thg agricultural labour force,

‘

the previously cited study on "Trends in the Agricultural

-

-

Associated with thls rapid decline thers _have
bean changes in the- characteristics of farm

2 labour. Parhaps the most significant of these
is the diminishing supply of unpaid family help
available to operators of farms. 7 A

However, 'this séanario has changed radically in the last

. two decades and it is mainly to changes in the operator .
' component .and much less to the unpaid family element that

we must turn in order to comprehend the scopse of tth
decline. . ° ’

IC

| :
. As seen in Chapter IV, it vas hypothesized-(Propof
sition 2) that the majority of the overall decline in the *

size of the agricultural labour force would be at the cost of

the unpaid family Fnd operator components of agricultural

labour. Rs obvious from the previous discussion, the

»

expectation was substantiated, since if the paid labour

Q\I

"Trands in the Agricultural Labour Force in Canada",
Econamics and Rasgarch B8ranch, Department of Labour,
Ottawa, August 1960, p. 55

N : : - r
/‘\ ; »




S

N
~

componsnt remained proportionately stable during the pariod;

1946-1958, an inqreaéad during'the next two decades, the
brunt of the overall decrdase must have heen abso}bed bf
the oth;r two categories. ‘Table 12 (for Canaéa) shows that
the number of paid agricultural workers noted in 1976 is,
for .all lntents and purposes, quﬁg to that recorded 1n

1946 (143 000 compared to 147 000) and that the strlklng

. -60% percentage change in the total numbaer of agricultural

\uork;rs during this period (1, 186,000 .in 1946 to-474,000 -
in 1976) was almost totally attributable to the sven mor@
striking -64,5% percentage change For the operatnr category
(679,000 in 1946 to,241,000 in 1976) and tha‘-?S% change for
the unpaid family e{fi:;ant (360,000 to,80,000). In the-case

~

oF,LMgieca this pheanenon is even more .noticeable. Whersas

-"thq numerical composition of the' paid labour component showed

a -2,7% percantaga’changa for C;nada as a whole, from 1946
to'197é,,it actually showed ? +22 ,2% change for Québep
(see Table 13) Ffor the pe:ioa 1946—19?8 (27,000 to 33,000).

It follows that the -67.8% percentage change in the total
, . . . L

number of agricdlturalfuorkers recorded in Quebec was attripy-
.table to theeven more striking percentage changes in the

Other two components which sustained the overall decrpase

o

inghe agricultural labour force mord evenly than was
case for Canada as a whole (-78.1% change-in unpaid

family labour and a2 -77.2% change in the operator labour).

-

aEven though the time span being compared is two ysars longer

in the case of Quebec, the percentage chamges would be

ap roximately the same if the 1976 figures were used in the
culations,

=153~
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One‘axplahation of the more acute maniféstation of this °

pattern in Quebec is that Quebec agriculture was less

'oa

‘commercialized than thdt of most other regions of Canada

during the immediate post-war period9 and that, in attaining
a level of commercialization c%:parabla to that of most
. jnisetii ,

other reéions in Canada, the catching-up would be reflected
-*

in more striking percentage changes for the "three labour

force components. BUt the fact that Quebec agricultugs_

shows a greater realignment of the three comporient parts of
: ‘4
its labour force than is the case for Canada as a whole,

’ : ‘(.
(see Tables 11 and 12 for the year 1976) in the direction

which is cdmmon to the g;eag,majority of other sconomic

sectors, indicates that Quebec aériculture has gons beyond

the point of catching-up. Capitalist relations of production,

in Quebec agriculture, have become propcrtinﬁataly somewhat

N N
more significant in terms of the present-day composition of

A

the agricultural labour For¢910 than it is the case for

‘Ganadian agriculture in general. To the extent thatthe

proportional breakdown of a givsn sectorial -labour force is

kY

SBqth.the study entitled "Trends in the Agricultural Labour

Force in Canada® (1968) and Haythorne's "Labour in"Canadian
Agriculture” (1960), cited previously, attest to. the rela-
tive backwardness of Quebec agriculture vis-a-vis,
agriculture in the Prairies and Ontario. ’ \//

1Even though the number of paid agricultural workers has
only increased by 5,000, from 1946 to 1978 (27,000-to
33,000) the striking decreases in the numerical composi-
tion of the othsr two components has had for an affect
to increase the relative i@portance of the paid labour
element vis-2.vis the agrif€ultural.production“process,

-
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a veluable indicator of the concentration of capital in

the prodqction ;rocegs of that sectog; duebéc agricgiturél
production still remains daminatsd by a large number of
’felativaly small sé%le entqureneugg. As observed in
Chapter II, tHis portrait certainly seems to-be accurats
if one loéka at legal ownership of farm‘statistics'For
%uéch, }l

»

<

- 2

. " It would have: been erronecus to conclude' that paid

employment opportunities in dgriculture decreased since the'

: -~ -.‘ e ’ i \-) ‘ ’
overall numerical "‘composition  of the agricultural labour force:

-

.( dropped. sharply. VYet, this dangéh would have- been present in

-the absence. of an examination of each“element of the con-

kN

cerned labour forcs. Now .fhat i} has been shown that a
maj;r ?trucﬂurai changse- in tﬁp composition pf the agricul- -
?qra} labour Fbree has taken /pléce, we can now proceed to
e;Plore the seégnd dimeﬁsiﬁﬂ/i} the hypothesized realj nt;
i.,e., that whichorelatas to the séasonaliéy of the”labéqu
qupb. The changes in the cpmpositfgﬁ of the concerned
;abéur force noted earlief, while still providing a vivid
contrast to tba!labouraforce compositizg}?ound with respéct
to the o£her ma jor sectors éf thi/bconomy, are na:erthe;ass

- significant developments related to agricultural production -

in Quebec. The.qLastion now at hand is t Has there -also - R

}Without going into an elaborate discussion of Marxist and /
Neo<Marxist theories and their supporting observations
related to this s@bgact,it is the view put forward here”

.. that the concentration -of gapital in a given production .

- sector, into a fed hands, (i.s., an oligopoly setup for

v axample) will neb%ssarily reflect a labour force situation

! f '
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‘that the paid labour component of the'égricultqral labour

-

Y :

bean a significant change in the temporal use ofﬁpaid labpur

in Quebsc agriculture?

The Changing Temporal Nature

~of Paidi? Agricultural Work \

§
Ve 3

As.previously noted, it was hyﬁothesgiﬁg that the -
proportion of the total weeks of paid agriculturil labour

attributable to ysar-round employment has increaded in

‘Quebéc over the last tuwag decades-(Proposition«4).‘Furthet~

more, it wés argued that if this: hypothesis was substantiated
to any significant degres, a claim could be made to the efFect‘
force had taken a step closer to its counterparts in other

economic sectors in the area of the temporal nature of

vemplayment. . ) o

l : ’ .
. | ' : ’
In order to determine to what gxtent the hypothesized

in which the vast majority of ths labour engaged in that
' sector will be of the wage earning type (i.e. employees).
onversely, the decentralization of the capital involved
_n the production process.of a given sector into the
hands of a multitude of entreprsnsurs or companies reflects
8 labour force situation in which the labour force elements
have a relatively more'equitable,diétribution:

12 Ce L )
Since .the relevant data for the other "two elements of the
agricultural labour, fofce is not available (i.e., date which -
would show to what extent unpaid family and operator labour
have or have not become year-round in nature) the treatment
pof this question will remain limited to the paid labour
element. Data on off-farm employment of farm operators is
availablg (see Ray D. Ballman “Off-Farm Work. by Farmers: a
Study with a Kinked Demand for Labour Curve®, Ibid., for -
‘a comprehensive analysis of the available data for Canada),
but there is no data available on the time spent by the
farm operator and/oi\his family in doing agricultural weork.

I
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phenomenon is or is not unique to Guebec, Ontario rather
than Canada a¢ a whole( as treated in'the previous section).
: ” :

will serve as a basis for comparison in this sectian. If the

theoretical framework develgped in Chapters i1, III and 1V

have heuristic value, the directinn of the hypothesized

davelopment should not diverge signiFiCantl§ from one province

1 AR
to another, that is to the extent that factors judged.

potentially significant in felatiqn to the “hypothesized outcome

‘are tmken into account. Ontario seems to provide a good basis

-

for establishing to what extent the hypptheéizeq development-

© ~~

"is not only due to coincidence since its péoduct base, althodgh

somswhat diffe?ent, is not that dissimilar to that found in

»

o
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Quebec (dairy farming mainly). Anothsr variable mhichkmay‘affeet

the strength of the expacted development is thesdegres of

*

commercialization of agricultural production in both provincas.

¥ . e
1f Ontario was more commercialized than Quebec in 1960 (i.e.,

-

Had a greater proportion of large scals enterprises), éhqn

the extent of thebphenomenun mfght differ in iniensity,in

these two regions. ‘ \ At

’

As seen in Table ld,gfor Quebec, the proportion

of paid labour atﬁfibutaple to ysar-round eﬁployment13<

increased by 9,7% froh 1961 to 1971 (57.2% to 66.9%)..

Even though, as noted in.the methodology Chapter,

‘~thes%3pr0portions may be exaggerated, the adopted formula

should have served to detect any significant variation over

5 L. —

' [4
l3Sae the methodologthhapter for a discussfbn of the for-
o

mula emplaysd in aining these propartions,-

: ~ l(
- . N 4 Y . s
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"time as it appears to have done in the direction previously

hypothesized. Alsa, associated with this development, is a
noticeableMdscrease in:tha prpportibn of farms utilizing
betwsen 1 and 13 weeks of paid labour (67% in 1961 to 50.4%
in 1976), as well as a noticeabls increase in tHe other

4 week span categoriss (also see Tablae 14). Rglated to

the nextrsgctioﬁfof this chapter, this may be seen as yet

another indication of the .trend toward larger scale Farming

or, put differently, the disappearance of 'marginal' farm

enterprises, as well as of the inability of tha,small;r

scale farmers to compete for hired labour. But, in rglétion

to the heading beind‘ﬁiscussed, this development coul; be

seen as yet another sighA of the chénging temﬁoral nature

of paid agricultural work. The situation which fhe‘shifts

in ?he‘pr;ﬁortional breakdown (by week span) of farms

employing paid labour seem to be depicting is one in which

paid labour is being increasingly utilized for longe perid#s,
& )

of time. This phenomenon is cansistent with the greater ?

proportion of paid labour attributable to ysar-round:

. employment recorded earlisr, since the last '3 week' span,

categories obviously reflect the greater proportional use
of ysar-~round emplojmsnt.‘ But a new dimension is also

brought into the pictuTre, namely that seasonal, casual

-159-

and part-time work appear to be slowly movThg in the direction

of being used Por greater periods of time. This would

cartainiy appear to be the case if we look.at the proportional

L)

shifts in the first two time span categories which exclude ~

L

At

-
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by definition,the farms reporting yeaf-rognﬂ workere, The
'1~-13 week' span catsgory shouws a lé.ﬁ% decrease in the
proportion of farms employing paid labour in this rangs

from 1961 to 1976, and the 'l4-52 week' span category sho@s\a

a 15.6% increase for the same period. P

.

In the case of Ontario (see Table 15) ihe trend in
relation to the proportion of total labour attributable to
year-round employment appears to have also been in the sams
direction, but the shift has occurred durigg a different
period. Whereas the proportion of paid labour taken-up by
year-found employment went &p almost 10% in Quebec from
1961 to 1971, it'actua;ly decreased in Ontario during the
sams period,(49,9% to 46.1%) but than\smellad B; 13%, ta
establish itself at 59.1% in i976, thus parallelling a
develoﬁment which had occurred in {(uebac in the previous
decade (1961-1971). The fact that Quebec has displayed
a greater proportidnuof paid labour attributahble tao ,
year-rouﬁq employment than Ontaria, for the three censys
;aars, (57.2% compared to 49.9% in 1961, 66.9% to Aﬁ.gi
in 1971 and 66.% to 5?.1% in 1976) reflects a relativel;
greater naed for ysar-round employment which may well be.
rglated to proportional variations, betwesen Quebec and
Ontario, in the numbgr of farme classified by type of
agricultural produéts; Returning’to Table 15, thae Q;ri;-
tiogp over the‘19§l-l976 peri&d&?or the farms reporting
paid labour in Onterio,(classified by week span of the
labour hired) is in the same genaral ‘direction but Fa; less

-

’

P

ot TR Uk i LTS 2 T b A aS At o
N

- a2,

@ kb o e e




-161-
%\

. : ’ ’ ) $I 8Tqe| Iog se mxumsmm sweg 830N

. (9L6T) ¢ z-z1 utiering ‘gpB-96 - :
o MdsmaW Z-2°y uTasTing ‘z 1xed ‘pI °*Ton *LOL-96 - oo
1961 .

Z-2°6 utyeTIng ‘Z 3xed ‘p “°iop ‘9gs-96 -
: 9L6T Pue TLET
.Hmma.oqumu:onﬂuapA30ﬂnm¢mnmcmumOm:m:mu .snmcmumoﬁuwﬂmmum .n»auanuuauumuu:om

(%L°2). (%6°¥) (%2°6)  (¥c°s) (%s°6%) : (ovv*zsL)

_— 6L Lsef1T  9tL'‘z-  08Z‘s L6L ST L09°‘9 ¥T°6S 688°LZ OPT°CLZ*T 9L6T
(¥1°2) (%s°v) (Fv°8)2 (¥£°82) (¥L°99) (822°969) - \
T veg®t  L90't . 96z'DT . 6T9°0C 8Es ‘9 $1°9Y £8£°9c 2Tv*606°T TL6T- ,
. (%6°T) (¥tsy (¥108)  (HTUTE)  (R6°ES) \ (B8L L56) | S |
- ZIe*t 99z wezz‘w 86Z°9T 0g£z‘sZ v96°1T - ¥6°6V - 085£°Zs ,60£°026°T T961 N
: T : |

Co- . - , : T < .

. +6DZ 8BO0Z-SOT ¥%0T-€s 26 - v1T €T - 1 sasxiom *Aotdwe - -
: pUNOI puUNDI~IBBA xnoqg JInogety . i

! peaynboe anogey pred Jo sysem AqQ o -1:7 03 *I33e =-8] prted .. pred 388

PeT4TSsSeTs Inogey pred Hurjaddex swaey Butqgxod s)eam*°30} 6utrjxod Jo esxesm A -

g

~-81 sSwaey Jo ~doagq -ex suwaey Te3o0})

w . o ‘ - 9L6T-T96T ‘OTIejug ‘Inoger - - Cow
- ﬁuu:uazoaumm uama Jo- mu:»m: Teaodweq 8y3 ux sebueys 16T I78YL

N - - !
" . N . - - .
. + .
B .

L



-,

~

, ~ ‘ : . -162.

A

‘pronounced than it is in the case for. Quebec. Whereas, for
the 'l-12 week' span of paid labour, the census raecaorded a

16,6% decline in the proportion of farms reporting;paid?

3
/
¥
.

.

labour in Quebec, this decline was only 4,4% in Ontario,

"and the proportion of farms ;%Ech hired labour iﬁ the other

week span categories only increased very marginally, if

compared to the increases recorded For~0uebec (one such
category =~- 1105-208 weeks' -~ actuglly showing a very slight

| decreasa ). However, as mentionad earlidr, the contrast

between these two provinceé may be due to the relatively more

commercialized nature of ag;iculture in Ontario ip 1961,

, and hence the greater yariation recdrded in Quebsc¢ may

reflect a certain degree of ‘cétching-up‘ with respect to

this dimension of the temparal use aof paid labour.

