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Abstract

An ethnographic community case study was conducteédcument the impact of
recent farmland-market changes on the social fafrecsmall, typical Central lllinois
rural community of 1,000. Using a multi-method @sh design, data were obtained
from: 1) extensive participant-observation of conmitylife (2005-06); 2) 124
community and farmer surveys and in-depth backgtonterviews; and 3) population
and agricultural census data. The restructurinigezl farmland markets by growing
farm concentration, cash-rent replacing crop-sheasing, and the invasion of aggressive
non-local landlords and operators raise® @ntury challenges to Midwestern rural-
community sustainability. The Goldschmidt Hypotlsesvhich argues that large-scale
farms undermine a community’s social-economic Wellhg, and social capital theory,
which holds that broad engagement builds a stcomgmunity social fabric, are
employed in analyzing the social impacts of agtigall restructuring. Findings indicate
that the emerging restructured land market an@dnsequent increased competitiveness
undermine the trust and norms of reciprocity ami@mgers and between farmers and
town-residents. The ideal of “bigger is better” eba by local farmers has the unintended
consequence of eroding the historically importamhmunity participation of local
farmers. Farmers are now involved in only thosevaigts that directly affect them and
less so in activities that broadly contribute toncounity well-being, such as service
clubs. Farmers and townspeople often travel to wdrich results in the transfer of their
shopping, services obtained, and recreationaliiesvirom local providers to where they
work in the county seat or nearby cities. Both farsrand townspeople report knowing
fewer community members than 10 years ago, refigcidecline in network size, and
the regular social interactions indicative of clési community. These factors are
leading to the decline of the historically interdadent relationship between farmers and
their community, and the degrading of a sense ofraanity. Essentially a bedroom
community is evolving from the former farming commity spurred by the new farmland

market as well as some newcomers moving in.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Despite experiencing much change over the pastiggras the agricultural sector
restructured and suburbanization spread, small tmnans are still viewed as supporting
an ideal way of life by rural people, policy makeaad many urban people (Hummon,
1990; Lingeman, 1980; Salamon, 2003). In generay, @f life in a rural community is
characterized by a core set of attributes typicadjseed to provide a sense of community
including dense social networks, social ties ofldaration, shared life experiences, and
norms of neighborliness and reciprocity (Elder &@er, 2000; Putnam, 2000; Salamon,
2003). Midwestern rural communities typically evadvin close association with
agriculture and land (Lingeman, 1980). Historicalhgall towns supported the farmers
and their families by providing farming-related\sees, shopping, banks, and churches.
Today reality differs from this past. Farmers agddor only a small proportion of the
rural population and small communities are beinglamentally altered by regional
agricultural trends, improved transportation anads) telecommunication developments,
and more workers/citizens in nonagricultural joAklb(echt, 2006; Lobao, 1990;
Ramirez-Ferrero, 2005; Salamon, 2003).

Since 1930, the changes in agriculture causeduhwars of farms and of farm
families living on the land, to decline continualiythe United States (Hoppe & Korb,
2004). The current Midwestern farm differs gre&tbm the idyllic picture in the media
of a small sized family operation with diverse g@md animals. Farmington, the
community focus of this study, resembles most @et small communities. Its
landscape is dominated by endless tracts of intelysiarmed, row after row of soybeans
and corn. Despite their diminished numbers the lfafarmer, however, is still assumed
to be the pillar of the American rural communitgpresenting the democratic ideals of
volunteerism and egalitarianism which perhaps wesrer the reality of the rural social
fabric (Elder & Conger, 2000; Ramirez-Ferrero, 200hen driving through
Farmington’s countryside one sees abandoned faadstnd small country churches,
witnesses of a different time nostalgically remeneldeby older community residents.

The literature about farmland market changes gag.y, Moss, Sotomayor &
Escalante, 2000), the Goldschmidt Hypothesis @ajdschmidt, 1978; Lobao, 1990)
and community social capital perspective (e.g. @ale, 1990; Putnam, 1993, 2000) each



point to approaches for examining how rural comriyuowhesion, cooperation and
engagement can be affected by agriculture restingtuSpecifically these three bodies
of literature provide a pathway to focus on issoiethe rapid concentration of farm
operations, and a farmland market shaped by tledagg of growth, affect the social
interactions underlying the customary norms andefsethat regulate community life.
The first two theoretical frameworks lean heavilytbe experiences and consequences of
the expansion of industrial agriculture, and tharsif scale. Sociological research in this
area tends to have a strong orientation againestndlization and farm concentration
and concludes that communities suffer from thectffef emphasizing farm growth,
efficiency and the associated competitivenessarfahmland market. The community
social capital literature provides understandingutlthe importance of trust, loyalty, and
social engagement for community sustainability dechocracy.

As yet to be explored is the important linkagesMeen the trend of increasing
competitiveness in the farmland market and thel lo@amunity’s social fabric. In
contrast to other states, like California wheraadture is highly industrialized,
Midwestern agriculture remains composed of famalyfs, whose operators were always
essential players in the rural community (Loba®@9Therefore, this study examines
the restructuring of a Midwestern community’s faamd market by continuous farm
concentration, increased use of cash- rent leasdspumbers of absentee landlords-
because of the potential risks these agricultueslds impose on the social structure and
the sustainability of rural communities.

Land concentration in U.S. agriculture is not sdrmgj new. Leasing was
historically a widespread alternative to Midwestlmmdownership because prairie land
was always expensive (Bogue, 1963). Historicallgpeshare was the dominant rental
arrangement in the Corn Belt — a leasing agreememhich income, expenses, and risk
are shared between the tenant farmer and the fahdowever, this arrangement has
lost importance relative to cash-rent leasing stheel980’s. In a cash rental agreement,
tenants pay landlords a fixed amount of money per for the use of resources and the
landlord assumes no risk. Therefore, it is impdrtariook at the relationship between
cash-rent leasing and the recent trend of rapid tmmcentration in the hands of fewer

big, sometimes mega family farmers, in just the pas decades (Lyson, 2004).



Stiff competition in the farmland rental marketvdis cash-rent values in
Christian County, where Farmington lies, now ashlag $250 per acre up from $140
only a few years ago, according to local farmeesnttand prices are skyrocketing with
the promise of corn-based ethanol driving greagéenahd. In 2007, central Illinois
experienced a surge in prime farmland prices ggftin about $5,000 an acre on average,
up from $3,000 an acre (Davey, 2007). The shifnflaop-share to cash-rent and the
increased competition for farmland have benefitetth bocal and non-local landowners
and larger operators in the targeted community iflse® Cochrane, 1996). With such a
competitive farmland market, it is important to ergtand why small farmers stick with
the conventional belief that “bigger is better’tthequires continual expansion of a land
base, or, similarly why the small farmer does ooklfor alternative ways of production
that require less land.

A farmland market is shaped by community normstaraary practices, family
history, and local information (Salamon, 1992). fTisaa local community’s perception
of what is going on in farming affects the locainfdand market. In the case of farmland
leasing, for example, the perceived rent paid \g&etlsa actual rent paid in fact shapes the
context in which leases are obtained and negotidtedever, little attention has been
paid to potential effects on community life of imdiual choices by farmers and landlords
with respect to farm scale and leasing type andrdthnsformations in the farmland
market (Strange, 1988). Thus in the emerging wadd/ imposed by industrial
agriculture, in which concentration is essentialk important to understand, whether
local social relationships are losing importancgdgerning farmland market
transactions (Robison, Schmidt & Barry, 2002).

How a local farmland market works, and the commueodnsequences of the
market is a unique contribution to our knowledgewdtioday’s agriculture because
existent data about leasing is in general aggrdgatthe county or state level and is
generally described by tables and statistics. fniming community study, therefore,
focuses on farmers’ versus town-residents’ peroaptof one local farmland market
including: what factors drive its competition, @dmmunity context, and whether or how
the newly emergent form of the local farmland markeiprocally affects the small

community in which farmers live and work. Examinithg lives and perceptions of



community members in this ethnographic study cbatds to the existing literature by
capturing the variation that exists among locaiirs who are operating in the same
agricultural and community contexts. We know thathsinformation endows individual
households with local information that supportsrtblecision-making as they participate
in the local farmland market. Little is known aboié impacts of the farmland market
decisions on the community. By taking the next stepard examining how a farmland
market works at the community level, this studyl wibvide understanding about how
indirectly regional agricultural trends are rewedythe social fabric of rural society
today.



Chapter Two: The Literature Review

The impact on a community still agrartan orientation, of a shift to a more
industrialized form of food production and receggional trends in the local farmland
markets, is the focus of this literature reviewedtetical perspectives about land
concentration, farmland market restructuring angirooinity social capital are employed
to frame the question of whether recent changkearfarmland market affects rural
community characteristics of high engagement, smtial capital, loyalty to place, and
tight-knit networks. Together these characterisdiescritical to weaving the unique
social fabric of historic Corn Belt rural commuei

The strength of rural communities is rooted in taygping spheres of family, kin,
church, and school which facilitate social supor social control among residents
(Coleman, 1990). While many consider people liiing common place as a natural
community, unity is not inevitable. However, inalareas community typically emerges
from people tied together by place of birth, cudtureliefs, religious and ethnic
background (Salamon, 1992). Such ties provide sesehidentity and attachment to
place, of people fundamentally committed to onetlagroand to the group (McMillian &
Chavis, 1986).

Often, a rural community is viewed as idyllic, aelsnit and supportive of its
residents (Newby, 1980). The bonds that tie ruealpte together are interwoven and
reinforced by regular even daily face-to-face iattions. Effective social norms and
mechanisms of social control derive from high Iewa trust and from a feeling that
everyone knows everyone else and about everyoadEider & Conger, 2000). Such
unity has social costs as well as benefits to comtymembers. Bonds of inclusivity are
also mechanisms for exclusivity of those deemeddaating group norms or being
disloyal (Coleman, 1990).

In the last 50-60 years Midwestern rural commusiggperienced continuous
buffeting by changes that challenge this histooicesiveness. Today, both farmers and
rural communities’ relationships are changing ispanse to countless market forces and

many of the existing connections between thesespteres - town and country - of rural

! According to Salamon (2003), agrarian communitiescharacterized by their sharing of an agrarian
covenant, high cohesiveness, retention of somegeruiamilies, and lack of newcomers to grow the
population.



life have been lost and replaced by new ones nmestliay tension and indifference (Flora,
1995; Thu & Durremberger, 1998). The organizatibthe literature review from this
recent farming transformation moves from the gdrterapecific farmland market
changes with potential to affect community socagital. In particular, | am interested in
whether increasing farm concentration, absenteidests, and outsider-farmers affect
the social stability of once vital rural commungti@ the U.S. Corn Belt.

Structural Changes in Agriculture

An historic “bigger is better” world view is parf the American psyche which
exists widely and is not necessatrily limited toiagiture. “Bigger is better” as a belief
shaping behavior derives from the American Dreaelfit When the se words were first
used by James Truslow Adams in 1933, the ideaeoftherican Dream expressed that
everyone, not only the elite, should be able te ticher and fuller lives. The belief in
infinite opportunity makes Americans always disemiwith the status quo. According
to Storti (2004), there is always a sense of esdbessibilities no matter how much one
has already achieved. In agriculture, startindghenearly 1970s, Secretary of Agriculture
Earl Butz famously encouraged farmers to "get higgeayet out" and to plant "row after
row", without limit. During the 20th century, indtpursuit of their agricultural American
Dream, farm operators have consolidated into largere capital-intensive operations.
Furthermore, government support through subsidigiesl promoted farm concentration
to the detriment of small and medium-sized famalgnis (Imhoff, 2007).

Tonnies in the 1 century coined the terms Gemeinschaft and Geshafisto
highlight the transformation rural social structitedergo from modernization and
industrialization:

Both village and town retain many characteristicthe family; the village retains

more, the town less. Only when the town develofistime city are these

characteristics almost entirely lost. Individuat§amilies are separate identities
and their common locale is only an accidental dibdeately chosen place in
which to live. But as the town lives on within tbigy, elements of life in the

Gemeinschaft, as the only real form of life, pergighin the Gessellschatft,

although lingering and decaying (Tonnies, 1963:)227



The concern for the future of the rural commungyagriculture in particular
becomes industrialized dates to the first halheftiventieth century, particularly the
seminal work of Goldschmidt (1978) which found kfgrms undermine rural
communities institutions and welfare. Recently,esal/studies inspired by
Goldschmidt’'s seminal work supported the hypothtsas structural shifts toward greater
economic concentration and fewer large farms hagative impacts on the quality of
rural community life (Lobao, 1990; Goldschimidt,7B) 1998; Thu & Durremberger,
1998; Constance, Rikoon & Ma, 1996). Specificalhg process involves the
replacement of systems of smaller scale farminghich families provide all the labor
and management by systems of production charaeteby a high degree of
mechanization with increased use of nonrenewal@eggnchemical fertilizers,
pesticides, animal antibiotics and other inputss(y, 2004; Marsden, 1998; Pierce,
1994). As a consequence of this transformatiorx&na@rdinary increase in the
productivity and efficiency of U.S. agriculture aceed over the last 50 years. In addition
to adoption of new technologies, the intensificatio farming and food production was
reached through the great expansion of a farm@ lbese to achieve economies of scale
— with farm size doubling in each generation. Hogreimprovements in profitability
become less tangible, as low commodity prices hadecessary constant investments in
new technology create significant debt and findriwaadship for farm operators
(Cochrane, 1958).

As a consequence of the above processes, a degreasnber of farms and
farmers in most U.S. regions and an expansionasfetfiarms which survive, farming is
executed by a declining number of people (Bowl8B82). Concentration also leads to
increased polarization between large and smallsaand what is termed the
‘disappearing middle’— or mid-sized family farmsifg&chenmann, Stevenson, Bulttel,
Lyson & Duffy, 2008). While such changes suggestdfiiciency of those large-scale
producers who remain, the transformation is acconeplaby a decline in local social
capital with the decline of the farm population gmsed by smaller farmers, who tended
at least formerly to be actively engaged in comryulife (Elder & Conger, 2000).

Although large farms and farming corporations ofie®@ run or managed by farm

families, their goals and organization tend toatifrom their smaller counterparts



(Kirschenmann et al. 2008; Lyson 2004). In geneamalall and mid-sized farms operated
by German and other ethnic groups in the Corn BeW farming as a way of life and the
land owned as a sacred trust compared to Yankeetegfant British Isles) who are
larger operators and more likely to view farmingoasiness and land as an asset to be
readily bought and sold (Salamon, 1992, 2003; ReirButtel, 1980). That is, the family
farm that distinctively characterizes Corn Belifigris operated by family and
community-oriented farmers (Ramirez-Ferrero, 200%hough agriculture has lost
some importance within rural economy (Albrecht, 00obao & Schulman, 1991), the
decline of a community-oriented category of theydafion potentially has a devastating
social as well as economic impact on rural areas.

In the family farming area of the Corn Belt famifrmers are central to
maintaining the local community (Salamon, 1992 cisfarmers are the bulwark of rural
community economic and social activities: the Vigpof agricultural-related businesses;
a source of jobs; important to the local tax baset supporters of public services -
schools, banking, and main street businesses {i@rsnann et al. 2008; Strange, 1988).
Moreover, farm families historically considered aoomity well-being a high priority, as
witnessed by their active community engagementgie¢dConger, 2000; Jackson-Smith
& Gillespie, 2005; Tolbert, Lyson & Irwin, 1998n kddition, small farmers are cited as
achieving higher and steadier production from tkeid than larger farms operated in
similar conditions. Labor intensive practices sastmanuring, tillage, ridging, terracing,
composting organic matter, and recycling plant potslinto production to enhance soil
conservation and fertility are associated with $ifi@athily farmers world-wide (Netting,
1993).

Numerous forces contributed to farm-size grdvethd increased specialization of
U.S. agriculture over the last half century. Amahgse forces are low commodity
prices, farm-income support programs, high landies| technological advances, and
verticalization of value chains (Buttel, 2003; Dsli®% Dumke, 1999; Ramirez-Ferrero,
2005). The Corn Belt agricultural landscape sileelt960s became increasingly that of

mono-culture - corn and soybeans - with little deiécation. Fences, buildings, and trees

2 Both acreage and sales data show a trend towayet lEarms, those farming at least 500 acres and or
selling at least $250,000 in farm products (HopK&b, 2004).



were removed (including wind breaks that help $itadbsoils) to make fields large
enough for efficiency of the industrial-level ofroent production, such as usage of 24+
row planters and combines (Goldschmidt, 1998).