—

AR comparative. scanning of 1961 and 1976 for\the.
week span categories for both Quebec and Onfg;io sy \esta that
such a catching-up has taken place. But the above explana-
tion of the concerned variation between Quebac aﬁd Ontario
should not take away from the validity of the observation

4+ y N -~
noted earlier, but rathe va to qualify it. There is a

definite trend toward a prgportionately greater use of paid
labour on a longer tern quration, both as fér as year-round
andinon year-round employment in both provinces are concerned.
As noted earlier this trend is associated with certain
spacific dpvelopménts related to the changing pattesrn of
producfion in agriculturs. WVhat we have seen, up till

-

now, in this section of the Chapter is, as expected, that

o,
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there was a significant increase in the proportion of paid

’
1 .4

lébour aétributabfe to year-round employment, and that the
time span of paid labour being used in agri;ulture in general'
seams to be moving slowly in an upward direction. Both these
developments tend to support the claim made earlier, namely ‘ :
that a certain realignment with the other major economic
seﬁtors of .tha acohomy has taken place on a second front,
that of the temﬁoral nature of paid agricultural work,
However, beforse explaining the validity of the third
proposition, a reiated development will ssrve to make thsa.

bridge bstween the two propesitians. #

This development (which in itself is not an accurats k

iqéicator of thé shift toward the use of ieas seasonal paid
. labour in agricultura) also concerns changes in the extant ;

to wvhich farms utilize yéar-round workers, bqt thi§ time i

classi ed by nu&bar of year-round yofkars employed. Tabls 16

for Quebec) and Table. 17 (for Ontario) show that since

1961 there has been a steady decreass in the prapdrtion

of farms hiring only ane year-round worker, éhd a consistent

increasa in the proportion of farms using 2,3,4 and 5+

yearifound worksers. This happening is compatible with thse

findings discussed in the previous paragraph. In the case

of Quabec, the proportion of f&r&s hiring one worker dropped

~r

from 83.2% of all farms hiring yaar-zound workers in 1961,
tp 74% in 1976 (a decline of 9.2%) kKile, in Ontario, the
corresponding decraease was sven more noticeable (79.6% in

1961 taq 65.7% in 1976, or a decrease of 14,9%). The

!
/s
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TABLE 16: Farms reporting paid year-round dgriculEUral
workers, classifised by the number of workers
hired, Quebec 1961, 1971 and 1976 '

-

|
!

! T ' o

Farmse  Hiring « Total No.
- of farms
: . > hiring
1 2 3 ny’,d' o+ paid year
Year, worker workers workers worker$ workers round agr.
' workers
1961 4487 598 138\ 74 95 5,392
(83.2%) (11.1%) (2.6%) (1.4%) (1.8%4) ~ (100%)
1971 3000 504 , 142 - 178 125 % . 3,849
‘ (77,9%) (13.1%) (3.7%) (2%) - (3.3%)  (100%)
1976 . 2,817 _ 579 161 © 83 164 - 3,804

(74%)  (15.2%) (4.2%)  (2.2%) (4.3%)  (100%)

S~

‘ .

Source: Statistics Canada, Census of Canada Agriculture- g -
Quebec, 1961, 1971 and 1976 ‘ v;> ’
\ - )

‘Note: the percentages in parenthesis under each frequency.’
repressnt the proportion of the total number o
farms hiring year-round workers for that ysear.

- . T
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TABLE 17: Farms reporéing péid_year-round agricultural ‘
workers, classified by the numbdr of workers :
hired, Ontario, 1961, 1971 and 1976 !
. o
Farms Hiring ' Total No. 1
of farms [
] : ’ hiring !
1 2 . 3 - 4 5 paid year i
Year -~ worker workers workers workers workers'  round agr. 3
' ’ Lo workers i
K . ! °
1961 9,530 1,599 393 169 273 11,964
(79.6%) (13.4%)  (3.3%) (1.4%) (2.3%) (100%)
. R ‘ . .
1971 4,674 . 988 348 168 358 65,536
o (71.5%) (15.1%)  (5.3%) (2.6%) (5.5%)  (100%)
1976 ' 4.340 1,194 413 . 200 460 6,607

¥
.

(65.7) (18.19) (6.28) (5.9) (Ti%)  (00%) . -

]

o

l

Sourece: Statistics Canada, Census of Canada Aéricultures " : x
Ontario, 1961, 1971 and 1976. '

Note: The .percentages in parenthesis under each frequancy Ly
> raepresent the propdrtion of the total number of :
farms hiring year-round -workers for that year.
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di;action of the proportional changes wers again idanticai
for Quebec and Ontario with respect to»the other four
categories, but this time the F;gores show an incroase%

Iﬁ we group \Pe last thres categoriés, we observe that,
Foo Quebec, ths oooportzon oF fFarms hiring 3 or &ore_morkers
rose from 307, or 5.7% of all farms reporting year-round

‘ v .
workers in 1961, to 408, or 10,7% in 1976, and this.

o

devalopment was paxallelled and svan more str;klng in Ontario .

(835 Parms hiring 3 or more workers, or 7% in 1961 and

»

=~ ,
1,073 famms, or 16,2% in 1976). ‘This trend is not surprising

PR PR AT LA

in the light of Tables 14 and 15. Paid “yedr-round employment

AL

constitutes a large proportion of all paid labour and, as

seen in these tablés, thers were proportional 'increases of

“ .»55-1;;»%#“&:‘_'

labour'usqge recorded For.theothreealargast week span

categorises (i.e. 153-104', '105-208' and 3208 + weeks' )

which, by definition, are largsely made-up”of weeks attri-

butable to year-round employment. Just as a progressive

move appears to be. occurrlng in the dlrectxon oF more

'prolongad use oF paid seasonal, casual and' part-time employ-

dant in aéricultura (as indicated byA decreases %\the ¢
proportional use of labour in thse '1-13 weeak' spaé category \

and jncreasss :; most of the othar waek span category of o

. § :
Tablas 14 and 15) there has besn a move toward a gropor;m‘\\‘

tionately greater use of year-round worksrs. Thus ' to

14Also of interest hers is the fact that not only ‘was a
proportional increase recorded in both provinces for these
four categories ( 2 workars,dgh;orkers, 4 warkers and
S5+ workers) but an absolute I1Mcrease in the number of
farms reporting 3,4 5, and over yaar-round workarsg is
cbservad. 47
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‘'summarize, the trend appears to be toward first, a greater

use, of ysar-round labour in agriculture in Quebec and in
Ontario, relative to paid labour in genaeral, (as shbun in
Tableé 14 and 15) second, an iqbrease in the duration of paid -
labour beiﬁg utili;ad, both generally speaking and more
sbecifically in terms of non year-round paid labour (also
sean in Tables 14 and 15) and, third (as discussed above
and shown in Tables 16 and 17) a greater temporal Usewa
ye;r-rnunﬁ labour, but this time when viewed from the)
persgpective of thg:number gf year;raund emgloyées being
hired by farms reporting year-raund wofkers. Even though\

e

only the first deveiopment was hypdthesized, the othar two :

developmehta15

would also appear to be lndlcators of the

second dimension of the hypétﬁeslzad reallgnment of the °
agricurtural_lébour force. Thege indicators, like the one
used in the presvious section,(irg.#typa of E:rkar) peint to

’

increases in the relative importance of capitalist relations

of productlon in the' agr1cultura1 production process. Mors

generally, they also reflect the growlng commercialization

of agriculture, i.eb, the greater stress placed on produc- -

tivity in the face of the cost-price squbeze. As seen in
C )
Chapter IV, the great majority of paid labour utilized in

the other major sectors of the economy (with’some rare v
> :

A%

l?t is during the data gathering stage of the reseatch and
the arrangements of the raw census data into managsable
tables (as far as comparison aver time is concer ed) that
these two developments~wers noted and judged to be comple-
mentary to the indicator which was originally to be put
forward as a measurs of the hypothesized changlng temporal
nature oF paid agricultural labour.

» ? ‘ . ]

e, ’ n
. .

UV R
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exceptions,such as the fishing and forestry industfies) is of

the year-round variety. A constant lefel of production
e . v

throughout the year is sesn, in the capftalist markpf context;

as\ being crucial for the ultimate ﬁurpose of obtaining as

4
great a return on investment as possible (especially when the

larger is the propoftian of total capital invested étt;ibuta@le

to land, machlnary and buildings). In certain sectors, '

w

industrial mainly, where the work snvironment is mOre

16

artiFicially controllable, there often exists a threa shift

usystam of paid year-roynd productzon warker input. The

utillzatlon of a shift systam is unllkely to occur in the

\,
case offagrlculture (due to its less artLFLCLally controllable
work environmaent and the paramount role of land in the

production process itself) and the three developments listed
LN

above may appear insignificant, if not viewe:ﬁiygp this
: - «

‘ establishment of a largaly year—round work force typical of

o

siandpoint. When these trends aré put in per 'ective, they

appear as small but importan£l7

<

steps iN the direction of the

3

most other sectors of the aconomy. Despite the notfed

o
‘differsnces between Quebec and Ontarioc, the similarities -

displa}ed with respect to these three aspects-of the changing ~

temporal nature of paid agricultural labour are indicators ' \
. . : Co | A
of the heuristic value-of the theoretical\?ramework from . -

-

lgea the discussion of Kautsky on this’ suQJect as it relatas

to agriculturs, in- Chapter II. ,
lZn view of a2ll the obstacles to the 'direct penatratxon of

IV, the ‘temporal realignment of the paid agricultural .
jlabour force, however 2stat1 zcallyg small, shoulq be seen
as important, since agricultu appears to be in a yery

spacial positipn vig-a-vis oth8r sector? with regard to
b;rrleé g?zch impada the dsvelaopment o capitallst ralations
production.

£ .

Capitallsm intoragriculture (discussed in-Chapters II and {
o 1

e

-+
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{.

which the propsitiong were are derived.

The Changing Economlc Characterlstics of the . . \

Agrlcultural Droducers Hiring Paid Labour \
N X , \
v & . v - \

*

o N . o
-

= , AN 1 I this soction‘tha validity of the thi;d proposition
o, But forward in;Chapten IV will be exoqinad%' This will
' iovoive a close bxamination ooer time of the economic charao-
Qteristlcs of. tho Farmers mho UtlllZB paid agr;cultural’labour.
- é‘l ‘ f’It ‘was. hypothesized that tho proportion aof pald labour .bsing .
utllzzad in Quabec bw agrzcultural produbars dlsplaylng economlc’
( characterlstlcs congruent ﬁo what has beean dafzned garlier as
‘ 'large séala' ‘farmers has anreased. This obv;oualyllmplles‘
T oy tha;_ths_pald labour input employad by smallerlscalalfarm
. ‘ ‘ :: - antarprkges has decreased. As discussed in the methodology
. ! : chapter, thraa 1nd1cators of the economic charactdristics
or .a large scala farm prgducer will be‘employed,'namaly the
Jnunbof of yaar-round agricultural workers hired by a ngen
y farmar, hla econonic class, as it is termed in the census, 4
(or the - total value of the productssold by an agrlculﬂural o
‘3" . .Producor),‘and tho‘sgtal cap;tal value of the farming
~'5'-=-’ enterprise. It is. in the abova liatad order that we will -

p .. . ‘“ - . ) 4# . i o
' proceed in the presentation: and analysis of the related  /

.
.
< N o , . .o - " )
.,B . da.tﬂ. 2 FU s ' . ) n N

.. “
2 - ' . : “,.\ “ »

v, . 2 o Y 4 .
o T Tablq 18 (for Quoboc) and Table 19Rfor Dntario)
. show ,a dofinito trend to-aro the groator use of "the paid

yoln-round lobour input by’ thooo farm operators who o-ploy .
A 'o - ‘- , “ \ ~ -
s f s ) . ’ . ,

. a
tard G PAERRRAC O Wb A L~ -~ -
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TABLE 18: Number of paid year-round agrlcultural workers ﬁi

clagsified by the number. of; paid ysar-roupd i

' wOj;ers hired§" Quebec, 19615 1971 and 1976 |

S A

) . Farms = Hiring [ -Total No. . é

. : L of Farms i

. * hiring. : %

% -2 L3 4 S+ paid year- . i

Year Worker Wgrkers Workers Workers Worksrs round agr. -5

‘ : workers , z

t - y - o . - ‘3

1961 4487 1,196 414 296 883 . 7,276 . 1

(61.7%) (16.4%) . (5.7%)--(4.1%) -(12.1%) (100%)e - b
. 1971 !'3p00 1,008 426 312 1,438 6,184 -
- \ 4 \ .

' (48.5%) (16. 3%)“ (9%} (5.%)  (23.3%) (100%) Y,

1976 2817 . 1,158 4837 | 332 1,888 . 6,678

}22 2%) (17 %) (7.2%), (5.%) - (28.3%) (L00%)

- » - "
« N -~ . ’ A
: : \ . ]
, :
| : x , A}
» : o
s - .
. + ‘

]

.« Note: This table was calculated usiné the data contained .~
’ . in_Table ? The percentages in parenthesis
he

i
!
‘ [
. . rapresent proportion of the total number of
/ v paid year-round workers for that year. .
.A J“ :‘,
- ! o
) ) 5 N
co ( A
” L ‘;’ -
: ' \ oy
“ § ‘4/’ .h + '°= .
4 ‘,"'.Q‘ . . p » , i
. _( . X } v
) > T el . 4
- . ¥



.. 1971 - 4,674 1,976 - 1,044 672 5,023 13,389 :
T (34.9%) (14.8%)°  (7.8%) (5.%)° (37.5%) (100%) . -4
1976 4,340 2,388 1,239 .800 5,703 ‘14,470, R
(30.%) (16.5%) (8.6%) (5.5%) (39.4%) (100%) ‘

. . ' . N Y -

N b arowl

' . . ¢ . A ¢ Cy
- @ o
TABLE 19 Number of paid ysar-round agricultural workers R
elassified by the number of paid. year-round
~workers hired,‘Ontario, 1961, 1971 and 1976 /

-
T bt e

] farms- Hiring - ‘ Total No. ‘
— > of farms .o
- ' © hiring . 3
~ ~1..' z 3 4 2+ paid year- T
‘Year Worker Workers Workers Workers Workers = round agr.
' Y ' workers-
L

1961 9}530 3,198 1,179 676 ,3;836 y 18,419
(51.7%) (17.4%) (6.4%) (3.7%) (20.8%) (100%)

[ - ’
j Note: This table was calculated using the data contained in
Table 17. The percentages in parenthesis-reprssent

the proportion of the total number of paid year-round

| » 'workers for that year. . /
[' - .o . } l [} . . . .

i - °
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more than two agricultural workers. In both provinéés the

proportion 'of regqularly employed year-round wonkers,

attributable to farmers employing un;y one year-round worker,

dropped significantly. In Quebec, it went from 61.7% of all
gych\ﬁorkers in 1961, to 48.5% in. 1971 and go 42.2% in 1976 . .