Maximization of profits motivates farmers in the@ssant competition that
generates farms more specialized, more mecharanedarger in scale — a process
termed the@echnological treadmilby Cochrane (Cochrane, 1958; Fliegel 1993). Fesmer
are constantly bombarded with new products thanme higher profits. In general, these
technologies require more capital, but less lalnormmanagement. Farmers are assured
that with adoption the costs of production are ceduand productivity increased.
However, as more and more farmers adopt the sarthedmgies, production increases
cause commodity prices to fall, which eliminates pnofits of the early adopters. Those
who lack the resources to adopt new technologregdopt too late, are driven out of
business (Tweeten & Amponsah, 1996).

Levins and Cochrane (1996) argue that a treadsndtiil present in agriculture
although in an altered form. The product-pricedradl has given way to a land-market
treadmill, which is similarly compelling. Due to §).government price supports for
agriculture, technologically-induced shifts in slyppo longer set in motion a treadmill
of falling product prices but instead drives a tiadl which accounts for rising land
prices. Federal programs stabilizing commoditygsibave the unintended consequence
of rising farmland rental costs. The new treadohjthamic has a similar negative net
impact on farm profits associated with displacenoériarmers, as did the technological
treadmill’s motion to: "keep farmers chasing thatt@nable goal of lasting higher
profits” (Levins & Cochrane, 1996: 552). In the dpterm, beneficiaries of government
programs to support the farming industry throughghovision of higher prices and cost-
reduction technologies are landowners, who incnglgiare neither farmers nor local
community residents (Levins & Cochrane, 1996).

Industrialization and government policies are tfaeethe forces driving the
transformation of agriculture as a way of life, dsed on family-owned and operated
farms, to farming focused solely on a business-hedth larger operations using
sophisticated technology, and an emphasis on greatfts (Goldschmidt, 1998; Lyson,
2004; Ramirez-Ferrero, 2005). Profit always drauening — otherwise the farmer would



not survive. However, nowadays farmers want to m&e returns more than previously
to meet the challenges of a competitive commoddyket. According to Lyson (2004),
proponents of industrial agriculture claim the Erthe farm, the more efficient it is.
Likewise, specialization of agriculture is promatéd a result, the Midwestern
countryside currently is almost exclusively covebgdow crops of intensively cultivated
corn and soybean. In the endless search for eifigiehe widely accepted idea imposed
by the market that “bigger is better” is largelyastd and chased by most American
farmers. It is a world view that guides their bebain farming (Gibon & Ponte, 2005).

Although industrial-agriculture advocates admit thager farms endanger the
existence of midsized family farms and the sustality of rural communities, they
maintain that these effects are the inevitable gbsfficient food production and
maintenance of cheap food supply (Lyson, 2004).drien of large-scale farms with
technology is sold to the public as the basic diowlifor efficient production and low
food costs for consumers (Kimbrell, 2003).

That larger farms are more efficient than smallegis perhaps among the most
repeated beliefs in American agriculture (Lysor40 It follows thus that for farmers,
expansion of their land base is logically the athategy for remaining competitive.
However, economic evidence exists that small omeratare actually quite efficient,
when compared to large farms. Schumacker (1978hsla “Small Is Beautiful” that
small-scale, labour-intensive farming is econontycacologically and socially desirable
to industrial farming. Kirschenmann et al. (2008)nb out that when the yield of only
one or two crops is considered, industrial farnesiadeed more productive, simply
because they take advantage of economies of seatg¢lmusands of acres. However,
when diversified production that includes graimsjt§, animal products, and forage of a
particular farm is taken into account the diveesifismaller farm is more efficient by
comparison, and also is more beneficial for tharenment.

In contrast to the “bigger is better” idea, stuciestually show diseconomies of
scale as farm size increases. Peterson (1997) egdrthe efficiencies of Minnesota
farms ranging in size from $2,500 in annual sade$500,000 and over. The larger farms
had higher than average total costs, while smaferations (up to $250,000 in sales)

had lower than average costs overall. Similarlyffp(1998) examined the relationship
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between farm size and efficiency in lowa. He fotimat for row-crop farmers, the cost of
production starts to lose its efficiencies fromze sadvantage somewhere between 400
and 600 row-crop acres.

In the recent decades some farmers began seekengagive crops that command
higher prices and are appropriate to the growingatel for products that provide
consumer safety and low environment impact (Dindit@berholtzer, 2009). The
alternative strategy to the “bigger is better” vigmoposed by the advocates for
maintaining the “Agriculture of the Middle,” invods production of diverse commodities
in accordance with sustainable farming systestendards. Lyson (2004), for example,
promotes the concept oivic agriculturedefined as “. . . a locally organized system of
agriculture and food production characterized hiyvneks of producers who are bound
together by place (2004:102).” He suggests thalymtion according to civic agriculture
addresses the loss of middle producers and theias=w decline of the local community
connected with the price/production and land tre#isinf-or civic agriculture to work, it
involves a commitment between community and farnesipport an economically,
environmentally, and socially sustainable typegraulture and food production that
depends on local resources, and serves local rsaakdtconsumers.

Although the evidence shows that “bigger is betid€a is not necessarily accurate,
this belief, dominant in the industrial agricultige, drives demand in the farmland
market and contributes to the demise of the midesaperators - those most likely to be
social-oriented farmers. Therefore, it is import@ntinderstand why the belief that
“bigger is better” is viewed by farmers as the lzest only strategy for survival in
agriculture today (despite being responsible famfaoncentration). Hence, it is essential
to identify the processes that influence farm catregion and the proliferation of the
technological/land market treadmills at the levielhe local community.

Goldschmidt Hypothesis and Related Studies

The relationship between the structure of agricaland the social and economic

well-being of U.S. rural communities was documerascearly as 1946 by the

anthropologist Walter Goldschmidt. His classic gtuaks You Soywcompares two

% Sustainable agriculture entails a set of produgti@ctices that are economically profitable fondars,
while preserve and enhance environmental qualitgt,c@ntribute to the farm household and community
well-being (Lyson, 2004)
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Californian communities in the same region withifampopulations and agricultural
sales. Goldschmidt (1978) found that the commuopiiglity under the system of large-
scale, absentee-owned, industrial farms, was p@aress a host of dimensions when
compared with the quality of a community composexdnhy of family farmers, who
provided the management and labor for their owaeah$. Known as the “Goldschmidt
Hypothesis”, the argument is that communities daigd by larger-industrial farms have
a smaller middle-class, lower family incomes, poayeality public services, and less
community participation than do communities domaaldby midsized family farms. That
is, interdependence exists between farm size amincmity quality. When industrial
scale increases, community quality according tad€aimidt is expected to decline
because it is the middle-class (midsized farméa) is most closely associated with a
better quality of life according to almost any gueel measure of community well-being
(Putnam, 2000).

It was not until the 1970’s, when Goldschmidt’s torersial study from the 1940s
was republished and widely circulated, that a sesfestudies emerged stimulated by
testing the “Goldschmidt Hypothesis”. These ruraislogical studies examine the
relationship between farm scale (sales, acreageagncultural structure. Social-fabric
indicators of community well-being that were expldinclude population loss (Swanson
1980), social disruption (Lobao, 1990), civic pagation (Heffernan & Lasley, 1978;
Lyson, 2004), class structure (Goldschmidt, 19@8) voting patterns. Lobao (1990)
examined 18 studies carried out between 1972 a88 48d found nine that supported
the Goldschmidt hypothesis that increasing large$aaffects negatively the community
guality of life, while seven showed mixed resultsl awo did not support it. Lobao
(1990) suggests that the last group used relatimalevant indicators and that in general
she found sociological agreement with Goldschniddiring the 1980’s and 1990’s new
studies attempted to address some of the weaknelsseved in the previous studies
associated with the Goldschmidt hypothesis (BagnhBevins, 1992; Gilles & Dalecki,
1988; Green, 1985; Harris & Gilbert, 1982; Loba®é&hulman, 1991). Some extend the
farm scale/community quality issue to new theogedtiiestions. For example, Gilles and
Dalecki (1988) include agro-climatic factors in #mealysis and Lobao and Schulman

(1991) emphasize the importance of regional consdxXactors, such as labor market
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conditions, citizen engagement in public life, @take regulatory efforts. They argued
such factors show adverse effects of large scatesfan community well-being.

In general, however, most rural sociological firgirusing the Goldschmidt
Hypothesis have a basic flaw because they are lmsedunty-level data from the
national Agricultural Census, data with limitedtability for explaining community-level
variation to which they are applied. Relationstpsveen farm organization and
community characteristics are location-specific aretliated by size and economic
diversity of the community, agricultural commodgiproduced, and proximity to urban
areas (Lobao & Meyer, 2001). Thus, it is imperatwvelo more community-level
research, particularly in the context of changesught by the emergent land market
treadmill, an idea which emerged after these ssudiere done.

In contrast to the earlier studies, later studoesfl more mixed results testing the
Goldschmidt Hypothesis (Green, 1985; Harris & Gith£982; Lobao & Schulman,
1991; Lobao, Schulman & Swanson, 1993). Of cou88dp 40 years had passed since
Goldschmidt’s original work. Agricultural econonssin particular Barnes and Blevins’
(1992), show that farm size is positively relatedrtedian income and inversely related
to poverty. They also found the number of hireanfavorkers employed is inversely
related to poverty. These results support the eoénargument that economy of scale is
not responsible for the decay of small rural comities

Studies in lllinois and other Midwestern statest{8lLancelle & Lee, 1988; Van
Es, Chicone & Flotow, 1988) found no negative impaxd farm structure on rural
communitiesOne possible explanation is that in the 1980s v Gelt and lllinois, in
particular, had large scale corn-soybean row-cgsjralture, a production system which
does not necessarily fit the industrial model aihedependence on capital or labor, as
in California’s horticultural farms (Lobao, 199@illes and Dalecki (1988) even found a
positive association between the number of largéedarms and well-being in Corn Belt
farm counties and in the Great Plains (1950-194ItHpugh counties with greater
numbers of farm workers tended to have lower secmomic well-being, similar to
Goldschmidt's (1978) prediction. It is importantreanember all these studies were done

about 20 years ago, and farm concentration hagpdad rapidly since then.
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Furthermore, the research continues to be baseduwnrty-level as opposed to
community-level data (Jackson-Smith & GillespieQ2)

Lyson, Torres and Welsh (2001) confirmed the Gdidsdt hypothesis by finding
negative effects related to farm concentratiorunalrcommunities. Their New York
study showed that in a rural community - wheredesis are engaged in civic activities,
self-employment is high or small businesses arencom- a more favorable social and
economic situation is found compared to where cotnagon of businesses as well as
farms has taken place. Likewise, Tolbert, Irwinsag and Nucci (2002) found that
increase in farm scale negatively affects commusuoigial and economic well-being, but
that the involvement of local business people amdiilfy farmers in social activities is a
factor enhancing social well being. Lobao and M€2€01) argue that recent studies
denote significant impacts of farm structure on namities and find consistent results
over time and across different levels of farmingetedent counties with the Goldschmidt
hypothesis. Thu and Durrenberger (1998) similaniyp®ort the hypothesis in their
examination of the development of recent, indulsted hog operations impacts on lowa
communities. Therefore, the common operator assomfitat a large industrialized farm
is the only strategy for achieving family economaals clearly has unintended negative
consequences for the quality of life of rural conmities.

Finally, some studies focus on the links betweemfsize and structure and
farmers’ engagement in community organizations.gitret al. (2001) found that the
closer individuals are involved with livestock amgditural production the fewer concerns
they express about its social and environmentaaatgoon their community. Other
studies qualitatively document the community conseges of changes n farm
organization and size on the quality of relatiopstwithin specific rural areas
documenting intense negotiation and friction betweemmunity residents and the pork
industry (Bonanno & Constance, 2006; Constance &aB0o, 1999; Thu &
Durrenberger, 1998). In a recent study, JacksortkSamd Gillespie (2005) analyzed the
effects of agricultural change (growth in farm siase of hired labor and other structural
changes) on Wisconsin dairy farm operators’ involeat in community organizations,
and their ties with neighbors. They found that éardairy farmers are more likely to be
part in formal and informal community social groupat have less contact with those
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neighbors who complain often about farm odors. dackSmith and Gillespie argue it is
the type of person and not the size of farm opamatiat most influences personal
relationships with neighbors and community engagent¢owever, the animal/dairy
operations they studied may differ qualitativelgrr intensive agricultural operations
when scale is increased. Therefore, their findoaymot be extrapolated as contradicting
the Goldschmidt hypothesis.

The Goldschmidt hypothesis literature does not gizéear answer about whether
continued grain-farm concentration in the Midwedtere farmers historically had high
community engagement (Elder & Conger, 2000; Salarh®82), will have direct
consequences for their continued participatiorecffevels of trust among neighbors,
and therefore, have consequences for the loca sfaocial capital in the local
community.

Recent Change in the Farmland Market

Farmland markets are essentially local and padidgpheavily influenced by
nearby social, financial, and economic factors (R&003, Morehart, 2009). The
economic vitality and competitiveness of agricudtoelies on farmers’ access to
farmland, either through ownership, custom openatiar leasing agreements with
landowners (Sotomayor, Ellinger & Barry, 2000). €&elt farmland values rose
dramatically over the past decade becoming alnrastilpitively high for small and
young farmers to expand through land purchaseseMuot (2009), points out that higher
farmland prices in the last decade are relatedliast growth in farm income sustained
by government support payments to grain commodisiglsurbanization gobbling up
land, investors seeking protection from the stoekkat, and the seller use of IRS code
section 1031 exchanges, which provides a tax ineeta farmers who profit from
selling farmland. According to 1031 rules, if sedlenake a like-kind exchange for
farmland elsewhere they abstain from paying cagaais on the transaction (Helmers,
2005).

The leasing of farmland is an old and widespreadtare in the United States that
facilitates farmers’ access to land. Due to theenirhistorically high land values the
leasing rate in lllinois is especially high (Bogd®63). Data for participants in the

University of Illinois Farm Business Farm Managem@&BFM) System indicates that
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these farmers leased 79 percent of the land thgtdperated in 1997. Through leasing
farmers can avoid illiquidity and share risks thgbicrop-share arrangements (Barry et
al., 2000).

Farm leases, however, have changed drasticalheitast three decades.
Historically, share leases were the dominant legseement in the U.S. Midwest.
However, a significant shift from crop-share tolcasnt has been documented for the
region (Baron, 1982; Barry, Sotomayor & Moss, 1998}he 1990’s, Scott (1994)
confirmed the increase in cash-rent leases andsedoent decline in crop-share
arrangements in the American Midwest. Accordingriaual survey data summaries
issued by the lllinois Farm Business Farm Managermssociation (FBFMA) the
percentage of Illinois cash-rented farms incredszad 31% in 2000 to 37% in 2005.

Leasing farmland was once viewed as the bottomistepunting the agricultural
tenure ladder to land ownership (Kloppenberg & ©ej4985; Wunderlich, 1994). It
was a strategy for a young farmer to begin farndegpite having little capital.
Nowadays, leasing is the method used by establistneters to access farmland for
enterprise expansion (Barry et al., 1998). The gpdead shift to cash-rent potentially
presents barriers for young people starting farmbegause bias exists toward
established farmers, in a rental market dominayelidgih lease rates (Wooddard et al.,
2010; Wunderlich, 1994). But we have little datéhen than the rising average age of
farmers (U.S. Census of Agriculture, 2007) to canfivhether young or beginning
farmers being shut out of the rental market is@oa trend.

Historically, crop-share rental was the traditioktdlwestern leasing form. Owners
and operators shared production risks, due to iliymsorrelation between the value of
crop production and rental responsibility to thedi@rd (Barry et al., 1998). The critical
difference between share and cash agreements tsoofsigsk sharing, asymmetric
informatiorf, transaction costs with multiple landlords, andtcact law (Sotomayor et
al., 2000). The risk-sharing characteristic of sHaases makes it the preferred choice
over cash-rent leases by farmers trying to minirhigé variability of crop yields and

farm income (Barry et al., 1998). Typically, cropase leases are used when landlords

* Information asymmetry occurs when one party taasaction has more or better information than the
other party.
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and tenants have a close cooperative relationSa@amon, 2003). Under a crop-share
agreement, landowners are more involved in thetdaday decision-making, supervision
and operation coordination. Thus, crop-share agea&snnvolve joint management by
the landowner and the tenant.

Prior to the 1990’s crop share arrangements doetnatral Illinois agriculture,
because landlords were mostly relatives, retireshéas, or long time neighbors
(Salamon, 1992). Crop-share leasing contractsypredally simple and informal, and in
many instances oral with the proverbial handsheakdirgy the deal. Because community
social controls and family reputation are effectaenaintaining equitable relationships,
such informal leases worked (Allen & Luek, 1992)efe is no account in the literature
whether the increase in competition for land amfangers, land commoditizatidmand
more industrial scale operations that prioritizedyger is better” and profit-orientation
will make extinct long term, informal relationshipstween tenant and landlord (Foster
& Magdoff, 2000).

By the late 1980s cash-rent replaced crop-shatteeadominant leasing type
nationwide, with 65% of leasing agreements in daakes and 30% in share leases
(Rogers, 1991). In a cash lease the owner cedeagaarent control and use of the
farmland to the tenant in exchange for a fixed gasfment negotiated before the
growing season (Barry et al., 1998). Cash leasemdéd less involvement by owners,
and the gain of management autonomy by tenangldition, in cash leases the tenant is
entitled to government payments, while in sharededhe payments must be split
between the landlord and tenant in the same priopoas the crop is shared under the
lease. However, cash-rent tenants assume allske associated with production and
marketing in a bad year, or reap all the bendiiis good year (Barry et al., 1998). Cash-
rent is believed to increase investment returnagjast to higher land values, and to
provide a stable pattern of return over time (Batrgl., 1998).

Recent increases in cash leasing are viewed adydemndlord-driven, although
larger producers, who deal with multiple landloat&l understand the leasing market

well, may prefer this arrangement (Barry et al98)9 Woodard, Paulson, Baylis and

® With the commoditization of the land, social andtaral values related to land lost importance kamdi
price started to be determined only for its ecomovailue.
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Woodard (2010) found that larger farmers in llli;pay higher cash-rents because they
have the economies of scale to spread the cosssifbrrental rates. Sotomayor et al.
(2000) observe that landowners with limited farmaxgerience, who are absentee,
retired, with no desire to participate in produstaind management decisions, or family
members leasing land to a family corporation, aoeeninclined to use cash-rent leases.
The high demands on a landlord for monitoring ate's actions under a crop-share
lease also favors adoption of cash leases (Brave&tiglitz, 1982). In addition,

female landowners are less likely than men to wardlvement in farm decision-
making, making it more likely for older women, iarficular, to cash-rent their farmland
(Constance et al., 1996; Rogers & Vandeman, 13&earch on cash rent leases tends
to use large data sets, such as county level @atbthus critical aspects of leasing
agreements and the land market are overlookedefdrer it is important to learn
whether additional reasons and players are leamtrend toward cash-renting and its
effects on the local farmland market, and consetlyjean the resources of community
social capital underlying the local social fabric.

Effects of Farmland Market Restructuring on Community Social Capital

Using data from the late 1980’s, Gilbert and BegKlE993) found that Midwestern
farmer-landlord relations were typically harmoni@unl satisfactory. In general, farmers
place great importance on family bonds, trust, thiedwelfare and security of family
members, their closest kin connections (Salamon8,19992). These values historically
mediated choices made about leasing, intergenagti@ansfers of land, and length of
farming careers. Until relatively recently mosindis midsized farms were operated by a
family member. When a farmer retired, a relativa @tose family friend took over the
land. Although landlords prefer kin as tenantsakging land values now make it
difficult for family members farming to pay theiimkrent or buy for what the land is
worth in an over-valued market (Duffy, 2004).

Although information about the leasing market sited, informal evidence from
farmers, professional managers and others sudugdaghe competitiveness and scope of
negotiations between farmers and landlords haveased as growth-oriented farmers
bid intensively against other operators for addaidand and cash lease is used as a
bidding strategy (Barry et al., 1998; Ramirez-Ferr2005; Sotomayor et al., 2000).
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The trend toward cash-rent in lllinois and elsewlmaises concerns about: 1) the
risk associated with it, 2) reasonable levels émt values, and 3) the social costs to
families and communities (Barry et al., 1998). arprofit margins prevail when
farmers compete to offer the highest rent (Edwe&2@6;3). Increasingly, only the largest
Corn Belt farmers can afford cash-rented land duee capital required to cover
production loans (Fraser, 2004; Woodard et al.020Qften cash rent is associated with
those farmers strongly profit-oriented. Sotomaytaale(2000) found that cash-rent is
related to a short-term relationship between lanidl@nd operators, and to farmers with
higher debt-to-asset ratios, characteristicallgdaoperators. Cash-rent leases are also
associated with a greater turnover of operatoresp@?i& Neil, 2000), decreased long-
term management investments, and the erosion af ggmmunication between
landlords and tenants (Carolan, 2006). These aterfaparticularly relevant to the
character of the local community’s social fabric.

Instability of tenure, characteristic to cash-reatsing arrangements,
communication issues, and conflicting goals betwegners and operators have
community costs. Carolan (2005), in a study ofatieption of sustainable agricultural
practices, suggests that the “worry” about losifgase prevents tenants from discussing
alternative management practices with landlorddicative of a lack of trust between
parties. Trust is a critical loss to agriculturel @ommunities as farmers and landlords
increasingly find their relations more adversaashvell as geographically, socially, and
culturally distanced (Carolan, 2005; Pieper & N2000).

Geographical, social or cultural segregation desgele frequency of general social
interaction and, eventually, negatively affectstrouilding and community maintenance
(Putnam, 2000). Baumgartner (1988) argues tharigig among people generates
weak community-level social controls and also escgteong patterns of mutual aid.
Therefore, where people are atomized and sepdratedone another by social distance
groups are likely to experience lack of intimaaygial cohesion and cooperation - factors
which directly influence community social capita@ngration. Therefore, aggressive,
growth-oriented farmers’ actions have the potenti@rode institutionalized community
trust via their actions in the farmland market.aA®esult, a decrease in trust could affect

the kind of relationships that are forged betweamers and landlords, farmers and
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farmers, and farmers and community. We do not kwbwther erosion of trust will
undermine rural communities that in the past depdrh trust and engagement to make
them work or what the implications of farm concation will bring for communities. An
ethnographic study is opportune to understandat& kculture and the consequences of
agricultural change on the community.

According to Salamon (1992) and Allen and Lueckd@,2004), the local farmland
market’s distinctiveness is that community contexstters. That is, the local community
can and does affect farmland market opportunibesperators. In the Midwest, personal
and business reputations are critical knowledg@é#oticipants in local farmland leasing
transactions (Allen & Luek, 1992; Salamon, 199&)pRations are formed by life-long
relationships and access to reliable informati@rnters’ and landowners’ behaviors are
constantly assessed by the community and infludacesions about whom landlords or
tenants prefer to deal with. For example, farmeekimg to represent themselves as good
citizens with a good reputation, to impress cureent potential landlords, are motivated
to be engaged in the local community. This farnsibess goal customarily motivated
active engagement in church, community servicesaetal organizations (for example,
the school board). However, a good reputation asitige information about
performance may be losing importance in operatbgsision-making, due to a recent
trend of local landlords being replaced by abseatesers and non-local investors
(Duffy, 2004).

The Decline of Social Capital in Rural Places

Putnam defines social capital as “features of $@cganization such as networks,
norms, and social trust that facilitate coordinatmd cooperation for mutual benefit”
(Putnam, 1995:67). Social capital enables peoplecammunities to pursue shared goals
effectively, strengthening bonds of social trusd amercoming challenges of collective
action (Putnam, 2000). Considerations about whethditional social ties and
institutions have declined with “modernization’®(iurbanization and industrialization)
have long been discussed in the social sciencesgi2000; Stein, 1960; Wirth, 1938).
Putnam (2000) provides an influential explanatimndhanges he observes in U.S.
community social and civic life. He argues thatsifWorld War Il trust declined and

social ties weakened across all aspects of U.Sicdifb. His research shows that
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Americans are becoming less engaged in communityntery associations, political
activities, and many forms of informal social irgetions, although the U.S. has higher
levels of these factors than other nations. Algcatgues that the decrease in civic
participation is associated with falling levelssofcial trust and neighborliness, and he
insists that “trust and engagement are two fadeifseosame underlying factor—social
capital” (Putnam, 1995:73).

Land is a sensitive topic for rural communitiesdese it is part of a community’s
cultural heritage (Salamon, 1992). In rural plaggsgre social capital is abundant,
relationships, empathy, or trust can be destroydoehaviors relating to land perceived
as opportunistic or ignoring reciprocity (Robis@thmidt & Barry, 2002). Practices
related to community land - farm-industrializatidarm consolidation, cash-rent
increases, absentee landlords, and non-local @penrabrking community land - all have
the potential to affect community social and ecoiowell-being. Robinson et al. (2002)
suggest that to completely understand the commimppications of the land market
restructuring, social capital should be includethm analysis.

When social capital is high, relationships amongiecmnity members are
characterized by regular social interaction, resfagmthers, and recognition of their
interdependence. In small communities, neighbosBn&ust, and civic engagement are
influenced by the social expectation that peopéresh norms of reciprocity - that help
make life predictable and equitable over time (@@a, 1990,1993; Putnam, 2000).
“Actors do not behave or decide as atoms outsitecel context, nor do they adhere
slavishly to a script written for them by the pautar intersection of social categories that
they happen to occupy. Their attempts at purpastt@n are instead embedded in
concrete, ongoing systems of social relations” (Gvatter, 1985:487).

In general, research about rural community so@pltal focuses on the community
effects that arise from ‘networks’ of individualsdathe ‘shared values’ that comes up
from living together (Flora, 1998; Salamon, 199R)lbert et al. (2002) found that small
towns anchored by civic minded entrepreneurs, eedomith public meeting spaces, and
integrated by active civiorganizationsare associated with greater social well-being.
Lyson et al. (2001) also found that communitiedwhiigher levels of well-being

indicators (more engaged citizenry, more churchese public spaces, more civic
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organizations) are associated with lower levelpofierty, income inequality, or crime;
along with higher median family income and bettealth indicators. Higher levels of
social capital — visible in more interaction amaognmunity members — can lead to
productive social and economic outcomes (Collerhi8A0; Putnam, 1995).

Community social-capital creation is also linkedhnadoption of sustainable
agriculture systems in the literature. Flora’s @PS&udies of four Midwest communities
found that farmers’ adoption of sustainable agtigel contributes to community social
capital by enhancing the ability to mobilize resmms;, to identify problems, and to
consider alternatives. A study of farmers' markgtsyson et al. (1995), for example,
found that the social capital generated by thentdeatioption of sustainable agriculture
methods by the engaged farmers. They saw a linkdagt such practices and the creation
of new businesses which benefit the local commuhygon argues that sustainable
agriculture, farmers’ markets, community and sclyaotiens, small organic farms, and
community-supported agriculture all foster locabeamic development by providing
opportunities for farmers and consumers to unigr g@emmon activities, which
indirectly strengthens rural community ties (Lys2804; Lyson et al., 2001; Sharp,
Imerman & Peters, 2002). Because little of thigaesh looked at rural places devoted to
intensive row crop agriculture it is necessaryxplere whether alternatives to intensive
grain crops have also the potential to strengtbeallsocial connections in the Corn Belt.

In rural places social networks are originatedh®y/¢ombination of formal ties
(organizational membership), informal ties (friehigg, and sometimes kinship ties. The
overlapping of social networks and a shared histdmgracteristic of small communities,
is widely accepted as enhancing trust, cohesi@t cbntribute to community social and
economic well-being (Elder & Conger, 2000; Flora03; Salamon, 2003; Tolbert et al.,
2002). Liu, Ryan, Aurbach & Besser (1998) found fperticipation in local
organizations, such as church-based ones, isatriticural community mobilization.
Formal engagement is important because it heldsseminate information while
promoting regular social interactions that helpategrust among community members.

Small communities still dependent on agriculturd aeharacterized by tight-knit
relationships, trust, and interdependence amonygetsbers are becoming relatively rare
in rural America (Elder & Conger, 2000; Lobao, 199@lamon, 2003). Agricultural
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factors, such as, the decline of mid-sized fanalyrfers, the increase of off-farm work
especially by women, and the rise of divorce duaéostress among other factors have
negative implications for the store of communibgial resources (Chavez, 2005). For
example, Bartlett (1993) found the primary reassimiers worked off-farm was the
uncertainty associated with farm income. Workinggfafm allows less time or energy

for community engagement. In tough times, suclhaskarm Crisis” of the mid-80s,

farm families experience increased family conflictspression, divorce, substance abuse
and domestic violence (Conger & Elder, 1994, Johr&®&ooth, 1990). Stressed farm
families, whatever the source of strain, are lg®dyl to initiate community participation.

Community values and norms are important deternénainpeople’s behavior in
social networks, as well as underlying unwritteniglocontrols that prevent resorting to
formal, legal sanctions for conflict among neigt$dn general, these norms are based
on customary understandings about what behaverdsptable in a given social context
(Coleman, 1993; Putnam, 1993). Studies about pgaple’s character and beliefs find
that farmers in particular, hold values that difebstantively from those of the general
population. In general, farm families are stabdfigrous, conservative, satisfied with
their lifestyle and more concerned about othergiops than the general population
(Drury & Tweeten, 1997; Howard, Brinkman & Lamber§96; Jose & Crumly 1993).
Being at least a decade old, however, these stiatiksnsight about consequences of
recent structural changes in agriculture and tha faopulation’s rapid decrease on
community values, cohesiveness, predictabilitytyast.

Tension among farmers is well documented by Du@&@0). InDebt and
Dispossessigrshe exposes how farmers isolated themselvesgitimnFarm Crisis of
the 1980s. In those difficult times, rather thanmerating farmers were competing
among themselves. Instead of sharing problemsneiphbors they chose to hide and
isolate themselves from the community. Dudley fotivat the economic failure due to
loss of a family farm was less bearable than fgsliof betrayal by family and neighbors,
humiliation and shame. Ramirez-Ferrero (2005) adghe continuous expansion and
incorporation of mechanization and technology irakareas are associated with the
widely held “bigger is better” belief, exploredtiaily. He finds this dominant idea
contributes to a loosening of social ties by desirepneeds for labor exchanges and by
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weakening motivations for community engagements Halief, he points out also has led
to the increased isolation of farm families andagge competitiveness among neighbors,
because enhanced individualism is basic to “biggbetter”. However, in general, the
extended family network as a whole is largely ovekked in these findings of greater
household isolation. It may be that while indusizied farmers remain socially
embedded in the extended family their agricultéwals shifts to outside the community
because they are less dependent on local resaursapport than are other farmers. A
loss of community dependency thus may liberate sanmmeers from the coerciveness of
local social controls.

Increased use of personal computers, the intentebder communication devices
have modified local values and practices by deangake traditional preference for face-
to-face interactions, much as happened in urbasgrdlen & Dillman, 1994). This
transformation of small towns was noted more thaydars ago by the authors@rall
Town in Mass Societggmall towns and metropolitan areas becoming reaomeeshed, is
another outcome of both the agricultural and ecao@ectors being restructured, and
correspondingly negatively affecting rural commursiocial capital (Goldschmidt, 1998;
Salamon, 2003). Goldschmidt (1998) argues thatstndu farming fosters the
urbanization of rural communities with farming irstiialization allegiance to the
market’s profit orientation and media-driven urlvatues replacing traditional rural
community customary practices and face-to-faceacteons with impersonal laws and
business arrangements (such as cash-rent leases)\. iBteractions become shaped
more by economic rather than social values inrdsfaped community context. It is a
process that potentially erodes the sense of contypnmeighborliness, and trust in a
small town. Therefore, it is important to understarhether farmers and communities
have developed greater social distancing as fatraedstownspeople’ involvement in
community affairs declines, in association with Mektern agriculture becoming
industrialized and less family-oriented.

The last decades of the twentieth century witneasethaissance of rural
populations in the U.S.A. and Europe that broughano newcomers in large numbers to
rural places, where people had outmigrated for nodi¢he previous century (Johnson &

Beale, 1998). These newcomers provoked social emaboenic changes that
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corresponded with the decline in agriculture’s imgaoce to rural economies.
Newcomers came to formerly agrarian communitie$lirsg in adjacent often upscale
subdivisions, or in scattered sites across thetcggide, both as full-time residents or as
occasional second-home occupants. These new piomslare described for England by
Bell (1992) and for the U.S. by Herbers (1986), atithographically in the U.S. by
Fitchen in the Northeast (1991) and Salamon irMitevest (2003). Changes to the stock
of social capital are already documented in rulatgs not dominated by farming in the
above studies. Salamon (2003) investigated thegasaim social relations in Midwestern
communities facing in-migration of urbanites angidaagricultural restructuring. She
suggests that rural communities are replacing btasmnected social networks with
more loose-knit ones. Urban people have movedrad aneas whether due to white
flight, or the desire for a small town way of libe affordable housing. But they still
commute to urban places for work, shopping, sesvarel entertainment. At the same
time even oldtimers now look beyond the local comityufor work, goods or services.
Their commuting has implications for community celo@ and structure due to less time
for personal, family, community activities, or ldbshopping (Allen & Dillman, 1994,
Putnam, 2000; Salamon, 2003; Tigges & Fuguitt, 2003

More locals shopping away from the community negsyi affects the local
economy. For example, Green (2001) found that cotaraun rural Wisconsin spend on
average seventy-five dollars per week on retaipphg outside their local community.
As rural households continue shifting their regslanpping to central places it reduces
local and county tax revenues and devastates ¢ooamerce. Losing main street
businesses means communities experience a reduttablic spaces for people to meet
and build community which means a loss of uniquleir Place” institutions that
provide a community’s identity (Oldenburg, 2003plert et al. (2002) suggest that
communities with more third places (coffee shopcgry store, barber shop, etc) benefit
from the interaction and connectedness among memi@ch is fundamental to social
well-being. Furthermore, local entrepreneurs hisédlly are highly engaged in the local
community, because it is good for business.