(or a drop of 19,5% over 15 years) and in Ontario it

decyeasad even more strikingly, falling from 51.,7% in 1961

to 53% in l976h(or a decrease of 21, 7%). Whereas a clear

pattern is not ev1dent from the '2 worker! category (in

both tablas 18 and 19), the proportlon remaining approxi- , ,
mataely the same'ln l961_and in 1976, theg'3 worrers', )
'4 workers' and gspecially the 'S5+ workers' categories show

a conei;tent increase in their respective proportion of paid |

agricultural workers. The greatest increase in both tables

is in the 'S5+ workers' cétegory in which a 16.2% increase

(12.1% in 1961 to 28,3% in 1976) was noted for Quebec, and a

T .
18.6%\incre§sa (20.8% in 1961 to 39.4% in 1976) was observed _

for Ontario. These increases almost entirely compensate for

: o
the decreases just noted with respect to theq;I worker'

column,»gnd this indicates that the great maj&rity of the

change is taking place in the two most ‘extreme value

.

categories of this variable. The Pact that the change is,

\ ) o
for ail intents and purposes, locali%ed in these two extremes
value Qf‘ the employment Pf year-ruund labour tends to reflect

a s;tuatlon with respect t the use of production lnputs,
- 9,

which was described in Chapter IV, The relatsd dxscussion is

centered upen the ideal typical continuum of possible farming . (
strategies,ni.e.,‘"coping'uitﬁbut expanding'...'coping b§




< o
-—
~—

—

—

"expanding'. What the data in Tables 16, 17, 18 and 19 appsar

\\\: to be telling us here is that less and leSsla farmers employing

b\
g +
} on;y one ysear-round worker are able to remain in agriculturs

.

«173~

in the face of the adverse economic pressures, while the numbﬁfg/

o
of .farms employing 5 or more workers is growing (see Table

Ig and 17." To the extent that the decrsase in the numbédr of
- farms hiri;g one year-round warker is a useful indicatar of
the precarious situation faced by the agricultural producer
who tends to adopt an economic strategy approaching the «
'céping without expanding' pole of action, the data suggests
thatr the theorstical discussion of the long term effects of
" the economic strategies adopted by the agricultural producer

has substantive validity.

-

Returning to thé main thrust of the proposition

being evaluatsed in this section, the prdportional swing is

clearly in the direction of the,greater use.of this produc-
tion input by larger scale operations. Even though the split
in-the use of the year-round worTker input éomponant does nat
appear to beiciaarly in favour of what was previously
operationalized (in relation to thisasindicator) a€ smallep
scals producers (i.e., hiring 2 or lesé year~round workers),
or in favour of larger scale producérs (ie84, hiringa3+ \

18 . ! .
1} should be added here that an absolute decrease in the
year-round workars, attributable to farms hiring 1 worker
occurred concurently with. previously observed prOportionai
decreases., Not surprisingly, since the number of farms
. reporting 1l -ysar-round worker is equal to the number of
.  wmyaar-round workers in that 'l worker' catsgory_ tables
16 &17 show that the number of Farms repor%in l year-

. round. worker also decreased as drastically (4187 in 1961 to
2817 'in 1976, for Quebec and 9,530 in 1961 to 4,340 in 1976
for Ontaria. ( . ‘

' {

’ - .jk +

i I3
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year~round workerslgxif this trend continues, we may eventudﬂly?‘

see the monopolization of this input by larger scale farms. ~ #i

1

¢

- "
a3
. N
.
\ e .

The identification of this trega confirms éhe validi}y of
Proposition 3 with respect to the first 'indicator put forward
which, (as sesn in the methoéology chapter) is used with a
somewhat lower degree of confidence than the other two indices.
It now remain; to be seen to what extant an}’changes in the
proportion of farmers hiring paid labour, classified by value
of products sold and total capital valua, reflect the hypothe-
siz?d deyalopment. )

With regard to the value of agricultural products [
soldzu (or,put differently, economic class) the hypothesizeW®
trend in relation to the use of paid labour is again very
evident., Table 20 shéus this clearly for paid labour in
genaral, as seen in the changes in th; use of weeks of paid /
labour, and for paid yaar-rodnd employment as well, as
féflgcted in changes.in the use of year round workers.

In-the 1attér case, the reduction in the use of

year-round workers by small scale farms is ppparent if we

look at the decreases in the use of this typs of worker-by

.

%?or Quebec, the proportion of the total number of year-round

workers attributable to farms hiring two or less year-round
workers was 59.5; in 1976, and the corresponding Pigure for
Ontario was 46,5% s

20 the case of this .indicator and total capital value, the
related cross-classifications will only be presented for
Quebec, since the process af readjustigg the data into
constant Dollars categories is compleW¥W.and time consuming.

However, one would expect the same trend toward the greater
proportional use of paid labour by large -scale farm

— - .

. . ® ) RC N T PR —— '
- . . ' ' - .
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farms classéfied under the three lowest constant Dollar

sales categoriss. Whereas, in 1961, 1,120 year-round workers,-

6r'15.4% oﬂ"ll such workers hired in Quebec agriculturs that
year, were employed by farms reporting total ;ales of less
than $2,500, the correspaonding figure was only 487, or 7.9%
of all ysar-round workers hired in 1971 (a drop of 633 |
workers and a 7.5% decra?sa in the proportion of the labour
force in question. The drop, under the $2,500-$4,999 total
séles ca::gory was from 1,3?9, or 19,2% of all year~-round
agricultural workers employed in l96i, to 552, or 9,4% in
l97l-(a net decline‘of 817 -and roughly a 10% decreass in

the broportlon of the concerned labour force). The decraase
in the §5, 000-39 999 category was from 1871, or 25, 7% of

all year-round agrlcultural worksrs in 1961, to 1197, or
19.4% in 1971‘€L decrease of 674). Conversely, the inereased
ugg\d( year-round'workérs by la;gar scale farm entsrprises

is eviéentﬂdhen looking et the two highasst 'total valus of
sales' columns. In both ﬁhaée categorigs the proportion

of year-round workers hired incraas;d very hoticeably from
l961{t5 1971. Ffor the farms reparting between $10,000 and ’

$24,999 in sales of agricultural products, the jump was

from 1,459, or 20% of 11 such workers employed, to 2,068,

enterprises to be reflscted in the concerned tabulatian
Pfor Ontario, due - to reasons exposed sarlier and which
can be summarized in the statement: farmers in Ontario
are also subjected the cost<price sgueesze. Also, as
noted sarlier, the identification of the trend with
respact ‘to the previous indicator implies that the
phenomenon would also ;be discarned by the other two
xndxcators.

i
s
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or %3.4% of the concerned }abour force (an absolute increase S
of 609 and, more signific;%tly, a proportional increass of

13.4%). Under the largest total sales catégory, (325,000
and over) the proportional increase was even greater, as the
number of year-round workers hired increased from 752, or”
10.3% of the labour force in question in 1961, to 1,557, or
25.,2% of all regularly employed agricultural workers in ’

1971 (ah absolute increése of 809, and a proportional ‘increase

of roughly 15%).

In the caée of weeks of paid labour, the pattern is
axactly’in the samé direction, that is absolute and propor-
tional decreases in the three lowest total sales catsgories
and absolute and p;uportional increases in the two highgst
value categories. Sharp absolute decreases were noted for
the two lowest economic class categoiias and these were
accompanisd by noticeable decreases in the proportion of ;} R %
weeks of paid labournhirgd'by the farms in each of these . -

categories from }96; to 1971.. Under ghé less than $2,500
category, the use(of paid labour declined from 134,995 weeks, '
or 20.4% of the yotal’weeks of paid labour‘utilized in 1961,
to 41,923, or 8.7% of the paid labour smployed in 1971 (an
11.7% drop in_the proportion of paid labour utilized by this
'c}aga ©f agricu@@ural producprs). The dacreasg’maé)gs
pronounced for the $2,500-$4,999 category which s;m its gse
of péid labour decrease from 144,935 wesks , oA21.9% of all
ﬁaid labour in 1961, to only 51,363, or 10.;% of éha paid
" labour utilized in 1971 (an 11.2% decline in the proportion

/
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of paid labour attributable to the farm enterprises falling

-

under this category). The direction of the chaizg is reversed

for the two largest total salss categories, and )

hé proportion

of paid labour employed by the farmers undeT these two headings

H
has increased almost exactly to the same axtent than. it

.

{

has

in the case of year-round labou:gl Thé weeks of paia labour

utilized by farms with sales of $10,000 to $24,999 gncreaéad

from 114,358 wesks,or 17,3% of all pdid labour in 1961,

156,050 weeks, or 32.5% of all paid labour utilized in 1971

to

'

(an increase of roughly 15% in the proportion of the ,total

weeks of paid labour smploysed by farms in this range of
1 .

For the $25,000 and over category, the decrease was as

sales).

noticeabls, going from 68,708 weeks, or 10.4% of the paid

labour employed in 1961, to 110,744 weeks, or 23.% of paid

agricultural labour in 1971 (a 12.6% increase in the propor-

v

’

tion of total weeks‘of paid labour being utilized py this

&

'aconomic class' of farmgrs).’ .

+

®The third indicator of scale of production also

uncovédred the same general trdnd when the paid labour data v ,

was classified by total 6agi§%l value pf farms (see Tablg 21).

The dirgction of the cpangss in the proportions of the

concerned paid labour Force,attributable‘to the various

bapital value categories, are again identical in the cassg

of weeks of paid labour and number oﬁ year-round workerns,

2] . - : ,
‘ *his is not surprising since, as we have seen in the grevious
section, year-round employment has become an' increasibgly

larger part of paid labour in general, and since larg

scale |,

" anterprises are more likely to hire year-round labour than

l'smalleﬁﬁscale farming gperations.

, .
\ : : - ‘ {
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Vith respect to the Farmé Palling into the constant
ollar cat?gory‘of less than $9,94% of total capital ‘value,

it is not surprising to find out that these enterprises hire

N o

an incraasingly insignificant proportion of the total weeks °

-

‘of paid agricultural labour (1.04% .in l??l‘ﬁsppared with

guGé% in 1976){ and an even smaller proportion of the number of

ye%&-round‘workars (,09% in 1971 aﬁq .05% in 1976). The most )
significant absoluts and\prbportianai{decreqses were rscorded
for the $9,950 to 849,949 22’tcrt:‘al‘capit.al value category.
In this column the number of yéar-round workers &;creased by
more than half, going from'1863 in 1971 {or 30.1% of the-
.year-round workers smployed) to 765 (or only 11;4% of thg
concgrned laﬁer fores) in 1976, while thé p}oportian of the
total waeks of.paid labour utilized by tﬁis category of farm
prerators dac}inea sven more hoticaably, passing from 36,6%

©in 1971, to™4,9% in 1976. In the case of the $49,250;399,949
céiegory, decreasgs were also discoversd, but this time £QQy
were laess pronouncéd, yet still significant (35%00f the paid
year-round agricultural lgbour Force and 32;6% oflthe total

" weoks of paid labour i; 1971; to 25,7% and 28,7% respscti-

.vely in 1976). However, the absoluta aﬁd proportion;1

decreases ﬁatad for the first three categoriesg were compen~ |

sated for.by a striking increase in the S99,95¢-8199,?49

22 \ ; i

It should be noted that for the purpase of facilitating the
analysis the categories given in the census ware combined.
As in the case dof Table 20, using all the categories pro-

- vided in the census publications would have made the ana=-
.1zsis to say the least' tedious and the process of adjusting
the data on paid labour for the non base years into 1971,
Iconstant $ categories more time consuming. As presented in

-180-
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capital valus éolumn. The number of ysar-round worksrs
rbsq From 917, or 14,8% of the concerned ‘labour force in

l971,tto 3;233, or 48,4% of all year-round workers employed

’

”ip Quebec agrieulture in 1976, and the proporfion of the
e- total 'weeks of péid labour attributable to the farm entsr-

'prises Falling‘hﬁaer this range of capital value increased,

" ' from 14.3% in 1971, ta 43.8%.2° in 1976. ' oy
\‘ x. "

» '\\ B - ’ . *

Again the geﬁsral trend which is portrayea in Table 21

- .

iq, on the .one hand, the graatsr use of paid labour in genseral,

and paid year“ﬁfund morkers by lerger scale farm operatlons p

and, on ths other hand, reducthﬂ in the utilizatiaon oP\the

paid labgur input by sma?k r ‘scale fa;ms. Ih’vigﬁ of the
. data pfeSenqu in Table 6 ?%umber of farmé-classified by

‘. wy N
.

¥ economic class, Guebec 1961, 966 and 1971) this trend. was

\ .
expegted for the simple rsason\that small scale Farms, ag |
" measured by sales af products in\Table 6, are rapidly ) . ‘\Q

dxsappearing (or arg being transformed into\large. scale

operations) and dus to the fact that the number of largev

~

scals farms has increased. But, as we have seen in )

Chapter 1V, the adverse sconomic conditions faced by farms

Table 20 and 21, the economit class and capital valus cate-
. gorisg rsspect the renge of the raw data categories presented
in the related census tables. .

23
It should b&“noted that part of the sharp increase for this
' category,from 1971 to 1976, is dus to the readjustment of
the 1976 data into constant Dollar categories. Since the,
$199,950 end -over category has no upper’limit, the read just-

. ment procedurs (see Table 8 in the Methodology Chapter) most
praobably shifted a partion of the year-round workers and ‘
weeks of paid labour attributable to farms with very hxgh K-
total capital value. (which should not have bea@n attributed

P . K \ . F
. - \
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|
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a certain extent (albejit pafhaps small) to the increasing

labour 1"PUt; underlines the usafullnass of claarly xdentl- \

. decreases .recorded under the 9199 950 and over columns. . |

. ‘ : h ( : -182~
in gensral would also lead one to belisve that the reduction

in the'use oFf paid- labour by tha small scale farmers is

.not ohly’attributaQIB to decreases in their number, but to

b

"inability of those who remaincin farming’ to compete for

the available paid manpower. The fact that the .paid labour N

input is being increasingly employedﬁby large scale farms,
- -

clearly substantiates the trend depicted in Propasition 3 L e
and, most importantly, attests to the heuristic value of ' i

the theoretica% elaborations found in Chapters Ii, III and

-~ ) . :

IV in relation to‘the problem as it was oﬁﬁginally,?orhulated. R

The identification.of the egpbcted trends reléfed’to SR

the comp031t10n oF the agrlcultural labour force, the » . ,

tempéral nature oF pald agrlcultural employment, and the
econom;c characterlstlcs of the farmers utilxzxng %he pard

/ ’ M " Ty

fying the key economic exchange areas betmaen ths Farmer and’
-

the broader aconomic system, tha.economlp.mechanlsms which ~ ..

govern the outcome of this irfteraction and 4he pracis§ nature

* . of the.cunsequenias oﬁ this eichangé~?n; tha"agriculéJral ' S

R ’
v

-

ﬁidducef at vearious lewvels qf iﬁquirya

' f

to a lower catagory according to the Lndex) to’ the $99,950~-
$199.949 cateqgory. This also serves to explain the snall

However, in the light of the very large increases notad ‘
for the $99,950-199,949 category, this does not take aJey c e ® Oh//
from the validity af the observation that large scale -

farms (as measurad by this indicator) have. increased thesir

usa of paid labour. . . '
,kf\hv ’ ~
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o Now thatd‘he resaarch Flelnga have besn presentad
and analysed in terms of how then‘ata unvezls the exxstance
of. the expacted trands, the conclu 1hg Chapter mxll explore .
CT

l 4
in greater datal} ‘the question tdue ed upon in thé.previous

' paragraph, i.e.;fﬂou do thgv}aséarch findings rerl?pt'back,

upon the theoretical framework elaboratad in the earlier

Chapters? Atfontion wi}l also be Focused oq ths implications.

of the ressarch ﬂor the. formulation of soc;al policy relatea

cor
t M .
e
. % :

to the vocatlonal rahabllxtatlon of devel mentally handlcapped
. / . .,
pe&bona in agrlcultpral regions. - ’ .
¢ » ! -
_ , ) R :
LY
‘\
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CHARTER VII