As seen above, diminished effectiveness of neidimasis, community engagement,

and social control mechanisms are likely to be t@mded consequence of structural
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changes in agriculture. Thus, farm changes haeettijrand indirectly led to the loss of
local jobs (in town and on farms) and the decliheucal economic, social, and
environmental well-being (Albrecht, 2006; FuguittB&ale, 1996). Goldschmidt's (1978)
prediction that family farmers would be replacedrustrialized farms throughout
America is becoming a reality, even in the Cornt Ralegion historically dominated by
family farms. In a 1995 visit to rural lowa, Goldiscidt found validation for his
predictions about agricultural industrializatiordats impacts on farm size and local
communities: long monocrop fields, few farmstedolss of local businesses, churches
and schools. And he noted that outsiders and |dagerers greed for wealth comes at the
expense of a sense of community (Thu & Durrenbef#98).

The disappearance of family farms and the view ‘thiger is better” have
potentially devastating effects on the well-beifiguval communities. We should expect
the process of concentration to continue. The gigstion is whether agrarian
communities should expect bigger farmers to beoastted to their well being by
providing the same community engagement that wevkmad-sized and small family
farms did and do (Elder & Conger 2000; Ramirez-&ierr2005; Salamon, 1992).

According to Goldschmidt (1998), when short-terrofips are the dominant
business motivation for farming, long term sociadl @uman well-being concerns may be
affected. The lllinois small community which is tbkject of this study is now poised
between the dominance by midsized family farms dpeaplaced by industrial-sized
farms. Thus we can view this community in flux amgstallizing regional trends
important to describe, and examine. In particmdrether the change due to conventional
thinking that “bigger is better” threatens the bigt attachment of Midwestern farmers to
their local community is a topic ideally suitedan ethnographic study.

Conclusion and Research Questions

Given the importance of the farmland market toacelwhere many families
remain engaged in agriculture, it is critical twestigate whether the changing dynamics
of the land market are reweaving the social fabfi®lidwestern rural community life.

An understanding of the emerging social dynamicsragandlords, tenants, and
community is critical to a better comprehensiomadv these factors affect the social and

economic sustainability of small rural communitiB®bson et al., 2002; Strange, 1988).
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It is important to understand whether communitycpcas and beliefs, family reputation,
and the store of trust may decline in relevancgjqudarly in the scenario of increased
competition for acquisition of rental land, the centration of farmland, and other
restructuring outcomes. Also whether farmers sgdict to social control pressures from
the community in which they live is reflected irelhmanagement behavior, or whether
they are still influenced by the rules of engagenagd norms of reciprocity that
traditionally shaped community social life is imtgort to explore. Whether these long-
held social norms and community controls will caog to shape farmer strategies to
acquire land in a more competitive and regionalizechland market is the focus of this
dissertation.

Based on the gaps noted in the review of literatinie study raises four relevant
guestions about change in one Midwestern agraoamuwnity representative of the
wider Corn Belt.

1: Does the “bigger is better” mindset continud¢oviewed by farmers as the best
and only strategy for survival in agriculture today

2: How does the farmland market work in a conté&sped by increasing
competition for land and whether farmer strategiéspted for expansion affect general
trust and neighborliness among farmers in general ;

3: What are the implications of 1 and 2 for thealomommunity’s store of social
capital, specifically farmers’ community engagemémm a local land market shaped by
an ideology of growth; and

4: What are the implications of the previous quesifor the future sustainability
of an agrarian community that represents continuitli a tradition that began with the
first settlers in 1800’s?

Answering whether the farmland market restructugngduces a community effect
is complex. For farmers, the community and farngogtexts are relevant and often
affect their decision-making. Because the contekfarm and community are
interrelated, it is important to show how agrictduchange has impacted farmers,
consequently, whether these changes affect theimeztions with the local community.
The existent literature fails in explaining the megs of agricultural change at the

community level. A qualitative study is particuladuited to answer these questions
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because only through long term involvement witlingle community may subtle
behaviors, such as, social norms and pressureecdatbcted and change analyzed by

observing their relevance, irrelevance or violaiiodaily life.
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Chapter Three: Research Design and Field Study Metids

This study is focused on a single Corn Belt, agradcommunity in central lllinois.
Agriculture is a key part of the economic and adtimportance of central lllinois, and
the state as a whole. The Prairie and its fewihel lattracted immigrants (Americans and
Europeans) from its opening for settlement in thyel 9" century. Today lllinois ranks
among the nation’s leaders in production of cooypbgans, and swine. The Midwestern
farming community is rich in ethnic and agrariattete and heritage of over a century
since lllinois was the frontier, and tends to seage national icon of deep connections to
a rural way of life. Therefore, Illinois is a welhosen representative location for studying
agrarian community life in the American Midwestarperiod of rapid change.

This chapter describes the process of data calleetnd how the study was
designed to respond to the research questionslr@idke previous chapter. Particular
issues which drove the ethnographic study arentipacts on rural communities from the
well-recognized regional restructuring of agricudtin the past decade, specifically by
the rapid concentration of farm operations, chamgésrmland leasing practices, and a
local land market shaped by a shared ideology @ivti.

The Study Location

The town, focus of this community study, is callgdthe fictitious name
“Farmington” to preserve the confidentiality proeusto informants. It is a community
with a population just over 1,000 located in Cdnthaois, an important agricultural
area of the Corn Belt Prairie. It is located ab&imiles south of the state’s capital
Springfield (population: 111,000) in Christian Ctyiwhose county seat is Taylorville
(population: 11,400).

The community was chosen, with the assistanceeobUthiversity of Illinois
Extension specialists based in Taylorville, to &eresentative of Christian County
because of its size (approximately 1,000 inhalsasoil types (typical for the Black
Prairie), and as a place where agriculture remaipsrtant to community identity
(Fitchen, 1991). Despite much agricultural changdike other small towns in the
county, Farmington retains a relatively stable pajpeon, a lively main street, multiple
active churches, local schools and fair civic ergagnt. A detailed description of the

community is presented in Chapter Four.
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Research Design

Participant-observation is the predominant quahitatnethodology employed in
this ethnographic community study. Qualitative egsh is typically used to explain the
guestions “how and why” processes, events and mésaccur. The approach allows us
to increase our understanding phenomena by desgrénid learning about it from the
participants’ point of view. Creswell (1994) deftha qualitative study as ‘inquiry
process of understanding a social or human proldbased on building a complex,
holistic picture, formed with words, reporting détd views of informants, and
conducted in a natural setting’. Denzin and Lindd®98:3) added that: “Qualitative
research is multi-method in focus, involving aremtretive, naturalistic approach to its
subject matter.” This means that qualitative resesns study things in their natural
settings, attempting to make sense of, or integgmehomena in terms of the meanings
people bring to them. As a form of qualitative @sh, participant-observation provides
a close and intimate experience with a given gfupdividuals (or a particular
community) through an intensive participation iritidaily lives and in their natural
environment. In general, participant-observatigeegch is carried out for extended
periods of time. It is particularly useful for gaig an understanding of local norms,
beliefs, and civic engagement. This approach enipggmghe importance of looking at
behavior in the context of the setting in whicltakes place (Neuman, 1997).

My study of the central lllinois community was gad out over almost two years
between 2005 and 2006. | used a combination ofcgaanht-observation, interviews, and
survey instruments, and drew on local archival doents (newspapers, histories, books,
records), over the course of the fieldwork. Durihgt time | interviewed, interacted with
and observed the community while living with an 8@#ar old widow and retired high
school teacher. She drew me into her complex amdsacial life structured by her active
community engagement across a variety of servigie-affiliations, and her regular
attendance at local activities such as weekly Biggmes, church services, and club
meetings. | found my landlady through my first #nreformants who suggested | talked
to her because she previously had renters and ket in a big house. When |
approached her with my request she was happy torrem room full time in the summer

and on and off during the school year, and esdgnéidopted me as a daughter.
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The research design had two phases:

1 - Over the approximately first eight months thtisge involved the goals were to learn
about the restructured farm sector, to collectrmiation about the community, and to
document community engagement. Community culture ac@essed through face-to-
face interviews, community observations, newspaedicipation in community clubs,
and document analysis in the local library and @rsity of Illinois archives.
2 - In the second stage farmer-operators and fanaidrds were the major focus,
although my participant-observation alone and withlandlady in community activities
continued throughout the study. Interviews focusgekifically on learning about
perceptions of farm change and community engagearehtultural change. A face-to-
face interview of operators and landlords providgatofile of farms, the extent of shift
from crop-share to cash-rent leases in the pastdde@ brief history of the family farm —
how it changed in size and operation over time,taeccommunity engagement of farm
household members. In addition, informal talks, oamity observation and newspapers
helped to understand the social world of local fersrand landlords.
Data Collection Procedure

Before starting the fieldwork in Christian Countgsearch methods were
reviewed by the University of lllinois, Internal Rew Board (IRB) and consent granted
in 2005 (and subsequent annual renewals). To t&eilentrance to the community, a
news release introducing the project was publishelde local and county seat
newspapers three weeks prior to starting intervidlg mechanism assured that
residents would be aware of the study. In fact, yn@eople contacted reported reading
about the study in the newspaper, which indicatatithe community continued to be
cohesive and engaged. A pilot questionnaire waspeed with four community
members before the initial interviews began. Thames were suggested by the
Taylorville Extension office specialists. The pitest allowed me to time the
guestionnaire and correct ambiguous questiongdditian to the formal community
survey interviews, data were obtained from varmarses: face-to-face interviews with
farmers, landowners and townspeople; observatibosromunity life, informal talk, and
archival documents (Centennial Book, Farmington61BE&nning Book, newspapers, plat

books, Population Census, Agricultural Census, Codity Payment recipients from
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web sources). Archival documents were used to geoadditional background
information on the socioeconomics characteristidsasmington and understanding of
contexts in which to place social impacts relatedgricultural restructuring.

Triangulation, characteristic of qualitative resdamuuses different methods of data
collection, analysis, data sources or theorieotdte check the validity of the results. It
is a research strategy that adds rigor, and alésssciations to be drawn (Denzin, 1992).
The use of different sources is essential to imgnalidation of data gained from
intensive study focused on only one community. Ruthe nature of a single case study,
findings cannot be generalized but rather relatigpgsscan be drawn to other places for
which the targeted community serves as a represanta

In the summer of 2005 | rented a room in the hatigke retired local high school
teacher. My living in the community made possitddydparticipant-observation and
getting to know many residents well. During my staghe community (two to three
months in the summers of 2005 and 2006, and tvilorée days a week throughout the
academic year) | attended the local Catholic Charahhelped prepare the weekly
worship bulletins for the Presbyterian Church with landlady. Almost weekly |
attended local events with her such as: charitdibleers, service organization meetings
(Kiwanis and American Auxiliary), Bingo night atelAmerican Legion Hall, and social
gatherings in private homes. | helped my landladgytwo community festivals by:
making floats, selling raffle tickets (e.g. for tHemecoming Celebration), helping with
pageant rehearsals and contest as well as attefutidgaising events, high school
basketball games, dances and other school evegtpaMicipation in varied settings
provided opportunities to observe how local resisiémeract with each other and the
nature of their community engagement. Key inforrsastich as, the mayor, a pastor,
business people, school principal, and grain etevatinager were interviewed to gain
understanding of the recent challenges faced biotta community. | also followed
news about the community through the local weekhyspaper. My acceptance in the
community was facilitated by my being Brazilianigtfarming community is well aware
of the increasing competitive importance of Braxilagriculture), educational
background (Masters’ in Agricultural Economics anstudent at the University of

lllinois) and my landlady, as a retired high schalcher of 40 years, knowing everyone
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in town. With time people came to know me and watkidt informally when we met out
in the community without my landlady’s presence.

Concomitantly with participant-observation and exjlg archival documents (such
as a community history book and census data), ducted a total of 124 interviews of
both farmers and non-farmers in the community. Acwnity survey interview
instrument was used, and in addition to it a maneegal and flexible interview guide that
included open-ended questions covering a rangapads focused on community life and
farming (see Appendices A, B, C). As per IRB ruidesnformed consent was obtained
from all participants. In the first stage the syrugstrument concentrated on questions
about community change, social engagement, aetsvétnd supportive exchanges with
friends and families, and personal and family deraphic information (age, marital
status, type of residence, work, income) as wedlaquestions related to agricultural
change (to those related to farming or willingdtktabout it). In the second stage of the
research only farmers and landlords were interviewethis phase, questions centered
on agricultural changes in the past decade, contsnangagement, and competition in
the farmland market. When necessary | employedgzrals follow-up questions to
clarify the meaning of terms they used or to stateimore comments about subjects
under discussion or interest. Topics of interestrgad inductively from the analysis in
the course of the fieldwork and became the souirpeabes.

Due to my language limitations, all interviews wéape recorded with permission
obtained from the informant, and transcribed ttfietes, as soon as possible. After an
interview was completed | would record detailedesatbout the location, emotional
guality, and other characteristics of the informamd interview process. Likewise a field
journal was kept to record my participation andesbations of community events, social
gatherings, informal conversations, and so on. Dhtained through these multiple
methods are rich and deep for a small, althougbfally constructed sample who was
interviewed and observed, in depth and in thenmadisetting. My being engaged over a
long period of time assured that | gained acceslffierent groups and individuals and

obtained comprehensive sense of the entire comgunit
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The Sample

The first phase had the goal of interviewing a syesction of the community, or
about 10-15% of the total population. A sample @ households was selected randomly
from the county telephone directory, using addresisat distinguished “Farmington”
proper and surrounding countryside residents. Hewaetlifficulty resulted from the
restricted number of available people at home (thafpopulation commutes to work
according to the 2000 Census). Because only reseacrs were at home or willing to be
interviewed, the sample obtained did not reflechge cross-section of the community.
This fact forced us to adopt a new strategy foraexiing the sample to be more
representative.

The alternative plan developed included the volyngasistance of my landlady
whose 40 years in classroom brought her into comtdls everyone who attended the
local high school. In addition, despite being 8@rgeold, she remains actively involved
in community activities and clubs — more so thay @ther single person | observed. She
“adopted” me and took on my research challengégeaswn. She facilitated access to
most informants | interviewed. Often someone waayg, “I'm only doing this because
of [her].” She introduced me to (or suggested) aoigal informants, and thus the sample
was enlarged by the “landlady-snowball method”. Bistuded me into her community
activities, introduced me to her network explainingas a University of lllinois graduate
student interested in the effects of agriculturelrgye on rural communities in Christian
County. Many times she contacted people persot@byarantee their participation
when | contacted them.

The first stage of the research, between MarchNanember of 2005, resulted in
87 people interviewed face-to-face including 60riepeople, 17 farmers and 10
landlords. The previous categories are exclusive.-the landlords are also townspeople
but are not double counted. The interviews tookela the informants’ house or in the
home of my landlady (her having the largest homi@wn was of curiosity to many who
had not been inside her place) and lasted on aweragpour and a half.

The second stage of data collection occurred betwaruary and October of 2006.
The farmers and landlords interviewed during thet fphase were contacted again for a

follow-up interview focusing exclusively on farmingowever, five farmers and three
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landlords interviewed in the first stage were rwitacted for a variety of reasons -
refusal, death, sickness, or bankruptcy — and wetreonsidered in the sampl8ecause
our goal was to obtain a sample of at least 30 eadghoup, to assure statistical validity, |
interviewed as many farmers and landlords as plessihtil fieldwork had to end. New
participants were also asked to complete the questire used in the first stage, to
enlarge that sample. In this second stage, 26 aeweirs and 16 new landlords were
interviewed. Therefore, the final sample obtained w3 non-farming town households
(out of approximately 400 occupied homes accortirttpe census), 38 farmers and 23
landlords. A grain-elevator employee estimatednitvaber of local active farmers: “My
guess, | think we have something around 70 actisadrs around here, some are fairly
small compared to the others.” Of the 38 farmersv8Ee grain producers while the
remaining three identified themselves respectiasly hobby farmer, a cattle producer
and a hog producer. | decided to include themenstindy because they had pertinent
observations about the farmland market and bedhegeoperations represent an
outcome of this competitive farmland market. Thegidion proved to be wise because
farmers from this subsample provided an interestorgrast to the mainstream farmers,
as described in Chapter Five. Again, most intergiemok place at the informants’ home
or at my landlady’s home, depending on the inforisamish and availability. These
interviews ranged from two to three hours, paradylbecause | became better at the
process with time.