, \>< . CONCLUSION

. ) Y
.. In this concluding chapter the discussion ;i;l first -

concern itself with thé heuristic value of the theoretical |

framawork. AThis will invulve‘a brief recapitulation of the
‘research findings, an evaluation of their significance and
~én‘asses$ment of how these findings -relate.back to the four
pfopusitioné puf forward in Chapter 1V, and, more generally,
tohthe'brqadap.thaofetical perspactive from wﬁichitheaa .
prOpositions originated, A discussion é} the empirical
observations which contributed to the igitiél ;nterest 19
:£ha*pt6blem will be included as the rasearch findings have
.cleared @ path in the'direction of their gxplanation;" Alsa,
the question of:jTo whaet extent have capitalist ielat;ons

" .of production developed in QUGQQE égricultura? mili be
"explored. The fﬁcus of the Chépter will then. shift toward
discerﬁing the implications of the thesis/ and the specific
rasearch findings concerning'tha formulatién of public
policy with raéééct to.the vocational rehabilitation of

L d

developmentally jphpandicapped persons in agricultural regions,

»
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.Assessment 'of the heuristic value '

of the theoretical framework VAR -

[ S

As seen in thg preceding Chaptﬁg,[the data put:
Forward’%n order to assess the four propositions which
emerged from Chapter iV reflected the existence of definite
trends re ed to the use of paid agricultural labour.
Furthermo%é%

these trends were clearly in the directions

which were hypothesized. ) ; , -

Fir;t, in Québ;c the éomposiﬁiuh of - the agricultural
. labour force'has shifted'noticeably i& the.expected direc#ion
from 1946 to 1978, (Proposition 1). The paid labour .
conpopent has shown a smal}'incraase in tarﬁs of absolute -
numbers and: most imphrtantly,*q iarge increass with rGSpacf
.t& its propor?ion of tﬁe‘gverall agyﬁcultural labour forcs.
Conversely, £he\operator and unpaid/Family labour components o
hav? Undérgnn§ shapp aecreaseg, both_in term$ sof Fheir
numerical coﬁposition and of their rqspecyive prbpértions‘

of the total agricultural labour f&rcaﬂ It follows that

the ,large decrease in the numerical codbuéition of the |
agricultural labour force in Quében,,gn tﬁp 1946-1978'peripd3,
wga Qbsofbed by these two components, (the confifmation of

‘hypothesis 2),

-

y e

Second, data concerning the tempofal use of the
paid agricuitural input has shown & definite trend towards

the increased prbportional importance of .paid yaar-nuuéﬂ

N

v A
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e

employment vis-a-vis pa;d labour in agrlculture (thg’
substantlation of Proposxtxon 3), and more generally
sEBaklng, the more prolonged use mads of paid labogr in
this sector. Thé trend in Québec agriculture hés(been

toward a greater usé of year-round labour relative to paid

" labour in general (as\méasured by changes in thavtotal

weeks of pald labour reported attr;butable to year-round

[

employment), an 1ncrease Ln the dutation of paid labour

bexng utzl;zed, both generally speaking and more spec;flcally

in terms of tha non year-round labour, (as 1ndlcated by
changes in the ﬁpopprtlons of farms reporting paid labour
classified by wesk-span of paid labour acqgired) and,
Finaliy, an increase iﬁ‘phe duration of paid year-round

labour (as’measured by changes in the numbar of ‘year-round

wvorkers beihg hired by farms repo}ting year-round workers).

Third, "there has been a marked variation over ‘time

~186~

in the economic characteristics of the agricultural producers

hiring paid labolr,’ which is consistant with the expectations
-Avoicad in Propositlon 4, 'Largé scale'. farm—producers,

" (as raflected by the 3 xndlcators 'hiring 3 or mora yeare

round workara', having 'a relatively h;gh constant Dollar
value of total capital assets' and 'a relatively high

constant Dollar value of sales of agricultural products'),

‘are increasingly\making use of a larger proportion of paid

labour.” Whereas the number of year-round‘agricultufal

workers 'hirsd by farms hiring only 1'yéar-round worker

B NN

e o VA S o
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decreased, both in terms of absolute numbers and its
proposition of total 9earhr00nd Qorkars,vfrom 1961 to 1976,'
these decraases were offset by substantxal lncrﬁasea\xn tha
proportlon of such workers hired bx farms reporting 3, 4
and especiélly 5 and“more yeararounq‘workers. In the case
of paid labour i; Qenéralv(ag measuted by yeeks of paid |
labour) and paid year-rﬁund workers, the trend'ﬁas in the
same direction in-relatioq.to the other two indicators..
The larger constant Dollar value categories of farm
producers werse. lncraaSLngly utillzmng ; greater propnrtlon
of the paid year round agricultural labour force and, morse
"generally speakxng,npfathe total qeeks of paid labour

utilized in Québec agriculture,

Prior to undertaking a discussion of the heuristic
value of the thaoratical-framemork tha research findings

should be placad in proper perspective. Uhen dealing with

quantitative data in socxology, ‘a . questlon that often arises’

ist What constztutas a significant change? It is the view
put form?ff hara that the. ressarche®® has no sset duidalines.
. that transcend the boundaries of any given resaarch problem.
The aociologlst muast refer back to the theoretlcal Franeuork
which was‘put forward to throw light upon the research
problem in order to answer this qudstian., A 20% change_ in
the proportion of a givpn‘category for a given variable is
jnot necessarily more significant than say a 5% propdriional

change in relation to another study. The obpoeite may

3

~
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'genefgﬁly speaklng, the- evolutlon of capltallst forms of

) ! . . . .
-the. development of capitalism in a given social "formation

by ‘Kautsky (included ie\Chapter 11) in rela%ion to

‘competitive position of agricultural producers in WQuébeg

)[ : A . oy
. < : : :

.t

indeed bs pOSSlble and the extent to which a percentage

change is gudged 'slgnlflcant' is dependent upén the

..relevant ‘aspects of the,stUdy s theoretical framework,

In relatidn to the sxgnlflcance of the main trends

; ldenhlfled 1n thls study, it should be recalled that,

8

pruductlon and, more sp901flcally, the development of
capitalist relations of product;pn 'An agriculture face
obstacles that appéar®to be unigue to the agricultural .

sector. However, the extent to which these obstacles impede

is, of course, .dependent on a multitude of aspects associated

with the specific context being stueied (é.g. climafe, the )
natura of -the soil, the nature and quantify oF the domestic
agrlcultufal productlon requ1rements, the stage oF capltallst ‘.
devalopment prevailing in the non-agrlcultural sectors of
the economy, etc.). Keep;ng,in mind the arggménte'apvanced

s

the limitations of land, mathinery, scale of‘production

¢

(or idgal size) and‘paid manpower, as well as’the weak .

and more generally in Canada (disqussed in Cheptere I1I and

1V) it is_argued that the~statistical changes recarded witﬁ‘

respact to tee feﬁr‘prOpositiene of this study are eigﬁificant.
As‘will be\gigs_later, the realignment. of the structure

of the agriculturel labour ‘forece in QuébeC\mitH that which '

exists in most other sectors of the economy reflects the

a

T Py
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“to the greater use made of paid labpur by large scale

:‘ T S . . I : : _1.8§_

incfeasingwimportance of the paid labour force in the, ,
H X .

agricultural production process, CHanges in ths temporal
]

“nature of pald agrlcultural work should also be seen

;as algnlflcant in the light aof, for example, the saasonal

nature of agrlcqltural productlon in thls pané of the
Northern Hemlsphare,m or perhaps morse lmportynt in relation. /o

to tHe relatively stable high prnport;én of/ farms involving

animal care1 in Québec, The changes recor ed in the use of

{

paid labour by farms, controlling for 'sgale of production’,

can, to a certain extent, also be .seen &s a realignment of
the agricultural 15bouf Forée in a mah\ar which is
SLinflcantly more compatlble w;th that found in the other

major sectors of the economy. In this case, we ére raferrlng

production units., The trend in Québec agriculture has been

toward larger scale praduction and toward. the indreased.

uﬁiifiatiqn of paid labour by thHe  larger scale farm

~

.opsrations, Remembering some Af the arguments put forward.

1A3 discussed in Cﬁapter V, if was argued that farms
. involving animal care were (all factors bsing equal) more

likely to require year-round,workers than farms. engaged in

field crops and other form f non-animal care agriculture.

Even though peak periods fflor the use of paid.labour in ‘
gensral ars usually season as far as all types of farms are - p)
cancerned (due to the cultivation of crops py most farming
anterprlses), the ipcredse in the proportién of paid labour

in Québec agriculture tributabls to year-round employmsnt

is not likely to be related to changes in the- proportion of N

farms involving animal care, but rather to changes in the
scale of production of the concerned farms, .

¢
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aaclier in gglation to the obstacles lo the penétration of

capztailst relations of productlon in agrlculture, it should
\

= be noted that{ in view of tha limltatlons of land, of scals

of production, and, in particular, thewweqk competitive
position2 of agricultural producers, the existence of a
deflnlte trend toward the greater use of paid labour by .

large scale farm antarprlsas clearly substantlates the

3 O]
e, ¥

concerned hypotheﬁlaﬁ‘
‘ / - © . > -
Turning to a.discussion of the smpirical observations,
noted in thc F%pst Chapter, the ldantiflcaticn of- thve changes
which have brogphtwabout a structural realignment of. the
concerned labour force clarlfies the issue of thse relctive
stability and slight incrsases noted with respcct to the
’ numarical composition of the paid year-fohnd agricqltcrcl ' ¢
labour force in Québec. Initially, the relative stability
- 'ofithis labour Porce was éomawhat puzzllng.in the light of
" ‘the~sharp'decrccges noted with'respect to the number of
farms and total acreage of improved land. Also, a vague
awareness that the-agricultural labour force in genércl had
becn decreasing_staacily since thrse.oc four decades, '

-.contributed to the formulation of the guestion: Why had the

number oF_péid year-round agriccltural workers not Followec

2The fact that large corpcrations are not attracted to invest

in agrzcultural production, due to the existence. of small
profit margins, underlines the significance of the growth of
large scale family farms in Québec and their increased use
of paid labour,

.
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the downward trend? The trends related to thg composition  *
~ . ) ' i
of the agricultural labour force provide the broader {

empirical 6ontext-throu§h Mhich this question Finds'ité
descrlptlve axplanatlon.(>The pald labour component, ln )
‘genaral has shown a small numerlcal increase and
simultaheously,f% gharp increass.as far asuits prnportion

of thee6varall agricultural labour force is concerned.

et

The same can be said Fof the incrsasa in the-
o prgportlon of‘ thé® total weeks of‘ paid agrlcultural labour
> attrLbutaiﬁe to year-rodga amployment noted in relatlon to Q
' three Eastsrn Ontano counties during the J.Qltlal stages of é‘;
.the interest in the agricultural labour Force which, in part
prompted the work involved "in this thesis. The empirical
resaarch clearly shdms that the’ temporal Shlft tomard
e greater use of paid year-round labour, in relat1on to paid
' labour in genaral, was not a localized phenomenog. The fact
Ezét the'sﬁall scale Farmaré, rather than‘large scale farmers,
tendaed to be ﬁha,pnes who droppep oub of'farming, and that .
small acaie farmers are legs lika;y_tp utilige pgid year- ’
rouna‘wonkers,tﬁan‘théir_large écgle coQﬁterpabts: provides
ué with an impoftant dascribtfde’machénfsﬁ which accounts -
for the existence of the concerned phanod&noﬁ, But, what fé
. ‘crucial here is the theoretical framework -- th;'theorétical‘
'éxplanation ~= which has pointed the way to these
— descriptive explanations and, more gsneraliy, has' given rise

‘
- . 1

to the concermed propositians,

. .
N ¢ .
. ! ' ’
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" Startzng with the premlse that the agrlcuétUral

producer is "not lsalated fram the broader aconamic systqm,

3 .
¥ . ,

the analySLS‘subsequently Focussed on 'the eFFects of

‘ -

the pengz}uiion oF capltallsm on the economle actxvxtx

;of the contemporary Farmer. The. %heoretlcal dlscu3310n was

4
thus ‘able to providé the,nec%ssary guidance.to the

empirical research; The various levels of this discourse

N

S~
permltted the analysis to clearly p01nt to the concerned.

empirlcal manlfastatlons of the relevant BCDanlc ‘processes,

Thls involved prqcaedrng from a_high level of gbgtractlon,

"in terms of the discussion-of the effects of the penetréiion

of capitélism iﬁto agriculture, to lower levels oF_4

e

7
theaoretical abstractlon from Wthh emerged, four .propositions

dlrectly related to the - ‘use oF pald agrlcultural 1abour.

Tha' Flrst shlft Yin IGVle of abstractlon involved proceedlng

) "‘W}’ ~ . N

\
o

t

' formally ‘introducing- the notion of 'exchahgef and the

from the review of the literature.to a more focussed outlook

on’ the affects of the LnFthratlon of capltalxsm,xnto ',”

Ay

agrxculture. This entailed the 1ntegrat10n of cartain’

" themes, whicﬁ kept reoccurring in the literaturs, by

concebt of ‘'depsndence’, By traclng the orlglns and

Eevolutlon of the sphere of exchange between the agrafian

rd [

Jcommunityland the broader econoqic ‘system .and by-@nalyzihg

‘the outqghe of this unequal pxchgngé in terms bf‘chandes‘in

|

the nature and degfse-of the dependence of the agricultural
producer on various agents functlonlng in the broadar Cow

econum;c contaxt, the discussion was -able to move . to fhé

et i, o N o " - .
0 e A i R A
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' more concrete level of the ‘sconomic strategiss of \
‘contemporary farmers, The succass of this_transition was
" 'also dependent upon.claarly desifibing’the functioning of

the crucial mechanisms which inf

aconomzc systam and the economlc mechanlsms which govarn the

’ "~ e o P

luance- the economic ‘

interaction of farmers. Thus, by relating the economic
straiegies (i.e., the farming practices) of the contemporéry

Fébmar back to his sphere of exchangé with the-broaden . ' ‘

:outCUme af ths exchange, we werse able to make the final

bridge to the specific aspact of the economic strqtegy of
farmers with mhich‘the problem is gqqcernéd, namely his use
of paid labour. ‘Once all\thesefthéﬁratical links wers. made,
and keeping ;numiﬁd'the observations which stimulated iha
initial interest in the prob;qu the empirical research - ) ‘
found its gefding light in thé/Form of Fébr propositions - f
diréctiy related to the utilizationxof'paid labour in the
agricultural production process.' ‘
To brlafly summarize the arguments whlch gave rise
to these proposxtlons, in thé prasaﬂt context the rules
mhlch govern the’ cruc;al spheres of exchange between. the
Far@br and the economic agsents with\whom ﬁg inferacés'in R
the broader economic context are clearly in favour of éhe

< / . ) . .
latter group i.e., financial capital, the farm input supply

'sector and the food processors and retail outlets, This:

.leavew the férmer in a dab%pdent pésition in the key

v // v
exchange spheres which "influence the control he has ovsr -

\iha potential viabiiity of his antsrpibse. *The rules of |

o s s ot
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this\ggma', Eﬁg cost-price squeeze mechanism, has forced

~the 15& productivity,ﬂafmers and_their families out ?r y
ggricﬁlturé; -The farmers whofmade éhe nécessary producéivity
ga%nslby altering their ecéhomic‘strafegies in the girection’

- N
. of expansion survived. Due to the intensification of their

- 1

raperations, there is an increase in the use. of agricultural

inputs, ihcluding, in certain cases, paid labd@r. Thus, in
s 4 N < )

relation to the coﬁpbsition of the agricultural labour force,
the-trend which is deduced from ;ﬁe above is that‘the
opeiator and paid‘laaour compéhents would shrink (due to the
exodus out of agriculture of the family farm enterprises‘

who were not-able to adapt their economic strategies'in .