Despite my efforts to get a good cross-sectiotefdommunity the sample is
skewed toward oldtimers and local landlords. Onhefvcomers (who have lived in the
community for less than five years) participatedhie study. Within the category
oldtimers are included five informants who livedelhere for many years to pursue a
career but eventually chose to return. | decidezbttsider them as oldtimers because
other oldtimers know them and their reputation eray are well linked to the
community through kinship and friendship connectiaviost interviewees (56.5%) say
they used to know more people in Farmington thay #kmow now. A frequently cited

reason for not knowing as many people as previoisiye arrival of “many”

® The three landlords not considered for the se@rade’s Landlord Interview were considered in the
townspeople sample.
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newcomers. However, because oldtimers do not kheméwcomers they categorize
them as transients and not engaged in the commurigir lack of information may
explain why the newcomers are also frequently kdberug dealers, “welfare people”, or
drunkards depending on how many visitors they loawehether their daily routines
diverges from that of oldtimers. For example, lexkk retired female teacher if she could
suggest any newcomers to be interviewed. She gbnteacross the street to the house
of a divorced man who just had moved to Farmingtoa said: “I heard that he moved
here to stay closer to his daughter, but nobodywnanything about him, what he does,
how he lives. He always has company, cars parkesidauhis garage, mostly kids. You
should interview him. People say he is dealing gfugowever, when | tried to contact
him he refused participation in the study. | #ilbcked on the door of four different
newcomer households but | met with no success. tim@ewe even scheduled a
meeting but for many reasons (illness, refusal,arekpected events) the individual did
not show up. Only one of the newcomers interviemeded to town recently (less than 2
years ago). Thus, my inability to interview morewaemers says something about
newcomer/oldtimer lack of relationships or the alogeof engagement of newcomers in
this tight-knit community.

The other potential bias in the sample is the tzdkclusion of absentee landlords.
| expected to obtain names of local and absentettdeds from their tenants, for my
initial research strategy of using matched pairepénts and landlords. Their landlords
turned out to be a very sensitive subject issuéaioners shown in their unwillingness to
share names, even in the case of local or kin éadd! | was only able to obtain a few
names of kin landlords, mostly local rather thaseaibee. A midsized farmer explained
his refusal to disclose his absentee landlords’esam

| don’t think it would be a good idea (to give th@me or phone of the
landlords) (laughing). The ones that | cash remnfdon’t live around
here. | wouldn’t feel comfortable with you callitigem because | don’t
know them very well. And | am not sure if they wabdde willing to
participate. The ones | crop share are those hle@itinom passed away
last year and | really don’t know them enough twremend them. You
can call my cousin who lives close to here if yoantto.

The fact that no farmer was anxious to disclosndlbrd’s name highlights the

lack of trust and/or insecurity in the landlordéenrelationship (which became an
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indicator of the decline of community trust morengeally). Their hesitation to name
names also indicates that the tenants may kndw ditfout their absentee landlords, and
that because they lack a reputation to rely omdléad’s reaction is unpredictable and
potentially dangerous. Farmers are therefore umgilio test the tie for something
unnecessary to their working relationship with lughle landlord. If a landlord chooses
a cash-rent lease it is probable that they do ot wo be bothered, and therefore a tenant
is reluctant to bother them (Barry et al., 2000)e Thajority of the 23 landlords
interviewed was met during my attendance at comipiBingo nights or were

introduced to me by my landlady. | only was ablénterview two absentee landlords.
Even so these “absentee” landlords maintained ties¢o Farmington because they live
in neighboring towns and one was a former Farmmgésident (who left 10 years ago at
the time of his retirement). Thus, these two “albsehlandlords knew about the tenants’
reputation as well as local landlords and more thauld a landlord that lived out of
state or had no previous connection to the commuAithough | was able to interview
several landlords, the farmers themselves wereaspbnsible for my making the
contact.

In both stages of the research, once people agpasalinterviewed they were
receptive to generously taking part. Refusals toteviewed, however, did occur. Even
after the intervention of my landlady around 17glealeclined to participate in both
stages. Some people refused to participate becdtisee restriction although | tried to
accommodate them by scheduling a time that suiteid heeds. Farmers were
particularly difficult to accommodate because @ithbusy work schedule. Some of them
agreed to participate but scheduling an intervieguired several phone calls and
sometimes more than one visit. Table 1 describesharacteristics of the participants.
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Table 1

Community Sample’ Socio-Demographic Characterigtiosl N = 124)

Townspeople Farmers
(includes landlords)

Total (n) 86 38
Gender

Male 58.1% 71.1%

Female 38.1% 28.9%
Average Age 54 51
Age (years)

15-29 6.0% 5.3%

30-59 39.7% 71.0%

60+ 54.3% 23.7%
Household status

Single 9.3% 2.6%

Married 64.0% 78.9%

Divorced 7.0% 13.2%

Widow 19.8% 5.3%
Education Obtained

High School graduate or higher 100.0% 100.0%

Bachelor’'s degree or higher 38.4% 31.5%
Income

Under $25,000 12.9% 5.3%

$ 25-44,900 28.2% 13.2%

$ 45-64,999 25.9% 42.1%

$ 65-84,999 22.4% 23.7%

$ 85,000 or more 10.6% 15.8%

Source: Community Survey

According to Census 2000, the sample is formedgdproximately 12% of the

community population or represented by 42% of twall households. IRB required

participants to be over 18 years-of age which emplthe high education level of

informants (83% of the community obtained high sittthplomas or higher (U.S.

Census, 2000).

Data Analysis

Inductive analysis was used to determine assonmamong the factors of

agriculture, concentration of farm operations, cetitwe cash leasing, increased

absentee ownership, and Farmington community shigaind social capital resources.
Inductive analysis means themes "emerge out aakee rather than being imposed on
them prior to data collection and analysis" (Patt®90:390). Dr. Salamon and | met

weekly when | was on campus or by phone when liwéise field. | emailed her my
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fieldnotes, she read them and made comments, anlisagssed them thoroughly. These
sessions were the initial inductive analysis predkat was the source for probe
guestions, redirection or addition of some questi@ntopics in my research plan. These
discussions during the first phase allowed me terdgne my focus for the second phase
centered on farmers. Transcripts of interviews fagldnotes were compared to
inductively identify trends or whether overlappipatterns emerged (Patton, 1990).
Comments about how the farming restructuring wéectihg community were
consistently mentioned by farmers during intervieggontaneously and in response to
probes. Thus, this issue came inductively to bddbes of the fieldwork and the
analysis. | then tried to assess the validity ofintgrpretations, by summarizing what |
was seeing, and recounting it in the course ofegisnt participant observation or
interviews. In this way continually refining my hyfneses by this process. Therefore, |
tested inductively the results obtained by posirgfindings to informants for their
comments.

Then, data were organized according to their can@oetz and LeCompte (1981)
say this method "combines inductive category coehith a simultaneous comparison of
all social events observed (p. 58)”. As topics wdentified and classified, they were
compared by looking continually for similaritieschocontrasts between and among the
recorded observations and interviews. In this wawidual data are aggregated at the
community level and thereby inherent patterns agds are revealed. For example, core
issues that arose and were validated by informaotsterns about changes in church
participation, farmland competition, farmland rémaces, and community engagement.

Descriptive statistical analysis based on the feegy of questionnaire answers and
secondary data is used to describe the charaatemdtFarmington’s agriculture and
community-related behaviors. The SPSS, version, 1¥a6 used to analyze the data.
Incomplete responses were treated as missing valodsvere not included in the
analysis. When possible | tested statistically ¢hoatterns and trends that | identified
inductively in the interview and observational d&tai-square statistical test was used to
compare observed data with data | would expecbtain according to a specific

hypothesis.
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For example, research questions were addressadythtbe comparative analyses
of the fieldnotes and interview transcriptions frpirases | and Il. The frequency of
times similar opinions were expressed determing<ifaracterizes a pattern or trend
(minimum of 3 times accounts for a pattern and ntiba@ half the total sample
characterize a trend). Also the statistical freqieof data gathered in response to key
interview questions were determined. When pos$ilelesus data and archival documents
were used to compare with the conclusions readiveddh qualitative analysis and
thereby increases validity.

Farmers’ engagement in community is also answerdddata provided by
participant observation of farmers’ attendanceoatmunity social activities during the
course of my fieldwork. At one event | sold tickatsd was able to count how many farm
families, who were part of the study, attendedethent. At another event organized by
the Catholic Church | also was able to observetkeence of the farmers involved in the
study. The combination of qualitative and descvgstatistics helps to increase the
validity of the findings and overcome intrinsic §&s and the problems that come from
single method and single-observer (Denzin, 1992).

To better understand how the restructuring dynaileg out in the local land
market, farm operations were divided into thredescategories when necessary: small
farms, mid-sized farms, and large farms. Local farsrsay they have a small operation if
is 700 acres or smaller. A 48 years old farmer fanms 550 acres commented: “I'm a
small farmer by today's standards, pretty smalliadichere. | used to be big not too long
ago. | have an extra business. | cannot makeraglion 550 acres. The farm competition
is tough in this area and everybody wants some Iiftane). But you think that there
should be a place for enough is enough.” Simildaymners commonly describe the "big
guys" as those operating on larger than 2,500 acresefore, for the purpose of this
study, | consider small farmers those farming up3® acres (19 farmers), middle
farmers those operating from 800 to 2,499 acresdqiiBers), and large farmers those
farming more than 2,500 acres (6 farmers).

Although the research process did not always prbeathout difficulties, the
challenges helped me to understand how rural contiasimanage daily responsibilities

and commitments. Dealing with farmers showed mettier participation was
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conditional due to their work schedules, for exampiterviews with farmers were scarce
around busy times like harvest. This observatiaoissistent with survey information

that community festivals, meetings are set aroanchérs’ schedule.

41



Chapter Four: The Community and Its Agricultural Co ntext

This chapter provides the local community contextunderstanding the
relationship between the ongoing agricultural regtiring and the local social fabric.
The focus is on place — where community membeideesd interact with one another.
Place is described by drawing on findings fromfte-to-face survey interviews of
townspeople and farm operators, as well as froncalgural and population census data
to highlight local farming patterns and the targatemmunity.

Unlike other American regions where rural commueitpnomies depend on
tourism, manufacturing, or other industries, llisicmaller rural communities are
mostly dependent on agriculture. An initial destioip of the state agricultural context is
provided to illustrate the importance of farmingdorn Belt small communities. Because
farming fundamentally underlies the economic amdad@spects of rural community life,
any changes in farming hold important consequeforebe well-being of the
communities. Interviews and informal conversatiwit local people, even non-farmers,
showed preoccupation with the weather, commodityepr or other agricultural related
topics. “I heard the heat is already taking it dol crops. | really feel sorry for my
neighbors (who are farmers)”, said a resident workarming permeates the social
fabric of small Midwest communities. It is what pé®talk about, gossip about, and
worry about on a daily basis. Farmers and towndpesipare more than fences, they
share a rural lifestyle and a worldview shapedhgyrtcommon farming culture (Fitchen
1991). Farmington illustrates how this small comityuis representative of and
embedded in this wider Midwestern regional farmsogtext.
lllinois Agriculture

lllinois agriculture is sophisticated, specializedncentrated, and competitive. In
2005, lllinois agriculture contributed about sey@&mcent of the nation’s agricultural
exports and covered around 80 percent of the staitl land area. Much of the state,
including central lllinois, is comprised of primariland, utilized mainly to raise corn
and soybeans. Despite the importance of the agureudnd food industries to the lllinois
economy, its number of farms has declined condigtsimce 1910 (as have farm
numbers in the Corn Belt as a whole). Currentlydtage approximately 75,000 farm

operators in lllinois, down from 89,000 in the g2D00’s — a decrease of 18%. Table 1
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describes the state farms’ characteristics. It shamwincrease in the average acreage of
the remaining farms due to the concentration pdesl 987 farms averag@@1 acres
versus 375 acres in 2002, an increase of 17%.

In general, lllinois is a top recipient of govermmagricultural subsidies, due to the
national policy bias toward grain commodities. Bessacommodity payments are
proportional to production of corn and soybeangnpants have shifted to the larger
farms as these farms expanded production on theeatmated farmland base (Bell, 2004;
Ramirez-Ferrero, 2005). The American top 10% fanlvsgly recipients receive two-
thirds of the total payments, and the bottom 80%jugt one-sixth (Mittal, 2002). In
2005, lllinois farmers were paid nearly $2 billidwough price support programs,
conservation programs, and disaster payments dprloss. According to the Farm
Subsidy Database, lllinois’ Christian County griamrmers (focus of study) collected
approximately $35 million in 2005. As seen in TabJgovernment payments recently
grew by 34% over 15 years contributing indirectlyricreased farmland values and rents
(Goodwin, Mishra & Ortalo-Magne, 2003; Roberts,wan & Hopkins, 2003).

Table 2
lllinois Farm Characteristics — 1987-2002

1987 1992 1997 2002
Total number of farms 88,786 77,610 79,112 73,025
Total farm acreage 28,527 27,250 27,673 27,311
Average farm size (acres) 321 351 350 375
Total government 308,389 320,532 372,268 412,636
payments to lllinois farms
($ thousand)
Number of farms with corn 66,600 55,685 53,288 44,303
crops
Number of farms with 61,547 52,339 47,938 41,571

soybean crops
Source: USDA Census of Agriculture 1987, 1992, 129D2.

Corn Belt farms, as a whole, tend to be specialiadter than diversified. Table 1
and Table 2 show that lllinois farms became moeeisfized over the last three decades.
Farm numbers for mixed grains and livestock produatiecreased, livestock production,

’See lllinois Agrinews: State’s farmers receivedriye®2 billion in federal payments. Feb., 2006.
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in particular, declined. The number of farms drappg 60% for cattle and 90% for hog
production between 1980 and 2005. Correspondifgynimber of farms dropped
approximately 33% for corn and soybean productietvben 1987 and 2002, according
to the Census of Agriculture. However, the avergigén and livestock production per
farm grew (see yields and average inventory in & &) which points to a trend of
increasing land concentration and commodity speeigbn in the state.

Table 3

lllinois Selected Crops and Livestock Production

1980 1990 2000 2005

Soybeans

production (MM bu) 313 355 460 444

acreage (1,000) 9,350 9,100 10,450 9,450

yield (bu/acre) 33.5 39.0 44.0 47.0
Corn

production (MM bu) 1,064 1,321 1,669 1,781

acreage (1,000) 11,440 10,400 11,050 11,950

yield (bu/acre) 93.0 127.0 151.0 143.0
Cattle

number of farms 50,000 33,000 25,000 19,800

inventory (1,000 head) 3,399 2,243 1,990 1,786

avg inventory (head/farm) 67.98 67.97 79.60 90.20
Hogs

number of farms 30,000 15,300 5,100 3,100

inventory (1,000 head) 6,950 5,700 4,050 4,000

avg inventory (head/farm) 231.7 372.5 794.2 1,290.3

Source: USDA, NASS, lllinois Field Office — 198(®90, 2000, 2005.

To produce agricultural products farmers need act®eknd. Access is obtained
through ownership as well as rental of farmlandc@kding to Table 4, there were 88,786
operators in lllinois in 1987, 39,060 were full-osva (own all the land they operate),
32,503 were part-owners (who own part of the lamdl r@nt the rest) and 17,223 were
tenants (who rent all the land they operate). Thliowners represented 44% of total
operators, part-owners 37%, and tenants 19%, ii.108er the years full-owner
numbers increased until by 2002 they accounte84&t of total farmland, while, part-
owners accounted for 35% and tenants 11%. Howeveart, the increasing proportion
of full-owners is due to growth in the small farmogp (farms with sales less than
$10,000 have increased over the years), who are hkety to work at least part-time
off-farm, and are less likely to be full-time farrméHoppe & Korb, 2004).
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Table 4

lllinois Farm Operator Characteristics

1987 1992 1997 2002
Full owners
number of farmers 39,060 34,158 39,332 39,565
acreage (thousand) 5,500 4,759 5,161 5,908
Part owners
number of farmers 32,503 29,217 27,956 25,334
acreage (thousand) 17,224 17,196 17,569 17,943
Tenants
number of farmers 17,223 14,235 11,824 8,128
acreage (thousand) 5,803 5,295 4,476 3,460
Owned land
number of farms 71,563 63,375 67,288 64,899
acreage (thousand) 11,497 10,455 11,076 11,570
Rented land
number of farms 49,726 43,452 33,462 39,780
acreage (thousand) 17,030 16,796 15,741 16,597

Source: USDA Census of Agriculture, 1987, 1992,712®02.

Farmers typically want to own the land where theg,lor at least some land they
farm because ownership provides security, stahgyalidation for their being a good
farmer (Salamon, 1992). As seen in Table 5, farthlaadues at record highs makes
landownership more difficult for farmers, espegialbung farmers (Edwards, 2003;
Kloppenberg & Geisler, 1985; Wunderlich, 1994). kg farmland values are attractive
to non-local buyers like investors. Increased lealdies also stimulate more land
transferring via the real estate market rather thamnter-family transfers (Duffy, 2004).
Even in a rural Christian County, local farmlandrked is now contested by farmers,
investors and real estate developers. Accordinthéolllinois Society of Professional
Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers (2006), 36%inbdis farmland buyers are non-
local investors, 31% are local farmers, 10% arecading farmers, 10% local investors,

10% recreational buyers, 2% others and 1% ingtigti

Table 5
lllinois Farm Real Estate Values, 1995-2006
Avg. rent/acre Change in Avg. land Change in land
Year $) rental price value/acre ($) value
1996 106 - 2,064 -
2000 119 12% 2,260 9%
2006 132 11% 3,800 68%

Source: USDA Agricultural Land Values and Cash R@&tatistical Summary.
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Leased acreage is greater in areas characterizepyntensive agriculture and
high land prices, typical for lllinois and other dvestern states (Salamon, 1992). It
follows that in lllinois, about 61% of farmland weental acreage in 2002 (as seen in
Table 4). With land in Christian County selling forer $4000 per acre (personal
communication with several farmers), leasing isatternative found by farmers to
expand their operations.

Farmington is situated in the Corn Belt - in thetid&ack Prairie soils - where
agriculture has an important function in the saa@nomic fabric of small communities.
The expected long-term trends are for farm numtmecentinue to decline, for farmland
values, rents, and absentee landlords to incraasefor the average acres operated per
farm to grow over timgLyson, 2004, Marsden, 1998). As farming changesiaes a
farming community. The next section provides infatimn on the community — the place
where Farmington people reside.

The Farmington Community

Farmington is located in Central lllinois, an imzort agricultural area of the
Cornbelt Prairie. The town’s perimeters are lingdiblds of corn and soybeans, the
main row crops that cover its rural landscapes located in Christian County whose
county seat is Taylorville (population: 11,400).riShan County is considered a rural
county due to its population and size of the coweigf. With a state highway passing
right through the town and a location close torstite 55, people who live in
Farmington can easily travel to Springfield, Tayitbe, Decatur, Litchfield or other
relatively nearby larger places where more jobssardices are found than offered
locally. Farmington’s location is considered “godsd/ approximately 26% residents.
“We are just a short drive from hospitals, shoppangd fast food restaurants without the
hustle and bustle of bigger towns”, said a retfegther.

Farmington was founded in 1872 and became a deweopdriven village after
the construction of the railroad, which turned ¢benmunity into a regular stopping place
for trains and passengers. Farmington’s prospeéikey the typical rural town in Midwest,

depended largely of the presence of the rail lkhedson, 1985). It lost some of its

8 According to 2003 Rural-Urban Continuum Code (USD@hristian County is considered a nonmetro
county with urban population of 2,500-19,999, adjgdo a metro area.
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economic vigor once the railroads shifted from istéa diesel and no longer needed to
stop for fuel and water (Cottrell, 1951). The r@éd’s traffic promoted the growth of
both the population and main street businessesnfRgton Centennial Book 1972
Railroads remain important to the local economyntyaior hauling grain from
Farmington’s grain elevator to mills and shippirggtp and related farming traffic
(Christian County Farm Bureau - http://www.farmbawaews.com/ 12/09/ 2011). By the
opening of 28 century, as new residents arrived, agriculture thasnajor economic
activity, although in the beginning coal mining waso important to the local economy.
Even though the mines in the Farmington area wenatwested by the 1970’s (interview
data), mining in neighboring counties is still & gource for some local working-class
residents. Farm families today raise corn, soyheams hogs on the surrounding
landscape.

In general, Farmington’s streets are narrow, anphued with few trees. In the
center of town, with a few exceptions, most honresodd but well kept. Two story
wood-sided houses with a small porch and front gaedthe typical architectural style for
downtown homes. A little farther from the businassa, toward the edge of town, ranch
style homes with larger yards become more commemw brick homes recently were
built near the road to Springfield, highlightingetgrowing importance of commuting to
town residents. In the summer well-cared gardeawigg tomatoes, peppers, zucchini,
and green beans are a common sight. The townimsatiypquiet during the day, with
only few cars parked in front of some downtown hasses. In contrast, during
commuting hours Farmington’s streets and roadsjaite busy as cars leave in early
morning and then return at dusk. Approximately 5@f%he local population commutes
to work (U.S. Census, 2000).

Figure 1 shows that Farmington’s downtown area foamight triangle with one
side facing the state highway. Most businessesareentrated in three paved blocks
parallel to the highway. Planters with colorfulviers decorate each downtown corner
giving much color to the streets during the sumaret reflect the dedication of
businesses to attracting customers. Older comnidnagildings are typically a single or

two stories high with big front windows. Althoughet downtown has many stable

® Farmington is a fictitious name and is used bezatishe confidentiality promised to informants.
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businesses in well maintained charming buildingsymber of vacant or partially vacant
buildings indicate the community’s economic dedagng-time local businesses and
services such as the post office and coffee shogtifin as social gathering places where
people meet and talk on a regular basis, especglhgd residents who have daily lunch
at the local Senior Center. Retired farmers andhgpeople are always found at the local
coffee shop, three times daily at: 6 am, 9 am gaihaaround 2 pm.

Figure 1Aerial photo of Farmington

Farmington’s downtown holds a small historical museand public library, the
two main cultural activities in town (the museunurgder renovation and it is not opened
regularly to the public). One of the Farmingtontdigal Society directors took me to a
visit to the museum, she explained: “This is aobibur history that we want to preserve
for our future generations”. It holds well-kept ebjs such as old clothing, dolls and doll
furniture, a collection of typewriters, old sch@wid business pictures, sports souvenirs,
and Farmington'’s first jail cell. Downtown also Is®$ a Mason Lodge and a memorial to
honor the Veterans of the | and 1l Wars which isatated with flowers and American
flags throughout the year. Just across the highamalyrailroad tracks stands the grain
elevator, symbol of the town’s main industry, corsgad of eleven large, circular aligned
grain silos. Visually Farmington has no one spdeature distinguishing it from other
small Midwestern railroad towns. But the often r&tee sentiment is that the community
is a unique and special place. A retired salesifadimer of three, explained: “What | like
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more about living here is the closeness of the comiy, to be able to attend my church
on Sundays, look around and know everybody in thest be able to have a personal
relationship with most everybody. | wouldn’t be pag anywhere else”. Farmington’s
typicality is what makes it useful for the study.

Farmington faces problems common to any Midwestgrarian town: low home
values and a deteriorating local non-agricultucalirmy (Albrecht, 2006; Fuguitt,
Brown & Beale, 1989). Of particular impact are dgmnomic and demographic
consequences of declining agricultural commoditggs and continuing farm
concentration seen in Table 2. The drop in farnpiogulation, loss of local businesses
and jobs, and centralization of shopping in latgams nearby depressed the local
economy. For example, in the 1980s and 1990s the kost vital businesses and services
including a drugstore, a medical clinic, an elegitaepair shop, a grocery store, and gas
stations. The few small businesses still standmthe main street are: banks, an
insurance office, a hardware store, a furnituressta beauty shop, a clothing store, a
grocery store, a new photography business, a coavamstore, a gas station, a
restaurant and two taverns, and a lumber company.

Figure 2 shows that Farmington’s population leeehained relatively stable
throughout most of the last century. Accordinghte Census of 2000, around 1,000
people, 400 households, and 295 families resideisrsmall town’. The town has an
even age distribution with 25.5% under the age8pf715% from 18 to 24, 25.8% from
25 to 44, 23.5% from 45 to 64, and 17.7% who arge&hs of age or older. The median
age is 40 years. Thus, Farmington has proportibnatere young people than older
people (unlike many lllinois rural communities whicave a skewed 25% or more
people over 65), indicating an ability to attractleor keep its younger families. The local
median household income is $36,000 while natioredian income is $41,994. About
3.5% of families and 6.2% of the population livédvethe poverty line. The population
is predominantly white non-Hispanic (98%). In Famgton, the proportion of married
couples (60%) is above the national average (5&#l@ating the centrality of family for
this community (U.S. Census, 2000).

19 Numbers related to Farmington throughout this\stare rounded to protect confidentiality.
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Figure 2 Farmington’s Population 1920-2000. Source: U&uation and
Housing Census.

Some similarities and differences exist in the dgraphic characteristics of
Farmington when compared to Christian County. U4i8g0 and 2000 Census data,
Table 6 shows some relevant demographic charaatsrfer Farmington and Christian
County. While Christian County lost 30% of its ptadion between 1990 and 2000,
Farmington’s population decreased by only 6% inséi@e period. The median age of
Farmington's population in 1990 and 2000 closelyrans the county pattern. The
average value of homes in Farmington for both yesabglow the average home values
of the county. The median income for a householgammington is similar to Christian
County. Farmington has fewer families living beltve poverty level when compared to
Christian County as a whole for both 1990 and 2000.
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Table 6
Farmington and Christian County Demographic Prqgfil®90 and 2000

Farmington Christian County

1990 2000 1990 2000
Total population 1,100 1,000 34,418 24,202
Average age (years) 38 40 39 394
Median value of owned homes $35,000 $55,000 $37,200 $61,700
Median household income $25,000 $36,000 $24,506 $36.561
% families below poverty level 9 4 9.5 6.5
% people living in same home as in 67 70 61 63

the last 5 years

Source: US Census Bureau — Fact Finder, 2000.
Note: Numbers related to Farmington throughout this studyrounded to protect
confidentiality.

A core, stable group of families has lived in Fargton for over 100 years, while a
smaller number are more recent newcortetwisited 6 newcomers’ houses, three were
not found, one refused and two agreed to be irgemi. Farmington’s current mayor, for
example, moved to town seven years ago after rmgyiylocal woman and getting a job
nearby. Although he was easily accepted by the aamit;nhe was identified by seven
people as a newcomer. Residents not born hereasiddered newcomers by oldtimer
families, even after living as many as 12 yearsammington (this theme will be explored
in Chapter Six). A 49 year old town-housewife, memdf a large and oldtimer family
explained:

My neighbor is a newcomer. He moved here maybeehsyago with his wife. He
is very active in this community. He does a losufff for the community. He even
ran for mayor once. They came from Chicago arekitgofor some peace in his
retirement. They are very nice people, but theynateone of us. | mean, we don’t
know them, | mean their past.

Despite Farmington’s small size, four churches/thm town: Baptist,
Presbyterian, Catholic, and Methodist. The Methioalisl Presbyterian churches are
located in downtown, the Baptist church standsiadieeets over. The Catholic Church,
its parochial school (closed recently accordingaglorville local newspaper) and the
Knights of Columbus (KC) Hall are located near ¢last edge of town. The Methodists
and Presbyterians collaborate for community adéisitike a children’s summer Bible

School while Catholics and Baptists manage theiviies separately. Roman Catholic is

M For this study, newcomers are people residingtless 5 years in the community.
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the largest single faith group in the communitysyrsample, accounting for 53.7%,
followed by Methodists (23.6%), Presbyterians (¥o).4Lutheran (2.4%), Baptist (1.6%)
and other denominations (2.4%). Five residentstspm@ously reported that Catholics are
the most active church in town. Catholics hold salv@nnual fund-raising dinners and, a
weekly Bingo Night, important to the social life Barmington. Another example of a
community mobilization by the Catholics is the netceonstruction of a new and larger
Knights of Columbus Hall, to replace the origina@t burned down in the 1990's.

Farmington has an elementary, middle and high ddapproximately 350 students
in the whole system). These schools give the dowmi steady flow of
visitors/consumers. It also had an elementary eabschool affiliated with the Catholic
Church located at east side of town which close2Dih0. The Catholic school dated from
the 1920s when Farmington was growing but latety $teuggled from declining student
enrollment. In 2006 it had fewer than 30 studeatgstered. The parochial school was
supported by parents, church donations and the eomtyrin general who attended the
money-raising activities held by the Catholic Chur©ne of the private school board
members commented:

We’'ve been struggling for years. A few families acenmitted to keep it but things
aren’t going well. Last year we got fewer studefitsat school is part of my
childhood memories and important to this commuagywell. | went to it for my
first 8 years in school. So, it's nice we have tthsice of schools and my parents
chose to educate me there because of the quatittharreligious values involved
in the education. | can fairly agree that it wagad decision because we were
(students from Catholic school), | really do bedies little bit more ahead than the
other kids in mathematics and science when | gottime public high school.

Farmington lacks social places or activities de@iddo youth excepting high

school athletic events and dances. During sumnggatsiyouth park their trucks and
gather outside the Village Hall. As expressed Bgrmor high school student: “There is
nothing much to do in town. We basically hang dwgach others’ houses and get to play
school sports. If we want to go to the movies,rorca-cream we go to Taylorville or
Springfield”. But, adults and seniors have their §uaranteed by the weekly Bingo

Night at both the American Legion and the Knight€olumbus Halls. Every Friday the
Legion opens its doors at 4:30 pm for families &rehds to eat and chat before the game
starts promptly at 7 pm. In general 100 to 150 peaspecially older residents, attend

Bingo night. They socialize while contributing t@aod cause - raising money for
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schools’ educational scholarships, and financisiséance for needy community
members and causes.

Farmington benefits from the support of voluntsogial and service organizations
such as Kiwanis, Masons, American Legion, Futumenéas of America (FFA), Civic
Jane (local) and other women'’s clubs. These org#nizs involve community
engagement by Farmington citizens, although martgeotame faces are seen at all
meetings. While limited engagement, Farmingtonts/acivic life generates valuable
social resources that benefit the entire commuasythe rebuilding of Knights of
Columbus building after the fire in 1990’s.

Unlike other small towns in the county, Farmingtetains a relatively stable
population, an active main street, multiple chuscaerd local schools despite its farming
population declining over the last decade, in palér. In sum, life is still predictable in
Farmington. Everyone knows everyone else by famejbutation and community status.
Farming is part of the personal and community idigritocal people cling to farming as
a basis for identity because of agriculture impaeéato the local economy since the first
settlers (Fitchen, 1991). The emergence of a mamgetitive farmland market, fueled
by continuous farm concentration, new rules (eoyegnment subsidies), the shift from
crop-share to competitive cash-rent leases, inesei@sabsentee landlords and non-local
operators, potentially has dismal consequencethéoresilience of the community’s
social fabric.
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Chapter Five: Bigger is Better: Farmers’ Perceived.ack of Alternatives to
Conventional Agriculture

Before the 1960’s Farmington farms typically proeldicliversified commodities
ranging from vegetables to grains and livestockpeding to 11 farmers. Nowadays, like
Corn Belt more generally, almost all Farmingtonrfarfocus production on two products
(corn and beans), highly dependent on scale amthddmgy to generate revenues needed
for continuance. “Everybody wants to get biggerthis typical production rationale
voiced by Farmington’s farmers. “Bigger is better'a world view espoused by 84% (n =
32) of Farmington farmers regardless of operatipe. 8Vhat is implied by this rationale
is that family farmers perceive a lack of altermatof economic options, which suggests
that they are entrapped in a single productioresysissumed to lead toward prosperity.
“Bigger is better” defines success for them andhst drives the land market and
commitment to intensive, industrial type row grarmop agriculture. The “bigger is
better” belief entails intensive production, a dangly addition to the land base, adoption
of new technology (such as machinery, pesticided fartilizers), and success defined by
farm size. To be considered successful, an openagxas to get bigger which is what
compels them to grow just to maintain their statuhie community. Importantly, the
bigger the operation size, the greater a farmegstge in the local community as will be
shown below. Commitment to the “bigger is betteleda drives demand in the farmland
market which has the unintended consequence ohig#al the decline of smaller farms
operated by more community-oriented farmers (sesp@hn Seven).