- v

. » : \
order to cope with the cost-price squeseze) while the paid

labour component would persist and becomeghropoglionateLy more
'Y iy

impartant. The farm enterprises which are forced out of

business would Qeneraliy tend‘to be of the small scale
. ’ I | ‘ .
variety and have a low level of productivity. .Their. use of
? ’ .

paid labour wouligzlso‘tend to be minimal, the operator'and

his family doing st of the farm work, and if paid labour

is amp;oyed it m;uldbtend to be seasonal or casual in natu:e; o,
In the case of the ‘largser scaie', higher productivity,

"farm enterprisgf, who can afford to usé~paid~laboy: to a

greater extent, a step in thétdirgction of‘inpréasing
productivity efitails increasing farim inputs. Even though, ¢ ,
aé seén in Chapter 1V, the paid'labour.input is not likaly

to be one of the inputs which is initi&&ly increased, it :

will be augmented givaﬁ, increases ih the, use

—

[y

N
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of other inputs by capital intensive enterprises.
' - - c

A i

f . . . :
Besides reflecting the heuristic' value of the-
, : . .

‘theoretical framework, the substantiation of Proposition 1 #

v -

and of its dﬁrolléry, Proposition 2, has implicatioens
related to the topic of the pengtration of capitalist
relations of production into agricultufe.‘ Since the

absolute size gf the paid’ agrlcultural labour. force has not

" — .

grown substan?&ally in Québec, it muuld not bs accurate to >

say that Zﬁp{%allst relations of product:.on3 are becoming

more prevalent. However, tHe incrbésa in the proportion of -

‘the total agricultural labour force attributable to the

paid lsbour elsment reflescts the growing importance de .7
capitalist relgtions.of production in ;agricultural
propuction, and this would lead one to qualify the argument o
ﬁut farth by B;rniar'( in. Chaptai 11).. It is‘true that
capitalist relations of productlon have not davaloped to a

very apprec;abla extent in Québec agrlcultura ové& the last

: thtee decades; but their relative importance vige3-vis .the

‘

production process has shown @& deflnltlve 1ncraase (as
measured by tha proportxon of the total agr;cultural labour

forcq attribytable to the paid labour compopent).

.Retuq“ing t#f the discussion of the usefulness:of the

\

3Putting aside the valid argument that the contemporary
fiarmer is in reality little more than a proletarian in
disguise, this term should be strictly interprated as the

- direct exﬁloxtatiun of man- by man in the productLOn process,
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theorqtical alaboratlons for the emplrical reseergh the
/
'political ecoBOmy frememork also provided the direction o e
. .

requ;red to xnterpret the data f@*bted to the changing

ﬁemporal nature of agricultural wprk. As dlecuseed earller, -

the cost-price squeeze has forced a large number of . small ! /
scale low product1v1ty fermers out of agrzculture. The

farmers uho survive are either those who have already'a

high level, of productlvity or those who have made the‘

necessary changes in thelg,economlc strategles to bring

about the .desired level of productzulty. Since thse farm

R . ™ .
anterprises that are squeszed out of agriculture are also
oy .

' the ones which were the least likely to employ paid year-

round labour (due to their ipability to afford this input

*and to the tradltlonel famxly organlzetlon of productlon) Ty

‘and- 31nce the farmers mho are the most likely to surviws "

are also the ones who most probahly mmll use pald yeer—
round labour,. the growth in 'the proportlon of paid 1abour ' ~

attrlbutahle ta }ear-round employment was expected.

As Fer as the chengee in the economic cherecterlstics~
of the Farmere h;rlng paid labour are concerned, the "_" . .

expectat10ns~are implicit in the above discussion. In the

face of #he eost-price squeeze, the sﬁall scale " low

qudectivity farmer, who treditionelly has. not employsd much

a

_paid labour,.is less and less able to Pf?ord the services

_of paid latiour due to his ;nabili%y to increase the

v

. . )
viability of his enterprisa, Besides the above and the

i : ; |
. .

I
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fact that the latter group of farmers are being pushed out
of agrlculture, ‘the proportlon of pa;d labour being
utilized in agriculture by la:ger‘scale enterprises is also
. g:om§ng due to the need of fhe more viablse enterpriéqs to
constantl§ increasg their level bf producti%ity. '
> .

‘
By logically pur3u1ng the thaoratlcal impllcations

from an inxtlally high level of abetractzon to 1omer levals,

empirically manageablse prapOSLtion§ emerged wHich were

7o§;rationalized in accordance with the nature of the data

Jjudged most appr0pria§a ;n the light of the raseapcﬁ

‘problem, Thg'culmination of the research process, i.e.; the .

-avaluation of the propositioné, is’ the crucial ;tep since,

~+ if. the propbsitlons are contradicted, or serzously questioned

N ﬁy the concerned data, the theoretlcaf elaborations most’
probably nverlookad ralevant aspects, or may even have been
totally errondous. . The clear substantiation of the
proposition#'put forth in this research to guide the/analysis '

‘(of the relevant data attests to th; heuristic wvalue, of the-+
theoretical - alaburations to be fnund in Chapters II, .IlII ang
iv, (lSinca the focus of these elaboragione was to trace the ‘i ‘
mel cations of the main davelopments ralatad to the. farmer ;
economic aphara of act;vxty on his usa of paid labour, the ¢
compatible nature,otlthe resgarch findings undarlﬂnes tha
utility of stressfhg'a 'polikicél econemy' focus in view of
the,ﬁatura of the research -problem. Put differently, th
1'dqta inithis study points to the paramount importance of

LY -
,
» ,
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strass;ng econgomic factors in the study of changes relatad

A
L

to the use of paid labour or, For that mattar, changes

production,

. ! s
Implications of the Re'search for Public

Policx*formulation with raqard to the'
vocational rehabilitation of davelopmentally

N\

handlcapggd parsons in the agrlcultural

regions of Québac

) relateq to tha use of any other input in agricultural

o

As noted in the first Chapter, one concern which

stimulated the interest in the use of paid agricultural

1
labour was the integration of d?valopmentally handicapped

persans into the laboui force in.agricQ%tpral aresas,

ﬁéct, the ‘-research undertaksn in this Thesis can be seen as

{

the first step in terms of a ~comprehgnsive analysis

)

aurroundlng the problem of securzng employment for

developmentally handlcapped persons in .agriculture.

In

r

The

identification of the trends related to the use of paid

agricultural labour 'in Québec proviﬂas the broader coptextual

portrait, of the axtant to which paid employment.exists in

agrlculture,

the tamporal nature of tha employment and the

Economic bharacterzstxcs of the concarnad employers..

Houaver, a's discussad in the methodology chapier, the trenda
nhzch mere nuted have occurred at the provincxal level and

we would be.cpmmitting the 'ecological fallacy,

to tﬁe,ugaAof paid laboux in any givem region or county nf‘

r ]

|

if we

‘ assumed that the findings reflect the situation with regard

»
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" the province., TQprefdre; cohcretq social policy
recohmendatiéns';q.this arsea should ﬁd&low, among other
things, ‘an analysis of the related agricultural labour’
force data, but, this time, at a more regional level. The
- e o L . :
problem with much public policy is that it is formulated in

the light of studies which take as their working universes

a given province or‘country,‘or othar large aggregafég' It
follows that the implementation of a policy based on

research findings related to a large working universe may .

be totally unapplicabls to'cartain subdivisions of that
working univérse, or may not take advantade of'excéptiqnal

conditions in other subdivisions (i.e., exceptional in terms

1

.of the potential positive impact of a given policy). This
concern is reflected in-the appeals mhiph ars often voiced
;in the media in favour of the. decentralization of public

policy, At the root of £hesa demands is a genuine concern
C { .
for greater,efficiency in thp maximization of the sacial

o 4

. benefit of any given social policy. The above bsing said,

’
-

we can now turn to a brief discussion of somd of the broad

.implications .of the feseérch for.the concerned social palicy
. / . I : . .

. ’area,

Pbrhapa:the‘mdst important Fihding, in terms of
‘broad cons;derétions for social policy formulation in this
ére%, is the realization that, as a whole, paid employment
opbor}uniﬁies in Québec agriculture have‘not decreassd over

the lésf_thraa decades and have actuallilshown a slight

‘

. . R - ‘ N
. . e : N ~. R . . R B .
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\AIn this contﬁkt, paid job opportunities should be understood

increase, This is important since one could have erroneously.

.concludad that, in view of ‘the decreases recorded in the.

s
>
b

numerical composition'of the agriculturé@ lapour forcs %akan

as a whole, paid ehployment opportunities4 J;re gecreasing.
Although job oﬁportunitias Have not increased very
substantially, it was argued, earlienin this chapter, that
the paid labour éomponent in agric@lture has assumed a
greater role in the pro&uction process, due to the sharp
increase in its proportion of the overall agricultural
labour force., What this me;hé, whan translated into social

policy concerns, is that we "should not rule out agricultural

employment as a pofbntiai aveﬁye for the vocational

fehab;litation of developmentally handicapped ﬁersons in the

agricultural areas of thg'prdﬁince. However, as stated
previodsiy, the extent to which agricultural employment, in
any given area, is seen as potsntia%ly beneficial to

daevelopmentally handicapped'pefsons.mill be dependent on the

‘'extent to which farm jobs exist in that particuiar radinn,

as wall as on the nature of the agricultural labour market -
(i;e., whether there ' is a high or low demand for, ahd’supﬁly‘

of, paid agricultural labou{). : /
I .
“ «

re

simply as the existence of remunerated employment., More
will be said, later on, regarding which other factors

should be considered in terms of securing employment for
developmentally handicapped persons in agriculturs.

3
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Anﬁther\important point at wﬁich the research
fouchas upon the related social ﬁolicy, is the question of
the temporal nature of paid agricultural labour. It is
impartant to know that jﬁbs still exist in agriculture; bﬁt
it is as importént to discober whether the work is full-time,
seasonal or casual, Since the ultimate goal of vocational
rehabilitation is, or at least should be, placing the client
in a fuil-ﬁime job setting, it is crucial that full-time
ampluymen} Oppoftdgities exist in the sector of the sconomy
to which one is directing the clients, 'The fact that the
temporal nature of agricultural work in Québsc has shifted
toward more full-time employment (and more'generally; tomard'
a more p;olonged usage of paid labour by the agrlcultural ' t
pruducar) suggests that the previous concern,.xn terms of
permanant placemént opportunlties, should, be shmauhat
appeasedsg Conversaly,,the opportunities for ‘on the job'.
training and other forms of _exposure to agrlcultural mork
are still plentlfull, (at least mhen viewad at the provincial
level). Thus, paotential semi-shaltared or unsheltered work
sitﬁations for developmentally hand;capped persons should be,

]

relative to other sectors of the economy, more accessible in
‘ )

\agriculture, due to the seasonal and casual nature of much’

of éhe paid labour employed.

5'E\nsn though there was an increase in the proportion of the
total weeks of paid labour attributable to!full-time
employment, from 1961 to 1971, in Québec, theg fact that
66% of the total weeks of paid labour were of the full=

. time variety in 1976 still sets agriculture apart from
most sectors of the economy with respect to prospects for
full-time placement opportunities. ~




"in relation to the social po

The final aspect oﬁiiie study to be disﬁussqd here
cy in question concerns the
"v
economic characteristics ofs the agricultural producers

hiring péid labour, These traits have chanéed in recent

years. and it isflarge scale farm enterprises that utilize

increasinqu'more of the year-round 1abour and of the paid

5

labour input 1n general. Thus, w;th regard to ldBﬂtlleng
the specific regions where mork opportunltles exlst in
agriculture, an additional index (besxdes establishing the

existence of .jobs) would be to look at tMe economic traits

of the farmers.
. A

As stressed earlier, there is a definita danger in

taklng the Flndlngs of this research as a-basis for the

lmplementatlon of soc;al policy related to the vocational

- rehabilitation of developmentally handicapped persons in

‘study oF paid labour at tha reglonal or county level. -

agricultural areas ihrOUQhout the province. .For this reason,’

concratse racammandatlons should be preceded by a thorough

Homaver,.. finding out that jobs exist does not compfi

‘a complete knowledge package from which policy recommepdations

‘can Flow. ‘The main“questibn which a comprehensive s udy,

1ead1ng to the formilation of specific policy recgﬁmandatlons,

should ask iss: Uhat condltlons are ‘conducive to the
S/
employment of developmentally handicapped persons in a biyen
/ <

.
-

, . - . ... / , :
agricultural area? 'Conducive conditions! are here defined :

P

as phenomena which positively cuntribute;fo the integration

PSR |




/

" or /potential integration of developmentaliy handicapped

~

rsons into the agricultural-labour force. Whereas the
vast majority of the litergfura in the area of the
vocational raﬁabilitati;nfsf the handicapped segms‘to focus
primafily on the topic of yraining'(thus giving the
iMpféssion that the.sqiution.to the préblem is merely ane
of developing adequate skills) it should be the intaention
of the researcher to obtain 'a general picture of the major

cbntributing factors .related to the sucéesstl integration

of developmentally handicapped persons into the concerned

work world, In_érdep to tackle the major research guestion

with some degree of scientific vadidity, the research should
look -in thé,direction of two main categories of phenomena or

conducive factors: (1) Phenomena contributing-to the

/
/

creatidon of job potential for developmeﬁtalry handicapped\
adults in an agricultural area and, (Zhhenbmeha'contributing
" to/the availabilityé of davalapmentally héndicappéd personé

o
for employment in the agricultural labour .force.

e .
' In relation to the firSE‘group of factors, (or put

diffarently uifh regard.to tha“demand side o% the concern) -
.relévaqt aspects which should be explored would include thé
gxistanqe of job oppo;tunities in agriculture, the tamporai'

nature of the paid employment in agficultdré and the

" sconomic characteristics of the agricultural prudupefs

6Availability is here defined as suitably trainédﬁfor and
willing to fill a given position, short and long” term, in
the concerned labour force. LN
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‘benefits in terms of finding employment. ) : ~
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~ .
utilizing paid ldbour (and the analysis should proceed in a

similar mannar than it' has in this reséarch, but this time,
at a m6r§ regional leval); The investigation should also
include an analyais of the gase with which farm prod{cers
can secure paid labour and,the attltudes ‘of the prOSpectxve

employers toward hlrlng developmentally handlcapped\sgrsonsn

With reference to the second group of factors (the

supply side),the investigation shouid involve, among other

‘things, an anélyéis of the size of the concernad‘target

group and. the extent to whidh developmentdlly handicapped,
persons secure work (including agricultural employment) in’
the region and a study of the existing wocatiopal :
réhabiiitatiﬁn ser;icas (including)mpsﬁ impg;tantly, the f

‘types of jobs developmentally handicapped persons are being

trained for). The naturs of the policﬁ recommendations

should then be oriented, given the stats of the agricultural

labour market, toward the question of how could soms of the

above mentioned factors be aﬁtactad so as to ensure that

davelopmentally’ handicappsed persans reap the greatest

~

Asg ﬁentioned in the intpaduction, 'developmentally -
/ ¢ L ra

andicapped persons are mare likely to remain in ths‘genebal

vicinity of their birth place since they often do not possess .
the necessar? social 'skills required for the establishment

of a 'new domi@i;a in other regions., For this.reason they

are more likely than other mambars of the labour force to f

P
’
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l
suffer the consequencas of | poor amployment situatlons
wherever they exist._ Tha most 1mportant Flndlng of this
: \
stpr For the related araa of publlc policy-has been that

-~

at the prqv1nc;al 1evgl, paid amployment opportunities in
agriculture have ﬁot'décrea;ed: This wil;\hopefuflyx o ,;
stimulate mors research inta‘the concrete possibili?iés‘of'
improving the qituation of the relaﬁ?d targat)groyp in"
agﬁarlan raglons. In'view of'the recent implementation of
agricultural p011c1es of the Québec governmdht in suppDrt of
;:the.Farmer in hls quest to find paid agrlcultural laboqg
(see Appendkix B for more detail in relation to four such’
prqgrams); thers aﬁpears to’be‘a“supply gap which may Benefit‘
. developmentally hand;capped persons. But speci;l éttentiom
shoulJ be paid to tha task oF securing adequate worklng |
condltlons and wages for these parsons in the agricultural
productlon sactor which unfortunataly)ls notorlously known
for its lacunes in:thi? ?PSpBCF. : ‘ - ) @
S ¢ tﬁg\nétu;e bf‘tkb abonomi& mechanisms which
gdvérn the aexchange relations between ﬁﬁé agricultuxaléé
producer and the broader economic system does ngt change
significantly; then one would expect the trends in the use
of paid agrchlturaL labour discussed in this study to
continue. Some important questions then become:‘WLll tﬁe'
emphasis placed‘,én output in agriculture, which is~a result
of the adverse conditions ;nder'mhich'the farmer bper?tas,
place paid~labour in. a more prominent pasition vis-a-vis

1
. . v ot




BN

H

I

1
t
¢
]
!

|
I
éhe productlon prncess? and WLll job oppnrtunitias in

Lgrlcultur& decrease LF agrlcultural production becomas

more cmncantratad (i.e.,

'producers does not decrease in 1ntena;ty)° These quesﬂiobs

!

‘ the implementation of‘any long'tarb policy rec&mmendations

AN

, in the relatadfsocial policy a:aa;

- —

»’ ‘
\

if the-exodus of'égricultural

/raisa~xgsuas which should be looked into when considering -
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woRK TEAM SERVICES DE L'EGUIPE DU TRAVAIL
FOR
. DEVELOPMENTALLY HANDICAPPED  PERSONS

9. Main Streset
P.0, Box 1060
Rlexandria, Ontario -
KOC IAD
TERENCE- COOKE: ODIRECTOR ° -t
EUGENE LEGAULT: SECRETARY -
ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE "
Sylvio Cléroux:
Danie; Filliol:
Eugdne Legauit "

—

Spongored by:

GLENGARRY INTER=-AGENCY. GROUP INC,
PRESIDENT: DANIEL FILLIOL
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This program‘was conceived to put into action the

idea that deveiopmental;y handicapped people could lgarn

and could be trained in r rallskiils, could work with animals
pfodugtively, could work in r;ral small gusinéss, and_could
receive training most pFFéctiyply\by workgng in small groups

or teams, and through these activities achieve the pBrsonal5

-qatisfaction of doing productive work, and becoming self-

sgpporting.

)

: The-prdbram was motivated by 81 handicapped men and
women and their families of Glengarry County who attémpted

to explain some of their probieﬁs to two_in%erviewari in the

fall of 1956.

uThe program has been inspired princiﬁally by The

_Variety Farm Training Centre at Ladner, B.C. "In the eight

years tﬁislprogrém.(uariaty Farm) has been *in operation, the
r:ghlts:have’baen autstandiﬁg."Youné pgople'have mobed From
no skllls to competency ln handllng mechanxcal ‘aquipment,
from no understandihg of respOHSLblllty to complatlng job

assignments without cgngpant superviSLOn, From complete

. ¥ . R - ,
dependence to a measure of maturity and limited indepandant

actioh", : . . "L*\\\

The ground-breaking affort of demonstrating the‘

M

p?acticability and some of the benefits .of the Team Approach

.was dune in the citrus groves of Israel by Dr." A, Chigiar.

o ! .

. The drive behind this prqgram»wés providad by a

-

4 twgan L0 R
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hastily brought togdther, and dedicated group of nine people
and “four developmentally handicapped men, who in 1977 talked

with-over 850 potential employers in Stormont,lDUndas, and -

Glengarry Counties of Ontario, and teasted out the team

approach in'Canadién Agriculture and. other rural work by

sattiﬁg gp two "Teams" (ona supervisar, and two handicopped

4

men). As the research indicated it yould happen, the tesams

wera very busy.

»
Y

The program miil be based at ‘its Farm Centre where
people mili meet and define their vocational capabilities,

%

needs, and training program. If basic skills aro neaded to
<
work effectlvely with tha teams, .they will be learned at the

FarM'Cantre. If there 1sn't a contract for a taam, the team
will work at the .Farm Centre. .
N
| i 4

Tha key concapt upderlying this program is the "Work

~ Team". Tha potantral for this 1nnovatxve idea, to learnlng

and assrsting the. developmantally handrcapped and athars in

The basro phLlOSOphy underlying the program is a
belief in the. rights of all to be treated aqually and with
rESpect. Althaégh thls is a long way, off, it is tha goal of

-
- this program to play a role, homevar small (large@to tha“

indivrdual particrpatlng) in, furtherrng this pursuit.

The'major implicat;on of this philosophy is thatu

although the program does.not see itself as the sole

i

-210-

.getting and keeplng a Full-tlme Jjob, is enormous and exciting.

M
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v , . , -
provide;fof training in rural job skills, the prograjHis

responsible for it being an answer for those that chqose it. >

A person will choose it because it makes sense to him/her.

-

The following is.;.desériptién of one day in the
~life of John M., Work Team Services worker. Joﬁn begins his
~day at the same time and in the sa;e way as the rest of his v

family. (He' llvas at homa). - Betwean 7:30 and 8 00 a.m. he
grabs his lunch and "hard hat and walks out to the road to
“wait for his lift, er. Sauvé, ' a nelghbnyr, nlcks him up §t
the usual time-on the way to his work, and takes him to the
Apple Grove Resfaurént. Mike (Supervmso;) and RéJean, his
ﬂfellow team members are maltlng in m;ke's truck., They've ’

been.working tagether -as a team now for over a month, so

thelr Eegu;ar gags are down pat,

. |
" Uhen John arrives, Mike asks about breakfast as

they head off to their éonﬁrapt for that day at Mr. Aﬁbg's.
_Tﬁis is the third déy at this contract (clearing the rocks
‘ Frdﬁ the new éiéld'Mr.‘Aube wants to plant next spring); and
they talk about ghéther or not Mr, Aube will have John drive
‘the tractor again éaqay. . John gibes_a coupie of reasons why
mrc, Aube‘shbuld have him drive (Mr. Aube will be able to get
_at other mork he needs to do). Mike points out that like
other first time employers, Mr. Aube spent the first day
with them ﬁo see what kind of a job they were doing; thén,

when he saw the work they were doing fhaven't seen workers

like you in a long time")he left them the next dd@ to continue

' -
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‘?Slom Domn“ don't tire yourself in the first hour, (he was -

. keep going at the jab...

. asks John and Ré jean to:- recount the two best things ébout

-212= 3

on.thair vun, < - . ’ .

When they ‘arrive at Mr. Aube's he tells them to go

" ahead to the fisld, that he will see them later in the day,

and to take-the same tractor apnd wagon as they used before,

Théy put the cooIer‘Froﬁ,éha truck onto the wagon

‘ and get goxng. (John driving). They've been working

together long enough that mhen they start in the field Mike ;\\

'dossn t have to spand a lot of time giving dlrsctlons. They

have a good paca, (John remembers though how many times

. aspecially when he .first startad morkxng, Mike told him

/l

prétty‘excited), then "Speed it up™ ,,then"go back and get
w0 S :

R

those yQU‘migséd“ He felt great‘today, knomihg what he Juas

supposed to do. A llttla after 10: 00 they.: stop for a break,

{Réjean breaks open the:cooler and passes the. 1embnade around,

(He remembers when mxke Pirst brought up the idea oF a cooler, .

”Up to that tlma he - had broyght .two Jelly sandwiches and four i

-
3

cokes to keep"himself going all day, M1k9 suggested that v

they could all save a little monsy,. Feel better ‘and do‘a

4

better day's work if ‘they ate'yell.“ So he suggested they ‘ N

eag/é'good bieakfast, bring a good lunch and drink lemonade, -

or water -instead of cokes), When the break ﬁs finished they

In the truck on the way back to t%eﬂrestagrant, Mike

» ’ \

the way they had worked that day, -and the two bbrat. It's




. -2'-1 Fom

harﬁ to come up with the two best and‘the two worsé. By the
time they finally agree they're alresady back at the restaurant,
By the time Mr., Sauvé drops him off at his road, John fesls '

good about the feeling he gets when he flexes his shoulders,

The preceding was obviously only one of many N
. ™

scenarios that take place daily on the progrém. Its purbosei

‘" was to attempt to give, in a few parag;aphs, an idea of houw

the program "fesels".

<

Reading between the linbs,:we see that John has the
opportunity to interact; test.out ideas and behaviours while
developing job and‘job-relatad skills, He has: the
opportunity to be partly ;eéﬁonsible (as he later will
co#pleéely be) for his transﬁortatian to andifram'wozk; five
opportunities w;th the team le? by the supesrvisor, to assess
his and team actions felated to ' direct and indiresct job
skills (in the truck to (1st) and,Féom‘(Qnd) work, the two
breaks (3rd & 4th), and lunch (5th); on-going opportunities -
for the supervisor to imm;diately reinforce his job skill |
developmént while the work takes place; ‘the opportunity for -
peen.feed back and‘Frienship; and most-importantly the
opportunity to value himself highly, (He is doing what adults

do and he is an adult).

While 56hn‘and his team were working on their. contract
many other progrem tsams were out doing their coniracts
(painting a house, fencing) and one team was working at the

Farm Centrej; ﬁhe program Contractor was out giving estimates

' ) z' ’ !
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on five other potential contracts and finaliiing the two’
contracts; the Farm Centre Manager was damonstrating how to
pick and grade cucumbers, organizing the materials for the

shop renbVation; and making sure the daily tasks of the

.centre werse attended to; the program Director was meeting

with a mgnbowér‘OFFicial, an employer, and the Adult

'Pruﬁaqtive Sérvice Worker, all trying to.organize the full-

_time placement of one of the program workers; and the cat

was asleep in the barn,

i

It is essential to .understand that the two componenﬁ;

-of the program, the Farm Centre and the Work Teams are inter-

-

dependent. The Farm Centre probidas the opportunity for .

-assassments, skill building, and continuity the teams need.

ﬁgdditionally it is Financialfy mbra viable than the Work

Teams; but is too insulated to provide sufficiently realistic
training., ‘ o : ‘ ' i

/

' The Work Team cantracts provide a contralled but

extremely r?élistic training environment, The contracts
éanndt, however guarantee continuity and are foo realistic
fné "getting to know you™ and for building some basics.

But, one component perfectly compliments the other. They

work together. A - -

]

Uhen a parson is ready for a full-time "independant"

o

job, the final phass ofuthe program swings into action, The

pergon will not be sent to the job; the program will first '

L

T




‘ ‘excitlng, Lsn't it? . ‘ -

-dg the jod/for several days ta completely understand its.

send one of i@é supervisors to the job:, The supervisor will
\

skill andfsoclal damands. If the Jub is seen as suitable

A

. the deﬁnlopmentally handicapped pe¥son will be informed of

/-

what to expect. Then the supervisor will introduce the jab
and its envirnnmanﬁ to the worker and remain on the job with

the worker®until he/she is comfortable in the new job.

WQrk Team Services 13 unlque in Canada, and posszbly
lnternationally. it capitalizes upon approxlmataly $70,000
ragearch dollars 1nvaatad into Stormont Dundas and Glengarcry

/o

Countlas and uncounted hours of volunteer effort. It is

;‘/ N A . . ‘{.J ..’ . “215-
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" Agriculture
+ Quebec

Service de la main-d'veuvre agricoleddu Québec
7

Référence budgétaire:
Programme 08
Elément 02

P

/\\IDF. FINANCIFRE A LA CREATION .D'FMPLOIS SKIéONNIERS

POUR LFS FETUDIANTS EN MILIFU AGRICOLF.

Pour favonser la création d’emplois saisonniers en
milieu agnicole, i I'intention des étudiants ot fournir
aux producteurs agricoles la main-d'veuvre nécessaire
3 l'exécution de leurs travaux, le mumistére de
I'Agriculture contribuera financiérement i la rémuné-
ration des étudiants qui occuperont un ‘emploi dans le
secteur agricole, au niveau de la production, au cours
de I'été 1978.

A- AIDE FINANCIERE

Le ministére de lAgnculture rembourse directe-
ment au producteur agnco!e qm fait la preuve de ses
besoins en main-d’oetvre et qui cmplole un étudiant
pour effectuer les travaux reliés a son exploitation
agricole, une partie du salaire payé, soit $1.25 I'heure.
Le salaire versé doit étre de $3,50 ou plus I'heure.

B- LIMITES

La période pendant laquelle un agricuiteur peut
employer un étudiant et profiter du présent program-
me débute le 15 avril et se termine le 1S octobre
P978. Durant cette période. la participation financié-
re du ministére est limitée a $350 par étudiant. La
subvention est également limitée 3 $1 050 par pro-
ducteur agricole et 4 $1 750 dans le cas d’une société
de production agricole, d'une coopérative d’exploita-
tion agricole ou d'une corporation d'exploitation
agricole.

Le budget total alloué pour la mise en vigueur de
ce programme est de $1.5 million. Lorsque les
engagements atteindront ce montant, sucunc nouvel-
le demande ne sera acceptée et le programme sera
considéré comme étant terminé.

C- ADMISSIBILITE

Pour les fins du présent programme. est considérée
comme étudiant toute personne qui a fréquenté une
institution d’enseignement au cours dy 2e semestre de
{'année scolaire 1977-78, qui a complété son secon-
daire V ou qui est agée de 18 ans et plm L'étudiant
doit fournir la preuve de son statut d'étudiant i son
remployeur en lui remettant une attestation émise pas
institution qu'il a fréquentée au cours du 2e

semestre de 1'année scolaire 1977-78 qui indique son®

numéro d’assurance sociale, sa date de naissance de
méme que son niveau scolaire. Ce document doit
porter le sceau officiel de ladite msmuugn

¥

Le producteur agricole peut engager son fils ou sa
. filleshls répondent a la definitiond’étudiant mention.
née précédemment. Au moment oi il retient les
services de son - fils ou de sa fille, le producteur
agricole doit signer une déclaration 3 I'effet que
ceux-ci n'dccupent pas deja un emploi et qu'ils
. n'occuperont pas un aytre emploi pendant la période

" ol is travailleront dans la ferme.

' D. BENEFICIAIRES .

Tout producteur agricole dont les besoins en
main-d'oeuvre pour lexploutatlon de sa ferme justi-
fient I'emploi d'une main-d’oeuvre salariée et qui
accepte de verser un salaire horaire de $§3,50 ou plus.