Among all Farmington farmers, small producers (&wako farm up to 799
acresy? are the group who would benefit most from adopéhgrnative systems. The
dramatic expansion of industrial agriculture depaTicbn scale and specialization makes
it increasingly difficult for small family farmers the Corn Belt to stay in business.
However, 73% (14 of 19) of Farmington small farmams exclusively row crop grain
operators who grow mainly corn and soybeans. Tloayad report considering
alternative production systems that might allownthte escape the “land treadmill” (the
constant need for land expansion to keep farmmgpsed by Midwestern conventional
agricture dominated by larger farms (Levins & Ceate, 1996). Sometimes these small

12 Farmers’ operation size, categories used: smaldes: up to 799 acres; midsized: from 800 to 2,499
acres; large: over 2,500 discussed in Chapter Three
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farmers must accept losses or are forced to getjsin$ just to keep farming according to
the “bigger is better” ideal. They justify theirahes by saying “this is all I know to do”
or “I spent my whole life doing that. It is harddo anything differently”. Most continue
farming in the way they always have with little iosity for exploring different
agricultural systems. In contrast is a minorityfieé Farmington small farmers who
discovered that by adopting alternative or divezdifpproduction they need not
continually get bigger by expanding their land bases chapter will discuss how and
why most Farmington small farmers cling to gettimgger as their only option in
agriculture despite this strategy potentially doognihem to failure and not farming at
all.
Small Farmers’ Commitment to Bigger is Better

Early in the study my landlady (uninvolved in fang) introduced me to a few
local farmers during a Farmington high-school b#skiégame. Before each introduction
she would fill me in on the farmer’s current siioat She would say: “He is fairly small,
but a hard worker”, “He is a good farmer, he justigfht a new ground” or “He is doing
very well, word is that he is farming over 2000exCr Likewise, another town resident
reflecting the same criteria for evaluation advisdtbm | should contact: “You should
talk to [him], he is a big farmer. Most big farmeest their land but he owns most of it. |
can tell you without a doubt that he is a self-mad because I've known him since
high school, and | know his family. He is a goodhfar. He wouldn’t be so big if he was
not a good farmer”. A retired large farmer, fatbéa local large farmer commented on
what he considers a successful farmer to be: “sictem myself successful because | was
able to raise my family comfortably out of farmingvorked hard to expand the 120
acres | inherited to a degree that my sons wouh laagood start in life. In my opinion
that's made me successful”. To a large degreeetb@sual comments reveal the
importance placed on farm size and land ownershipath farmers and the community,
while casting light on the community’s culture.

“Bigger is better” is a viewpoint not limited to faington (Gibbon & Ponte,
2005). It is an ambition directly connected to éfsiinspired by the historic American
Dream of individual success and wealth deeply imgichin the farming population

(Salamon, 1992). Americans’ desire that any endegnaw “bigger and better” began as
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early as the nation’s Westward expansion in tH&cetury. In 1933 Truslow Adams
wrote in a widely popular book, which described hingtory of the American Dream, that
the ideal of “bigger is better” drives citizensmost endeavors: "It was largely in the
period from 1830 t0o1850, when the nation was grgvike a weed, that this conception
took its deep root among us, although the germahadys been present” (p. 217).
During fieldwork | heard stories about “successfiafmers who were growing their
operations despite the struggle of others to holtbdand. One of these stories was told
by a farmer who started from nothing and todaypscad large farmer.

My dad never farmed but a close relative farmed &at was where | started
with 120 acres that he had. And after that | bowgiather 40 acres. | grew up out
in the country by my cousin’s farm and | hung outtwiim all the time. He was
the kind of person that he’d just lay back and‘gayou want to ride the tractor,
go ahead'. (laughs) | could do it better than had.oSo, he just let me do it.
Eventually, when | got out of school he retired &titbught that was what | had
to do. Today | farm close to 3,000 acres.

The farmers’ linking success with operation sizelosely rooted in the American
Dream idea. Truslow Adams writes: "Size, like weattame to be a mere symbol of
'success,’ and sense of qualitative values wa#ldisé quantitative, the spiritual in the
material” (1933:216). Because central lllinois ldrad always been expensive the amount
of land farmed translates into a measure of a fasfi@eancial and managerial status
(Bogue, 1963). Thus, operation size was alwaysmgoitant criterion for judging
success and prestige among farmers (Kimbrell, 28@&mon, 1992). Everyone prefers
to be seen as a successful farmer, according &ptext criteria. A justification often
offered by small farmers for accepting the “biggebetter” rationale is that growing in
size is the only way to survive in a farming systessed on grain crops. “If you want to
continue farming you have to expand... There is antgrtain distance you can go
without being lucrative”, said a small farmer.

In truth, small farmers fear judgment that theiei@ion size, dooms them to be
viewed as a failure because only “bigger” is dedias success. Farmington farmers are
proud of coming from a long line of farmers andytinant to continue the family
tradition. They learned everything about farmingnirfathers and grandfathers who were
considered successful because they made a livang thhe land and passed it down to
their children. Farmers tend to believe family &meinds will see them as successful if
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they are able to increase the farm operation sz#dhtheir ancestors — to expand what

they inherited assuring that their children camfafable 7 shows that without regard of
size more than 80% of local farmers of all sizésnd to grow operations in the next 5-

10 years.

Table 7

Operation size expectations for the next 5-10 ybgirgercentage of Farmington
Farmers, according to current size

Total N = 38 Increase (n = 32) Decrease (n = 2) &Ssige (n = 4)
Small (n = 19) 88 0 0
Midsized (n = 13) 81 13 6
Large (n = 6) 83 0 17

Source: Community Survey

Profit is not the only motive driving farmers’ betar in the farmland market.
Farmers generally say farming is a business, ytdomington small family-farmers it is
more than that. They view farming as a way of l#fea family tradition (Rosenblatt,
1990). “Farming is in my blood” they repeat. Fregljethese small farmers voice a
sentimental attachment to family land. However,ghssibility of losing the family-farm
is not enough to divert farmers from the ideal ettigg bigger. A small farmer said:

This land has been in my family for three generegid have lived here my whole
life...l raised my kids here. | was born in that rodght there. My father raised
three kids on 310 acres. | can’t do the same... thigims are so tight that you
need more acres to farm to keep everything runiiisgthis way for
everybody...every farmer is trying to expand theiemgpion. There is no other
choice.

A small farmer’s wife who works in the local schablares her husband’s strong
attachment to their land and farming. She too efighat the struggle to keep the farm
is worth it:

We thought about selling it once and doing sometleise. Things were bad back
then. | knew this thought was killing him (husbandg was born and raised on
this ground. We live in the same house his fatht bnd now we are raising our
kids. So, we had to find ways to continue. | ggitaand we rented new ground
from a close relative... | had to get used to a r@wjut we kept farming.

This family’s financial strategy mirrattsat when faced by financial difficulty
small Farmington’s farmers and farmers’ wives temdeek off-farm jobs to supplement
their farming income (Barlett, 1993). Table 8 shdhat 40% of small farmers and 70%

of their wives work off the farm. Their goals acereduce risk and assure keeping the
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family ground. However, this survival strategy @& always an option for Farmington
farm-families. Although farmers are rather vergatdossessing many useful skills and a
work ethic, employment opportunities are rare is farming-dependent area. A small
farmer said: “I do whatever | have to make endstme small jobs for the furniture
store, | help a friend with his pesticide busindsggere aren’t many jobs | can’t do”. In
addition, their wives work off-farm, which oftenguides medical and retirement benefits

to these small operations.

Table 8
Primary occupation of small farm-families

Husband (n = 17) Wives (n = 16)
Farming 10 5
Off-farm job 7 11

Source: Community Survey

In contrast to the smaller operators’ survivaltstgges for maintaining family
land ownership, a larger Farmington farmer reve#iiatithe land owned by his family is
more a commodity than a sentimental treasure (Rifduttel, 1980, Salamon, 1992):
“I've told my sons that land is an asset. | adv¥isam not to become attached to it... If
they receive a good offer for one of our tractythleould sell it and reinvest the money”.
Agricultural Treadmills and Farm Size

Another distinction from the past agriculture is thck of diversification as farms
grew bigger. Prior to the late 1950s, farms inAlngerican “Corn Belt” grew diversified
crops in addition to corn and soybeans, such a5 gtiains, hay, pasture, and vegetables.
Grain, hay, and pasture on the farm typically wadten not commercialized but used to
feed farm animals (Jackson, 2008). Among Farminfaamers, only one large sized
operation bears some similarity to the past famncstres:

| started farming 40 years ago. We were pretty kamal we did it at the old way.
We had one milk cow. We didn’t go to the store ty milk. My wife milked the
cow and made home-made butter, ice-cream, cheesat&\but of the garden, we
didn’t buy groceries. We still have a cow... we rdiseir own chickens and hogs,
we had our own eggs and we still do nowadays. Weher exception rather than
a rule in this area. We are probably the only amles do that in our

community... We do it at home for ourselves.

In addition to the social pressure to farm conwerdlly, technological advances

and governmental policies push farmers to speeaizsingle commodities and depend
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on farm expansion for profitability (Levins & Cochre, 1996). Figure 3 shows that
lllinois soybeans and corn yields increased sultisifnin the last 50 years. According to
almost half (8 of 19) of small farmers, the typidatersified Midwestern family farm of
a few decades ago is becoming extinct. A small éanpointed to the change he
experienced from growing up on a diversified famad &ow all farm now:

It used to be kind of fun to farming, but it's metlly fun anymore. Everybody
used to have livestock. When you have livestock¢hene first and your crops
came second. You had to get everything fed befouvewent to the field. Now
nobody does that. It’s like a rat race... the workdbthen] was more diversified.
Some of the older people still have gardens arffl $tt not many young people
do. You still see some sweet corn, but full gardemsdon’t see that anymore.
My grandpa gardened by his house and across tdeéhrsaeighbor had a garden
- green peppers, some tomatoes and everythingo@se, he loved that...he
went there every night.

Cochrane’s agricultural treadmill theory explaine production challenges faced
by small farmers like those in Farmington (Cochrdr$b8). When a large number of
farmers produce the same commodity, they all opeaafprice takers as opposed to price
makers. The going price is defined by the law @idy and demand, and supply in turn
is a function of the average productivity of alirfeers engaged in that market. Only a
small number of farmers, who are early adopterroductivity-enhancing technologies,
can make a profit. Eventually, most farmers adbetrtew technologies, leading to higher
average productivity and hence lower prices.

A midsized female farmer explained the impactsohhological advances in
agriculture experienced by most local farmers:

The changes in farming have been so dramatic. $e@lseed hybridization has

increased the yield three to four times...that's majbe size of our equipment

has exploded. The scientific knowledge has imprdeeilizers, chemicals and

our ability to control insects. It's wonderful thatu don’t have to worry with

crop devastation anymore. Corn now is drought tasis .that’s unreal. It's not

risk free, but it's so much easier. Air conditiopimade all kinds of

improvements in our working conditions. Working ithgr the summer was almost

a torture... [air conditioning] helped your breathiend to get away from the
dust.
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The treadmill cycle starts again and repeats asteefnologies reach the market.
As emphasized by a midsized farmer: “small farnfeck the financial resources to adopt
new technology, so they lose the fight when thetladopt it. It's hard. We lost some
farmers in the last 20 years. They simply couldmétke it". In general, small operators
use the same techniques as large farmers butlafijeon innovation because they lack
incentives for timely acquisition of costly techagy able to improve efficiency
(Tweeten & Amponsah, 1996). Those farmers who kEgrid in the continuous adoption
of new technologies are unable to compete andvam@ally forced out of the market,
while resources are concentrated in the handsedieth who constantly lead the race.
Once a farmer gets on the treadmill, he needsdp keopting new technologies and
growing in size to remain profitable. “Bigger istteg” became the cultural mindset
underlying the trends of concentration and techgiold/ farmland treadmill in this
community. A large farmer understands how the tr@lh@ffects small farmers in

Farmington:

lllinois agriculture has become hostile to smaihiars. For small farmers trying
to survive or grow by increase income and produgtiehile looking for capital to
do so, and looking for help to maintain all the ngark, | don’t know, I think it's
impossible. Small farmers cannot compete with birgiers. When you grow
grains you need scale to make a profit. The masguery narrow because grain
prices are low while the input prices are gettirghbr. If you are a big farmer
you have bargaining power. You can also keep up teithnology because you
can spread its cost over more acres and get logvesytfor it. And | think
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technology makes a huge difference. | always betidhat. We don’t wait for our
neighbors to get a new combine or planter...we gogatdhe most recent
technology. It's worth it... we gain in efficiency.

Larger farms have a competitive advantage overlenfarms in most
commodities because the average cost of produpgonnit declines as the size of the
operation grows. The adoption of new technologghsas the development of larger and
faster equipment, information and Global Positign8ystem technologies, and more
routine pest control through genetically modifiedds, expanded the crop acreage that
producers can effectively control.

Recently, the notion of technological-induced tradldwas expanded to include a
land-market treadmill (Levins & Cochrane, 1996)vins and Cochrane found that
technological treadmill effects are attenuated wegnment price support programs,
which guarantee fixed prices to commodities suctoas and soybean. In this way the
advantage of early adoption of technology is weakeiccordingly, the technologically
induced treadmill drives land prices up insteadaddition to the technological treadmill
notion, urban expansion and federal tax rules aftect land and cash-rent prices by
negatively impacting local farmers’ profitabilit¢ ¢chrane, 1958). Another large farmer
in Farmington describes the endless land treadffidcts on farmers and why he plans to
expand his operation:

Today you have to work more land just to keep uih wie lifestyle. In the 80’s |

remember telling my dad, ‘Dad, I've got 100 acrescould just get another 150

| will never want no more’ (laughs). By the timgat it, | realized | needed more.

Everything just keeps getting bigger plus | got near and that costs more

money. | think if my son decides to farm the twausfcould not make a living off

of the 2,500 that | have now. ....You keep runningxtpand your operation, to
adopt the newest technology, to try making someayaut of it. | can remember
the oldtimers, back in the 50’s and 60’s... they daotrease the farm, but they
just didn’t have the equipment with the abilitydo much more that they had.

Now, the tractors got bigger and you can do moheyTcost more and you want

to do more to be able to pay for it. My first neadtor in 1983 cost $30,000

dollars and that same kind of tractor would co&®Q00 today. So you've got to
run across more acres to be able to pay for itusscthe price of grain hasn’t

actually gone up a lot. We raise more bushels ger than back then, maybe 25%
more, but still nothing like the price of the maudiy and other inputs.

The early adopters of technology and aggressivedes are not necessarily better

off in reality. According to a midsized farmer: ‘@t farmers’ standpoint, there are no
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winners in this game, the small (farmer) is beiggeezed out and the big farmers are
always trying to stay ahead the falling prices tging innovation and expanding their
operations. No one is safe, | keep doing it, | gubscause | like the challenge”.

To preserve their way of life for the future genienas Farmington farmers feel
driven by the need to survive through expansionoAgithe small farmers, about half (9
of 19) spontaneously offered that they had to ggidy because their sons want to farm.
A small farmer said:

| intend to buy some farmland and also to rent ngooeind and the particular
reason is that my son, who is still going to schebll loves farming. He wants to
be involved in the farm, but he knows that we ddwte enough for both of us.
So, he’ll have to work off the farm and while herk®he can also come back and
farm too. So, by working off the farm he can alsiy bome land.

For the smaller farmer, however, the consequendaoficious cycle is little
chance for success. They hold few or no comparativantage in the production of corn
or soybeans, the major local commodities. Land esioa for the small sized family
farm is complex and sometimes impossible. Althotigise farmers complain about
production costs and financial difficulties thegsenot to consider alternative systems
of production as viable. Echoing the voice of sal/&armers, a small farmer said: “This
type of production is becoming more and more cosifyms are getting bigger only to
sustain the expenses”.

The actual market conditions faced by the smath&rin the American Corn Belt
require getting bigger to keep farming. The resis¢ato alternatives is influenced by a
fear of the unknown and a strong mindset that Igwkscess to scale. A young farmer
summarized the local farming strong belief in sual/by sticking to standard farming
practices: “l say to my dad that farmers must lgentiost optimistic people in the world.
Because after all that we’'ve seen about our incovee the past few years, the increase
in competition and in the price of inputs, we sti# able to say - ok, let's go on one
more year - and this keeps you going...".

Small Farmers and Unconventional® Agricultural Systems

Despite the mindset of Farmington farmers othedpction systems exist, as

alternatives to the dominant grain and bean comiypadops, and getting bigger. One

13 Other than the traditional corn, soybean or wipeatluction commonly found locally.
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option is generally called “alternative agricultuaad refers to value-adding activities in
crop and livestock production, such as organicitwttire, specialty grains, seed
production, and food-grade grains (Lyson, 2004)otAer option is diversification, which
essentially means producing a diversified rangeraps and/or livestock that reduces
risks involved in agriculture (Goldsmith & SilvaQ@6), a strategy cited by farmers
practiced as recently as a generation‘dgthese are two broad examples of farming
strategies which when used on a small acreageeieatially produce sufficient income
for the enterprise to be a viable and profitableifess. These systems are adopted to
replace or added to conventional grain production.