E- DUREE DE L’EMPLOI

Pour profiter de cette mesure, le producteur
agricole doit procurer 3 un étudiant un emploi
continu d'une durée minimale de 180 heures. La
semaine de travail doit étre de 30 heures ou plus. Si
ce premier étudiant quitte avant que cette période
minimale soit complétée, le producteur doit en
engager un deuxiéme pour la terminer.

Dans le cas ou plus d’'un étudiant travaillent en
méme temps pour le méme producteur, chacun d'eux
devra compléter la période minimale de 180 heures.
Si I'un d’eux quitte avant que cette période minimale
soit complétée, le producteur doit engager un autre
étudiant pour la terminer. ;

F- DEMANDE

‘Tout producteur agricole qui désire bénéficier|des
avantages oltterts en vertu du présent programme doit
faire une demande avant de retenir les services d'un
étudiant. 1l doit a ce moment, faire la preuve de ses
besoins en main-d’oeuvre agricole et fournir la preuve
du statut de l'étudiant (requises en C ci-dessus). Pour
faire sa demande, le producteur doit s'adresser son
bureau local de renseignements agricoles: il peut
retenir les services de I'étudiant admissible de 'son
choix. S$'d n'en connait pas, U peut se référer auprés
des centres de maind'oeuvre du Québec ou du
Canada

Toute fausse déclaration-au niveau de la demande

ou de la réclamation entraine automatiquement 1'an-.

nulation de la subvention. Les montants qui auraient

* alors pu étre versés en trop sont remboursables.

immédiatement sous peine de poursuite judiciaire.

;

min e s, admhd



G- RECLAMATIONS .
Pour obtenir le remboursement d'une partie des

salaires” payés, l'employeur doit s'adresser § son .
bureau local de renseignements agricoles, utiliser les

formules qui sont mises 3 sa disposition, foumir
I'information ‘et les documents' requis. Une seule
réclamation est faite pour chaque-étudiant i la fin de
1a péride d*emploi. '

'H. DISPOSITIONS SPECIALES ~

Lorsqu’il présente sa réclamation, I'employeur doit
fournir 1a preuve’ qu'il s'est conformé aux lois et
réglements relatifs aux programmes de sécurité sociale
(assurance-chomage, régime des réntes - pour les
étudiants de 18 ans ou plus- .le programme de santé
du Québec) et i I'impot sur le revenu. Pour lui
faciliter 1a tiche, le ministére de I"Agriculture met i sa
disposition un feuillet explicatif ainsi que les form'iles
nécessaites. De plus amples informations peuvent
également &tre obtenues directemnent des ministéres
concemés. .

[- DEFINITIONS |

¢

Société d'ex ploitation agricole: une société au sens du -

Code civil qui a pour objet principal 'exploitation en

‘commun d’une ferme rentable dont elle est proprié.

taire ou- locataire, qui est formée ‘au moyen d'un
contrat écrit conforme au réglement, qui est consti-
tuée de personnes physiques et dont au moins
soixante pour cent des intéréts sont la propriété
d’exploitants agricoles dont la majorité a pour princi-
pale’ cccupation F'exploitation de cette ferme: cette
expression désigne également plusieurs personnes

physiques, propriétaires par indivis d'une ferme rentas ’

ble, lorsqu’au moins soixante pour cent des droits de
propriété dans telle ferme sont détenus par des
exploitants agricoles dont la majorité a pour occupa-
tion principale I'exploitation de cette ferme, chacune
de ces personnes étant considérée comme un sociétai-
re pour les fins de la présente loi.

Coopérative d’ekploilation agricole: une société coo-
pérative agricole formée en vertu de Ja Loi des

_ sociétés coopératives agricoles (Statuts refondus,

1964, chapitre '124) ou une association coopérative
formée en vertu de la Loi des associaions coopératives
(Statuts refondus, 1964, chapitre 292), ayant puur
objet principal et pour activité principale I'éxploita-
tion d'une ferme rentable dont elle est propriétaire ou
locataire pourvu que tous ses producteurs actionnai-
res ou tous ses membres, selon le cas, soient des
personnes physiques, qu’au moins soixante pour cent
des actions ordinaires émises ou des parts sociales,
selon e cas, sojent la propriété d'exploitants agricoles
dont la majorité a pour principale occupation l'ex-
ploitation de cette ferme,

.
[N

~

Corporation d'exploitation agricole: une corporation
constituée en vertu de la Loi des compagnies (chap.
271), ayant pour objet principal et pour activité
principale I'exploitation d'une. ferme rentable dont
elle est propriétaite ou locataire, pplirvu que tous ses
actionnaires soient des personnes physiques et qu'au
moins soixante pour cent des actions de chaque
catégorie émise soientla propriété d’exploitants agri-
coles dont la majorité a pour principare occupation
'exploitation de cette ferme.

-

 Le ministre de I"Agriculture
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All)[ FINANCIFRF A LA CRFATION D'FMPLOIS
FEN MILIFU AGRICOLF

Pour favonser ta création d'emploss et fourmr aux
agriculteurs 1a main-d’ocuvre agricole nécessire &
I'exécution de leurs travaux. le muistre de UAgricul-
ture offre en vertu du présent programme de contri-
buer financiérement a la rémunération de certamnces
catégories de travailleurs québccois qui cccuperont un
emploi dans le secteur agricole au niveau de la
production.

A- AIDE FINANCIERE ' -

Le ministre de I'Agriculture du Québec rembourse
directement au producteur agricole admissible qui fait
la preuve de ses besoins en main-d'oeuvre ct qui
accepte d’employer un bénéficiaire d’aide sociale ou
un chémeur pour des travaux reliés a son exploita-
tion, 75% du salaire payé dans le cas d'un bénéficiaire
d’aide sociale et 509gdu salaire payé dans le casd’un
chémeur. L'employeur doit verser un salaire horaire
Ye $3.50 ou plus.

B- LIMITES

La subvention est calculée sur un salawre de $3.50
I'heure. Elle est versée pour la période couvrant le
deéficit en main-d’oeuvre limitée toutefois & un maxi-
mum de trente (30) semaines par employé. Cette
période ne doit pas excéder le 31 mars 1979. La
participation du ministére est limitée a $105 par
semaine pour celui qui emploie un bénéficiaire d'aide
sociale et a $70 par semaine pour celui qui emploie
un chémeur, 3 condition que la semamde de travail
soit de 40 heures ou plus.

La contribution financiére du mimstére pour la
durée du programme. soit du ler avril 1978 au 31
mars 1979, est limitée a $3 150 ou 3 32100 par

- travailleur selon qu'il est béuéficiaire d'ajde sacinle ou

chameur et a $6 300 par emploveur, Ce maximum est
porté 3 $9 150 larsque I'employeur est une corpora-
tion d'exploitation agricole, unc coopérative d'exploi-
tation agricole ou une société d’exploitation agnicole.
La subvention est versée potr les travailleurs
engagés en sus des travailleurs permanents qui sont i
’emploi du bénéficiaire au moment de la demande.

C. ADMISSIBILITE DE L'EMPLOYL

Pour les fins du présent programme, est considéré
comme bénéficiaire d'aide sociale. celui qui est
reconnu admissible i ‘aide sociale, par le ministére

des Affaires Sociales. an moment de son emploi par le,
producteur agricole: est considérée comme chomeur,
toute personne dpée de 18 ans et plus qui est ala
recherche et dans I'attente d'un emploi ct qui est
enregistréc auprés d'un centre de main-d'oeuvre du
Québec ou du Canada.

Ne peuvent participer au présent programme 3
titre de travailleur agricole:

a) le conjoint de 'employeur
b) les personnes dgées de 65 ans et plus

c) les étudiants qui fréquentaient les classes au cours
du 2c semestre de I'année scolaire 1977-78.1ls sont
cependant admissibles aprés le ler septembre
1978. s'ils ne retournent pas aux études et s'ils
sont bénéficiaires d'aide sociale ou chomeurs

d) le con]omt d’un membre d'une société d’ explona—
tion agricole

e) le conjoint d'un sociétaire d’une coopérative d’ex.
ploitation agricole -

f) le conjoint d'un actionnaire ‘d’'urie corporation
d’exploitation agricole

2

D- BENEFICIAIRE

Tout employeur reconnu comme producteur agri-
cole au sens de la loi, dont les besoins en main-

" d'oeuvre nécessaire pour I'exploitation de sa ferme

excédent la somme de travail que lui-méme, les
membres non-admissibles de sa famille (dans le cas

d’'une société d’exploitation agricole, d’une,

coopérative d'exploitation agricole ou d’une corpora-

tion d'exploitation agricole. les sociétaires, les mem- -

bres. les actionnaires ainsi que leur conjoint) ainsi que
ses employés permanents peuvent fournir ¢t qui
accepte d'employer un ou des travailleurs admissibles
pour combler le déficit.

E- DUREE DE L'EMPLOI

Pour profiter de cette mesure, 'employeur doit
procurer un emploi continu a chaque travailleur
admissible pour unc période minimale de dix (10)
semaines d'une durée moyenne de 40 heures; une
exception cst faite cependant pour les horticulteurs,
les pomiculteurs et les acériculteurs, de méme que
pour les producteurs agncoles des lles de la Madelei-

ne. o la période minimale d’emploi est de quatre (4).

semaines d'une moyenne de 40 heures.

s
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Dans le cas ou plusieurs employés travaillent ¢n
méme temps pour le méme employeur, chacun dost
compléter une période minimale d'emploi de 0
semaines ou de 4 semaines selon les exceptions

mentjonnées ci-dessus. -

Dans le cas on l'e

aployé ne compléte pas 14
période mimimale

‘emplbi. il doit étre remplacé:et Ig,
somme de travail emplovés doit étre d'une
durée minimale de semaimnes ou de 4 semaines
selon les exceptions mentionnées ci-dessus.

F. DEMANDE

Tout producteur agricole g désire bénéticier des
avantages offerts en vertu du présent programmme doit
faire une demande avart de refenir les services de
travailleurs admissibles.

11 doit i cet effet sadresser d son burcau local de
renseignements agricoles. La subvention est versée d
compter de la ddte d’emploi du travallenr ou de fa da- -
te de la demande s celle-ci est fate aprés l'engage-
ment des travailleurs agricoles. Dans ce dermer cas.
la période d'emploi de 10 semaines ou exceptionnel-
lement de 4 semawmes débute i la date de la demande.

G- RECLAMATION . -

Pour nbtemir le remboursemient. par I iministére de
I Agricutturc. d'une partie des “salarres pay és. Femplo-
yeur doit s'adresser 4 son hureau local de renseigne-
ments agricoles, utiliser les formules qu sont mises &
sa disposition, fournir I'information et les documents
requis. La premiére réclamation peut étre présentée & -
la fin des périodes minimales d’emploi mentionnées
ci-dessus soit- 10 ou 4 semames, selon le cas; les

réclamations sfibséquentes peuvent se faire une fois .

toutes les quatres (4) semaines ou avant. lorsque
I'emploi se*termine. .

)

H- DISPOSITIONS SPECIALES ’
Lorsqu’il présente ses réclamations, I'employeur
doit fournir la preuve qu'il s'est conformé aux lois et
réglements relatifs aux programmes de sécurité (assu:
rance-chomage. régimes des rentes, programme de
santé du Québec) et & I'impot sur Je revenu. Pour lui
faciliter la viche. le ministére de 1'Agriculture met i sa
disposition un feuillet explicatif ainsi que les formules
nécessaires. De plus amples infonnatians peuvent
également étre obtenues directement des ministéres
concernés. -
I- DEFINITIONS
Société d’exploitaton agricole: une société au sens du
Caode civil qui a pour abjet principal lexplivitation en
commun d’unc ferme rentable dont elle est proprid-
taire ot locatmire qui est fonmée au moven dun
contrat écrit conforme au eplement. gui est consti-
tuée de personnes physiques et dont au moins
soixante pour cent des intéréts sont la propriété
d’exploitants agricoles dont 1a majorité a gour princi-
pale occupation 'exploitation de cette férme. cette
expression désigne. également plusicurs/ personncs
physiques,propriétinres par indivis d'une férme renta-

¢ v
7
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ble. lorsqu’au-moins soixante pour cent des droits de

propriété dans telle fermesont déténus par des
exploitants agricoles dont¥a majorité a pour occupa-
tion principale I'exploitation de cctte ferme. chacune
de ces personnes €tant considérée comme un sociétai-
re pour les fins de [1 présente loi.

Coopérative d'exploitation agricole: une soctété coo-
pérative agricole formée en vertu de la Loi des
sociétés coopératives agricoles (Statuts refondus,

1964, chapitre 124) ou une association coopérative .

formée en vertu de la Loi des associations coopérati-
ves {Statuts refondus. 1964, chapitre 292). ayant
pour objet principal et pour activité principale 'ex-
ploitation d'une ferme rentable dont elle est proprié-

,tre ou locataire, pourva que tous ses producteurs

actionnarres ou tous ses membres, selon le cas, soient
“des personnes physigues. qu'ay moins soixante pour
cent des actions ordinaires érnises ou des pirts
socrales, selon le cas. sotent la propriété d'explotants
agnicoles et que la majorité de ses producteurs
actionnaires ou de ses membres, selon le cas. soient
des exploitants agricoles dont la majorité a pour
principale occupation exploitation de cette ferme.

Corporation d’exploitation agricole: une corporation
constituée en vertn de la Lot des compagnies (chap.
371), ayant pour objet principal et pour activité
principale 1'exploitation d'unc ferme rentabl¢ dont
clic ¢st propriétatre ou locata&ire. paurvu que tous ses
actionnaires soient des personnes physiques et qu'au
moins svixante pour cent des actions de chaque
categorie €ruses soient la propriété d'exploitants
agricoles dont la majorité a pour principale occupa-
tion I'exploitation de cette ferme. - ’

N Le ministre de I'Agriculture

-

. . 'JEAN GARON"
QUEBEC. 19780401 .
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AIDE FINANCIERE A L'ACHAT, A LA CONSTRUCTION
ET A LA RENOVATION DE LOGEMENTS DESTINES

A LA MAIN- D]OEUVRE AGRICOLE SAISONNIERE

La concentration dans certaines localités des
producteurs agricales qui doivent faire appel & des
travailleurs saisonniers cause chaque année une pénu-
rie locale d:main-d oeuvre aj@eole. [l devient nécessai-
re de faire appel a des travailleurs provenant queique-
fois de régions trés éloignées. Les producteurs doivent
alors leur fournir des logements adéquats a proximité
de leur licu de travail. Les Jogements qui existent
présentement sont msuffisants en nombre 6u inadé-
quas pour répondre aux besoins.

Pour remédier 2 cette situation. le ministre de

I'Agriculture du Québec. conformément & I'accord .

fédéral-provincial relatif 3 la main-d’oeuvre agricole,
offre de contribuer financiérement au cout d'achat,
de construction ou ‘de rénovation de logements
salubres dans les fermes.

i3

. SUBVENTION
La subvention peut représenter un maximum de

tion des logements destinés aux. travailleurs agricoles
saisonniers. Elle est limitée au moindre de $750 par
: travailleur qui peut y étre logé ou $15 000.

ADMISSIBILITE

La subvention est accordée au producteut ,

agricole pour I'achat, la construction et la rénovation,
= de batiments destinés i loger la main~d oeuvre agrico-
le salariée, 4 I'exception des membres de sa {amlle.
Les logements pour lesquels une subvention est
versée doivent étre disponibles pour loger les ouvriers
agricoles durant les périodes nommales d'emploi uu
- cours des cing (5) années suivant le fmement de
ladite subvention.

" DEMANDE

. Le producteur aéricole qui désire se prévaloir de
cette mesure doit en faire la.demande en s'adressant
au Service dc !a main-d’oeuvre agricole du Québec,

- 1020, route de I'Eglise. 4 Sainte-Foy, (tél: 643-8495)
- ou 3 100, place Charles-Lemoyne, bureau 278, edifice
du Métro, Longueuil, Québec, (tél: 873-2648)
A I BARS S \ -

50 % du coat d’achat, de construction et de rénova-

La demande doit étre accompagnée de planset
devis ou.de croquis suffisamment détaillés pour qu'il .
soit possible de voir si le projet rencontre les normes
prévues au présent programme et d'évaluer 'ampleur
dy projet présenté, La demande doit également étre
accompagnée d'une copie de tous les permis qui sont
requis par les divers paliers de gouvémement.

Lorsqu'l sTagit unmiquement d’un achat, le re-
querant doit accompagner sa demande d’un croquis,
d'une description détaillée et de photos du bitiment
qu'il désire acquérir.

La demande doit étre approuvee par ledirecteur -
du Service de la main-d’oeuvre agricole avant le début
des travaux ou avant I'acquisition.

NORMES A'RES_PECTER » 0

Les locaux pour lesquels le producteur agricofe
recoit une subvention'doivent comporter:

1) Une surface totale minimale de plancher de 75

pieds carrés par travailleur: -

2)  Un espace minimum de 300 _pieds cubes par .
travailleur dans les chambres a coucher ou les
dortoirs.

3) Des fenétres possédant une surface vitrée égale
ou supérieure 3 8 % de la surface du plancher:

4)  Des grillages (moustiquaires) aux portes et
8 fenétres et des ouvertures suffisamment grandes _
pour assurer une ventilation adéquate:

"5) Des planchers et des murs recouverts de maté-
riaux facilement lavables;

\i{ Une entrée principale et une sortie d'urgence:
7

Un systéme adéquat d approvisionnement en
eau potable et d'élimination des eaux usées; . !

8) Un systéme d'éclairige électrique d'une capaci- -
té et d'une intensité suffisantes;

“9)  Un systénie de chauffage suffisamment puissant

pour maintenir unc température minimale de

18 degrés Celsius. Lorsqu'il sagit d'un systeme

.+ & combustion, celuici doit étre relié i une
cheminde.

N
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10) Des lits placés & 36 puuces ou plus les uns des
autres incluant des matejas propres et en borine '
condition, placés’a 8 pouces ou plus au-dq;.sus
de la surface du plancher,;

11) Des espaces de rangement, ¢ est-a-dire des cases
ou des tablettes, en nombre suffisant;

12) Une douche pourvue d'eau chaude et d'eau
froide par 10 travailleurs;

13) UnMavabo poutvu d'eau chaude et d'eau froide
_par 6 travailleurs;

14)  Une toilette par 6 travailleurs, ,
15) Des commodités de lavage pour le linge;

16} A moins que les travailleurs ne prennent leurs
repas avec la famille de l'employeur, une
cuisinette pourvue d'intallations pour Ia conser-
vation, la prépar.ntum et la cuisson des aliments,
de’ méme qu'une table, des chaises et des
ustensiles en nombre suffisant:

Les employés affectés a la préparation des repas

" doivent satisfaire a4 toutes les exigences du
ministére des Affaires sociales et de celui de
I'Agricujture, s'il y a lieu. -

17) Des poubelles avec couvercles. Les déchets sont

enlevés une fois par semaine: plus souvent

durant ‘1'été lorsque les condijtions d'hygiéne

I'imposent:
18) Un extincteur:

y .

’

Les locaux dmvem étre maintenus propres et
exempts de vermine et de mngeurs . .

On doit éviter &' entreposer i |'intérieur ou prés
de ces lbcauy tout matériel inflammable ou qui.peut
présenter un danger pour la santé des travailleurs.

DEBOURSEMENT:

La subvention est versée 3 la fin des travaux
lorsque le représentant autorisé du ministére s'est
assuré que le requérant a satisfait 3 foutes les

exigences du progfanime et qu'il Jui 2 soumis un

compte détdillé des dépenses engagées,pour I'achat, la
construction et la rénovation des batiments.

Le sous-ministre de I"Agricuitute,
i °* FERDINAND OUELLET
QUEBEC, 1978 0401 ‘

N
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AIDE FINANCIERE AU DEPLACEMENT DES OUVRIERS AGRICOLES

La penune de mamn-d’ocuvre agncole que 1'on
connait dans certaines régions oblige les producteurs i
faire appel aux servicas d'ouvriers agricoles vena
souvent de localités éloignées. Ceux-ci doivent alors
faire face a des frais de transport et de déménagement
assez élevés considérant leur, situation financiére
quelquefous précaire.

. Afin de les inciter a sc rendre tradidler chez les
producteurs agricoles québécois qui en foiit la deman-
de. le minstre dél Agnculture du Québec offre aux
ouvriers agricoles saisonniers: de défrayer Ie cout de -
leur déplacement, aller et retour. Les vuvriers agrico-
les ‘permanents’ de méme que les membres de leur

" famille, peuvent .ai‘:‘s% profiter de ces avantage% e

plus d’obtenir le remboursement d'une partie impor-

, tante des frais engagés lors de leur déménagement.

Conformément a l"accord fédéral-provincial relfatif
i la main-d'oedvre agricole et sujet a une approbation
préalable le ministre-de I'Agniculture du Québec offre
également de payer le transport, par véhicule public
nolisé. des ouvriers agricoles recrutés sur une base
journaliére. :

.

1 OUVRIERS PERMANENTS °
a) Subvention du transport

La subvention est équivalente au cout du transport
par train, avion ou autobus, en classe ¢conomique.
pour le travailleur lui-méme et. s'il y a lieu. pour ses
dépendnnn d partir de |3 gare ou du point'd’arrét le’
plus prés de chez lui jusqu'd la gare ou au point
d’arrét le plus prés de sa nouvelle résidence.

Si le travailleur est sutorisé a utiliser sa propre
automobile, il fui est glloué un montant de 10¢ le
kilométre parcouru entre son ancien domicile et sa
nquvelle résidence,

b) Subvention au deménag»ment . :

La subvention couvre \ine partie importante des
frais ‘engagés par le travailleur agricole pour farre
effectuer le déménagement de ses meubles ainsi que
de ses ®ffets’personnels et ceux de se§ dépendants
Elle est calculée selon les taux suivants qui sont
établis en fonction du poids moyen d'un ameuble(—1
ment de_5 piéces qui est dienviron deéux mille
kilogrammes.

o

-

wt B ot

Pistance aller sculement

Subvention maximale
* (kilométres) :

30- 75 : $400

76 - 150 $425
151.225° $450
226300 $475 ’
301 -450 $525 -

451 - 600 §575

601 - 750 $650

751 -900 §725 .

¢) Subvention pour repas et coucher |

Les frais_de repas ré§uliers pris en cours de route
par le travailleur et les membres de sa famille peuvent
étre remboursés sur prcsemauon de requs. La subven-
tion est cependant limitée a $4.50 par repas et par
personne. .

Lorsque la distance a parcourir excéde 450 kilomeé-
tres. les frais de coucher en cours de route peuvent
étre remboursés sur présentation de requs d'un
établissement hotelicr,

‘La subvention est Ilmitée a $25 pour les deux

. premiédres personnes et 2 $3 pour chaque personne -

additionnelle. .

ADMISSIBILITE ;

Est admissible aux subvégtions ci- dessus, tout
ouvrier agricole qui prouve a la snnsfacnon du

ministre de I’Agricuiture, qu ll‘se ‘rend occuper un -

cmploi permanent chez un prodlcteur agricole québé-

ms disposé & I'employer.

Il OUVRIERS SAISONNIERS
a) Subvention au transport

La subvention défraic le coit du transport par
train ou autobus et exccpnonncllement par avion, en
classe économique. i partir du point darrét ou de Ia
gare la plus prés de la résidence du travailleur jusqu'au
point_d‘arrét ou de la gare 1a plus prés de son lieu de
travail.

Sujet & une approbation préalable. il est alloué au
. travailleur agricole saisonnier. qui utilise son automo-
" bile, un montant de 10¢ le kilométre parcouru ente
son domicile et son litu de travail. . La subvention est -

L
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cependant limitée au moindre du montant qu'il lui en
aurait colté s'il avait voyagé soit par train, autobus
ou avion. Si plusicurs travaill®mse dowvent étre dépla-
cés en méme temps. celur qui est autorisé 3 utiliset

. son automobile doit accepter de transporter au miéme -

tanf au moins trois (3) autres travailleurs et leurs
bagages.

b) Lorsque le nombre de travailleurs agricoles
saisonniers i déplacer est assez important, un autobus
peut étre nolisé Le cott du nolisement dudit autobus
dout étre inférteur 3 lassomme du coit desbitlets qu
aurment du étre énus pour transpdrter ces travailleurs
individuellement. p

(4

¢) Les frais de repas réguliers pris en cours de mute
petivent étre remboursés. ,Les frais sont cependant
fimités a $4.50 par repas et parpersonne. Le nombre
de repas i étre remboursés est détermmé au départ
par celui qui émet le bon de transport.

Le cout du transport de ictonr et desepas pos en
cours de route sont défrayés aux mémes conditions
lorsque le travad est terminé Le travailleur doit alors
fawre une dewigme demande en sadressant au fonc-
tionnaire autorisé a émettre les bons de transport
dont le bureau est situé le plus prés de son lieu de
travail. :

. !
ADMISSBILITFE .

Est admissible a cette sélbvcntﬂm‘. tout ouvrier
agncole saisonnier -qui prouve 3 la satisfaction du *
ministre de lAgru.ulture qu'il se rend effectuer un
traval smsonnicr chez un pruduueur agricole québé-
cois disposé & 'emplover ou qu'il revient ches:lui

* aprés avoir ternuné le travail agricde saisonnier pour

lequel on avait retenu ses services. - |

Ifi OUVRIERS AGRICOLES JOURNAL[ERS

Le cout du transport quotidien, par véhicule
public nolisé. des ouvriers agricoles « 1ournalidrs peut
étre défrayé, lorsque le producteur agncale ne peut
recruter localement la maind’ oeuvre necessaue a
I'exécution de ses travaux.

Lorsque possible, les prodhc(eurﬁ/doivcnt recruter
des ouvriers agricoles sur une bhase saisonniére. A cet
effet. ils doivent étre encouragés a orgamiser dans leur
ferme des logements adequats pour satisfaire aux
besoins d'une équipe de base 2 laquelle il5 font appel
d’année en année Woir programme “d’Aide financiére
4 [fachat, la construction et a la rénovation de
Iogcments destinés i la main-d’oeuvre agricole saison-
niere™). .

Pour que le transport Juumq}mr su\l organisé, los

* normes suivantes doivent étre I‘CﬁpCLICL‘S

a) Celui gqur désire organiser le déplacement de
travilleurs agricoles sur une base journalicre doit
présenter ¢t fairc approuver son projet par un
fonctionnaire responsable du  Service de la man-
d'ocuvre agricole du Quéhec. en utilisant les tormules
qui sont mises d sa disposition La durce du projet ne
peut excéder trois semaines. Si la période de transport
doit se prolonger au-deld de cette période, un
nouveau projet doit étre soumis pour approbation:

bia distance § parcourir entre fe pomt de rassem-
blement ou d'cuflnrqucmcnl doit ctre d'un mmimum —
de cing (5) kilomeétres et d'un maxunum de quatre-
vingts (80) kilometres du lieu de 1ravail (10 kilome-
tres et 160 kilométres alter ct retour)

e : .

~

Dans des cas exceptionnels: sur autorisatien du

directeur du Service de la main-d‘ocuvre agricole du
Québec, cette distance peut atteindre cent dix (110)
kilométres (220 kilometres aller et retour)

c) les travailleurs qualifiés qui se présentent au
puint de rassemblement et dont les services sonmt
requis doivent étre transportés en ewtant toute foritie
de discnmination; .

d) de fagon 3 assurer Vexécution d'un travail

valable et une répartition raisonnable des’ frais de

transport, le travailleur doit. a moins d empcchements

majeurs, fournir un minmum quotidien de six heures
de travarl dans la ferme:

e) le nolisement de véhicules publics est autonsé

par le¢ directeur du Service de la main-d'oeuvre
agricole du Quéhec ou son représentant. Lorsque plus
d'une compagnic de transport opércnt sur le territoire

3 desservir. des appels d offres dowvent étre sofheirds
de tous Yes transportcurs suseeptibles de founyir e
service tequis. A service égal, loffre du plus bas
soumissionnaire est retenue. Lorsqu’il n'y a qu'un
senl transportenir, des prix convenables sont négociés
en tenant compte des conditions entourant le trans-
port tt des distances d parcourir;

N celui qui nolise un autobus scolarre doit s’assurer
que le transportcurobtenu le pgrmis nécessaire pour

T < . .
véhiculer des personnes auttes qye des écoliers.

DEMANDE

Pour s¢ prévaloir des mesures décrites ci-dessus,
lagnicultcuremployeur ou le groupe de travailleurs
agricoles doit faire une demande en s'adressant svit'au
burcau local des renseignements agricalgs du ministé-
re de I'Agriculture du Quebec. soit directement au
Service de.la main-d'oeuvre agricole du Québec, 1020,
route de I° Egllse Sainte-Foy. Québec, GIV 3V, (1él:
£43-8495) ou a 100, place Charles-Lemoyne. bureau
278. édifice du Métro: Longueuil. Québec. J4K 2T4
(tél: 873-2648) ou aux Centres de main-d'oeuvre du
Canada, (C.M.C. s ou S.M.A.C.s).

DEBOURSEMENT ' o

I. Subvention au transport des ouvriers permanents
ou saisonniers

Sur acccptatlon de sa demande. "ouvrier agricole
se voit remettre un bon de transport.  Lorsquil

présente ce document a I'aérogare, i la gare ferroviai-’

re ou d'autobus, il lui est remis un billet pour le trajet
4 effectuer. Sur réception du bon de transport

;?wmp.lgnc de la Ffacture ungm.llc émise par la

)mpagnie transporteuse. le' prix du billet est rem-
boursé directement a ladite compagnic.

Si lc travaitlcur agricole est autarisé 3 utiliser son
automobile. il doit soumettre sa réclamation directe-

ment au Service de la main-d'oeuvre agricole du’

Québec, 1020, route de "Eglise § -Sainte-Fov, en

“faisant parvenir Ie bon de transport ¢t la fom\&!’c yui

fui sont remis a cet effet.

.

2 Subvention au déménagement

La subvention. calculée selon les normes établies a

article 1-b est versée sur production de piéees
justificatives.
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+ 3- Subvention pour repas et cm[chér .

La subvention, calculée sclon 'les normes établies
aux articles l.c et 11.c, est payée sur présentatnon de
piéces justificatives. .

4. Nolisement d’autobus

. Le paiement est effectué directement & la compa-
gnie transporteuse sur présentation de la copie origi-
nale due bon de nolisement et de la facture quotidien-
ne émise par «elle<i pour chaque autobus. Cette
facture doit indiquer entre autres le point de départ.la
destmativn, le millage parcouru de méme que le nom-
bre de passagers transportés. La facturation doit étre
faite au plus tard 15 jours aprés que le transport a été
effectué.

e sous-ministre de I'Agriculture,
FERDINAND OUELLET
QUEBEC, 1978 04 01
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