While small Farmington farmers affirm that raisigigin crops is all they know,
this knowledge may be insufficient to secure tligiure in an environment where
margins are slim and scale is how one keeps upimgtieasing production costs (Lyson,
2004). Adoption of alternative farming systems imedsified production is rare in
Farmington. Nine (1 large, 2 midsized, and 6 snwdlfFarmington’s 38 farmers
mentioned some experience with alternative farmgngwing specialty crops or raising
livestock, in the last five years. Two (a midsizedl a small farmer) reported quitting
alternative systems after few years and returrongpnventional farming. The fact that
only 18% (7 of 38) of the total farmers reported turrent use of unconventional
agriculture systems highlights that it is not p@pwnterprise among Farmington farmers.
Besides the challenges raised to adopting diffextat practices and crops above in the
previous section, the intimacy and strong soaaltiols characteristic of small
communities also raise barriers to farmers’ adgpéiny alternatives to mainstream
agriculture (Fitchen, 1991; Salamon, Farnswortild8l4 & Yusuf, 1997).

Because the community is the main farmland sowcktal farmers, especially
land rentals, opinions, obligations and a watckftd on farmers’ public behavior come
with tenancy (Salamon, 1992; Salamon et al., 198@¢ording to three small farmers,
the community is very critical of farming practicether than the conventional way. A
local landlord said about his kin-tenant: “I dolike to interfere with his (tenant’s) work
but the weeds got so bad last year that | hadkddanim. My father would have done

the same. If he can’t do a decent job | will firmheebody else”. Farmers fearing

14 Note that “alternative agriculture” and diversifion can be adopted simultaneously by a farmer.
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community criticism and local traditions are mistiful about alternative ways of
farming. One small operator commented:

By the same token that knowing everybody is goocam be bad too...everybody
knows your business because if you're a farmer yaurk is out there for
everybody to see. Sometimes they can be really balend your back. For
instance, if you try something different they thiydu’re crazy. They always have
to talk about somebody...you know...coffee shop tdlkokesn’t matter if it's
exactly true or not.

In the last few years, consumer demand for diffeaésd agricultural products
has increased nation-wide. Demand is growing fodpcts that provide consumer safety
along with low environmental impacts (Dimitri & Oftwltzer, 2009). Following this
trend the soybean and corn industry developed alpegrains to meet the emerging
demands of consumers. Although lllinois is amoreglilggest grain producers in
America, specialty crops are sub-utilized by famnéccording to Goldsmith and Silva
(2006), only 10% of the total area dedicated tdosays and corn is used to grow grain
specialty crops.

Higher prices for specialty crops emerged as at gneantive for farmers’
adoption of them. As stated in Goldsmith and S{R@06), the more differentiated the
activity, such as organic production, the biggerphemium paid. However, the higher
premium paid by value-enhanced grains is not alveaggigh to attract small farmers
because, in addition to intensive labor and managénsuch crops require new
technologies to be profitable. One midsized anddmall local farmers, who ventured
into the value-enhanced crops’ production, compila@t specialties require different
production techniques and quality consideratiomsgared to commodity grain
agriculture. The quality attributes and standaréssaecified in contracts by larger
corporations (for example, Dekalb and ADM) limitittge control of the farmer.
Furthermore, the local specialization in row crbpsts access to agricultural
professional help or exchange of knowledge witlentarmers about unconventional
agriculture. One farmer described problems witlcsdy grains:

Five years ago | got a good contract for seed dahnught my profits would
increase. The seed corn had to be grown and hads/gdtowing the contract
specification. Quality specifications included cents about moisture,
cleanliness, and cracks. In the end, | don't thinkas worth it. Production costs
are too high and it is very time consuming.
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Diversification of production similarly is often ha viable option, according to
local operators. A small grain farmer who attemgtediversify his activities with
livestock described his disappointing experience:

My father raised pigs back 30 years ago, so it sgematural to me to try it. We
put lots of money in equipments and it didn’t workt well. You know, | was
wiggling between the farm and another job, | haegxperience and things
changed from the time dad raised them. Pigs agedemnanding and require lots
of skills. We tried to do it by ourselves (withantegration) and it didn’t work...

| guess | learned my lesson.

After spending a lifetime dealing with commodityagrs, the introduction of a
new activity - more labor and knowledge intensive a big challenge for a small farmer
who lacks skills and time to devote to a demandienqy production system. Trying to
return to past ways of farming is complex becatsditional resources and skills often
get lost. In general, unconventional agriculturedpital, labor, and management
intensive, and all are high risk with few accessimlarkets (Netting, 1993). A midsized
farmer described some difficulties involved witlisrag animals: “My mother was raised
on a grain and dairy family farm... Not many arewsrd here anymore. We're kind of
getting away from livestock, | suspect. Mainly besait's such a labor intensive
production...people now like to get away from therfago to town ...and some animals
need to be watched all the time. They can be venyahding”.

A local large farmer explained that growing newps@r raising animals may not
be appropriate for many farmers due to constrainttheir land, labor and capital
resources. He predicts that alternative agriculvitenot save small farmers from the
reality of today’s aggressive farming competition:

| don’t believe so. This kind of agriculture is yegxpensive . . . The weather here
is not appropriate, the technology used is differand there are no incentives.
ADM in Decatur has a beautiful hydroponics gardart,they’'ve got an

electricity plant to heat the greenhouses. | dtimitk it is feasible for small farms
to do something similar.

Since the 1960’s, soybean and corn prices increagsast continuously. Figure
4 shows price variations for soybean and cornenldbkt 10 years. Although, prices have

dropped recently they are still 50% higher thathmbeginning of the decade.
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Research Bureau 2010.

The recent high prices for commodity grains triggeby increased demand are
making alternative agriculture and diversificatr@hatively less attractive to farmers.
Specialty prices are usually set as a premium oweventional prices. Conventional
grain prices of corn and soybeans prices moredoabled in the last 10 years
overshadowing the gains created by either growjregiglty crops or other types of
production. This demand-increase and consequehéhfgices are enough to give hope
to a small Farmington farmer to keep farming comiegrally: “Things are getting better.
Corn prices are spiking because of the rumors agthanol. It will give us some room to
breath. But if we want to keep farming we havexpaad”.

Alternative agriculture and diversification areiguatial options for small farmers
to increase income and decrease the agricultstd from the markets and the weather.
However, for Farmington farmers, several factofiience their production decision-
making. Social pressure from family and communitng with the skills and
technological requirements of alternative and diifexd agriculture tend to limit
adoption of anything but conventional systems. Lenaall farmers also believe that the
premiums made from specialty production are nat leigough to motivate their making
major changes. Furthermore, the recent high pfaresonventional commodities have
substantially reduced the attractiveness of altemmagriculture. Although

unconventional agriculture is not popular in centt@ois, small farmers are more likely
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to find more advantages adopting unconventionaksys with low volume, niche
markets that require specialized production anckatarg activities (Lyson, 2004). Three
examples of this strategy actually adopted by Fagton small operators are discussed
below.

Escaping the Bigger is Better Paradox

Farm concentration allied to limited land and flscighter land lease
arrangements (cash-rent) make survival in farmmogeiasingly difficult for conventional
small-grain producers. Three small Farmington fasnredividually found alternative
ways to develop profitable and innovative entegwithat allow them to begin or
continue farming on a restricted land base. Theyirarovating on their own because
professional support and information for these amdes is rare locally.

The Internet has proven to be an important toolrfoovators access to
information and knowledge. Three large, nine mieldjzand six small farmers
spontaneously mentioned drawing on the web formétion and contacts. Web access
means that farmers are not exclusively dependeldaats or nearby professionals for
information. Although the use of computers andrimé¢ decreases face-to-face
interaction within the community (Allen & Dilman9®4), they are cheap ways for
farmers to reach a huge amount of specializednmdtion not available locally. A female
midsized farmer said: “The main thing that has lkoh@énlightened the farming
community has a lot of to do with communication &émel internet, cell phones and
technology. We can have access to what is happé&megy part of the world. We can
know what it's like communicate with people evergm, see pictures, how they live
and farm, and things like that”. The three smailifers described here have pulled
information and resource from several non-locaksesi- university, conferences,
extension, and internet - are examples of the resswavailable to farmers for learning
about different farming alternatives. A midsizediar commented: “Farmers nowadays
are not hick people anymore. They are very somaitdd and they see new opportunities
coming in. There are many additional uses for agfucal products and probably will be
a lot more. You have to keep updated.”

The cattle small farmer. The cattle farmer moved with his family to Farmimgt

in the early 70’s to work for an agribusiness compia a nearby town.
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He always wanted to farm and his wife has a farokgaund. After he retired a
few years ago, they bought a small farm (aroundd6s) and started raising animals, as
a hobby. “I don’t know if you can call that a farithere’s nothing there, besides cows
and a corral. It's been so much work...”. In addititrey rent a few more acres from a
retired neighbor. The wife explained the rationadéind their cattle production choice:

As | said (my husband) has always liked animalstkve tried to raise some
cattle, and then we raised (birds). They were ypreifd, but the kids loved them.
We did that mostly for fun, because he really like@®ut now we’re interested in
making some money out of it. The farm we boughddssmall to raise corn or
soybeans and when we bought it, it had 15 acrpastiire already. With the price
of cattle right now we can make more money raisiigle than raising crops in
that small area. Besides we don’t have any machimetractors. If we wanted to
farm we’d need to buy it at all. Plus that grousdbétter for cattle, it is hilly . . . .
| believe careful planning, cattle in good healtld good management will give
us an extra income and lots of satisfaction. Wigaening, talking to specialists,
attending workshops. In the beginning we did it tiyd®r fun or hobby. But now
it's business. We intend to market our productiarerocally (Christian
County). With the price of the oil reaching $4/galldelivering food around here
makes us more competitive.

Both husband and wife are actively engaged in conitylife. They know about
half of local residents including the mayor, sch@wid town- board members, main
street business people, and most local farmeen“a member of the Civic Janes. |
mostly work during the blood drives. We've got e them every year. That's the
most that they can get from me nowadays. My husbatwzhgs to American Legion and
he is also a Mason. He volunteered for two yeasummer school. | donate money to
church art classes every year, not sports...spotrtsrgrigh already. We're members of
the Farm Bureau, cattle associations and thingsthit, but we don’t go to the
meetings”, the wife said.

The specialty corn small farmer.A town resident suggested interviewing him:
“He used to be a big farmer. Now he is big in clarmake snacks”. Gossip has it that the
specialty corn farmer was formerly a big farmer logt part of his ground during the
80’s and is still struggling to pay debts.

He owns approximately 100 acres and from relatieass another 300 acres.
“This land has been in my family for three genenadi I've lived here my whole life. |
raised my kids here”, he said. Frustrated by thepstition for farmland he decided to

look for an alternative that allowed him to live lois own ground instead of competing
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head-to-head with the big farmers for more groutid.strategy is to produce more
valuable crops on smaller acreage — a niche operdtie explained:

Some years ago | farmed up to 2,000 acres, | cadeséven landlords, all people
that | know well. Then | realized that | was worgin working very hard without
the rewards...you know, | was working just to paytdeBome landlords went to
cash rent, then all this competition for land &@rt.You cannot compete with the
big farmers. People needed to go over to more aé tand in order to keep
going...Then I thought ‘I don’t want this for me, éwft need that.” Do you
understand? | just see things happening with tihenwonity and | don’t wanna be
part of that. | love what | am doing. And | deadde survive with what | have. |
went to several workshops around the country | dotlvat maybe it would be
good to go in a different direction...| found thes®ple in Florida and they
needed a different kind of corn to make chips. N@noduce and process
specialty corn here.

He described his operation of a specialty corrsf@cks and animal food with
pride:

| built everything on this farm. | had no bluepant own the electricity that we
use. | built the elevator and constructed it alkeif, | employ four local kids,
including my son, who lives nearby. | am gonna slyow everything before you
leave, kiddo. | take the beans out of the fielp,dcess them, | ship it to these
people interested in the commodity. You've gotgeaalize...You cannot just go
out there beating everybody to make $3 more.... @ibésn’t work for me. You
got to specialize in what you're doing. This is wham doing... | send specialty
corn from Chicago to Florida, San Francisco anchBgrania...

He knows 75% of local residents and can be easéy $n community events. |
help to raise money for hospitals around herd’m not very involved in many local
organizations but | help them when it's neededy ta support most local events. | don’t
bank in town. | go to Farmington just for the esgdnhings. | go there for my
grandkids’ baseball games”, he said.

The hog small farmer.The hog farmer is unique because he works with his
father, an established midsized farmer. He saydvis@ys knew what he had to do to get
into farming. “We don’t have enough land to feed ti@milies. So, | knew | had to do
something different”. His family has grown cropsiaaised hog in the traditional way
for two generations, but on a small scale. He gutlicollege with a degree in farm
management. While there he learned all he couldtaimy production to introduce
innovations into the family business. After he grateéd and joined the family business,

69



they intensified their hog production by adoptireywitechnologies and production styles.
Nowadays, he is a 50-50 partner with the operatidmch raises about 4,000 hogs.

His farm management training is evident when heentes that their new
operation would “enhance the local economy by comsg extra bushels of grain per
year and add in tax revenue to the county.” Theeibgment of the new barn was
accomplished with the support of governmental granid agencies. “There is help out
there. You just have to look for it. | applied fmants and it was worth the time spent on
applications. We had lots of help, not only finatigi. Now we have an efficient,
productive and environmentally engaged productBome farmers don’t know how to
do that or they think it is too much work”. His $ugtication at tapping new resources,
gained at the university, made the family’s investinn his education worthwhile.

His family is customarily involved in community affs creating
intergenerational continuity in both businessesasidntary organizations (Chan &
Elder, 2001). “We are very active in all the lochlbs and organizations because we
have to be, because there are not enough peogéette work, so everybody has to do
something. Even in school or in the community eledy has to help out”, he said.

During an informal talk (initiated by my landladg) Kiwanis meeting, the hog
producer said:

We've lost many young people who left for collegel mever came back. |
always knew | wanted to farm. Hog production hdsred me another
opportunity to be a partner in my family's farm amchain in this community.
Grains and hog production are a perfect combinatains are gonna feed the
hog. The integration with grain cropping providesaal compost and better
forages are produced. It's a win-win situation.

During a Kiwanis meeting, a member commented oroffeing of the family’s
new barn: “He put a lot of time and work in thatl@ing. | heard it is a state-of- the-art
facility; the newest environmentally friendly teciogy was used. He is a very gifted
young man”.

The maintenance of community engagement by these #iternative operators
generates more community approval than given toesstul large farmers, who are not
engaged. For example, when the family above helopan-house for their new hog
facility the event was crowded with community resits and high school students.

During one bingo evening, three women (one a lamdoyexpressed concerns about the
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specialty corn farmer: “I really hope this is naligg to affect him. He is doing well.
And he is just the type of guy who can boast aemil anyone’s face. It’s just the way
he is. I'd hate to see him in trouble again.” Théle farmer has a pond in his property
that he wishes to turn in a camping area to shétethhe community: “It would be a
wonderful option of entertainment for our families”

These three cases demonstrate that it is possibéedmall farmer to be profitable
in Farmington without being dependent on increativegoperation’s land base. In
addition, the profiles of this small minority ofrfaers reveal they are relatively more
focused on the well-being of their family and conmity, in contrast to large operators
who have a “bigger is better” mindset and corregjpagly treat land as a commodity and
farming as only a business. Alternative agricultsystems and diversification also help
small farm holders to integrate the farm businass community economy and life,
generating employment, stimulating related busieessid being active in community
organizations. Based on the comments of town ragsdbe community seems supportive
of their innovation particularly because each $eeal resources and community
engagement as important. Their results demongtratesmall can work, if farming full
time is the definition of success, not simply belmgger. The “bigger is better” belief
chased by local farmers does not foster the hilgivets of community well-being
associated with farms using sustainable or alter@aigricultural systems.

Because almost all Farmington farmers share afbeltbe “bigger is better”
rationale, and local land is a limited resourcés @ situation that produces a highly
competitive community land market. The next chaptiiresses the recent changes in the

Farmington local farmland market and how it affdotsal farmers.
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Chapter Six: The Decline of Localism in the Farmlan Market

Recent changes in Farmington farmland market, @ffeconly the community’s
farmers and landowners but townspeople as welltriRearing of the land market was
shaped by the increased use of competitive casimggand the entry by greater numbers
of non-local farmland owners and operators. Evdassribed reflect the market
dynamics between 2005 and 2007. Farmers duringithésfaced high production costs
due to high oil prices but were hopeful that a gmesational shift to more corn useage,
driven by more ethanol production, would improve general agricultural economy.

Midwestern farmland market dynamics suggest thatroanity membership
tends to benefit indigenous farmers (Allen & Luetf92; Salamon, 1992). However,
this advantage is being eroded as outside playefsas absentee landlord/investors and
more recently non-local operators expand into dicallfarmland market. As a new
farmland market emerges its character indicatdddbalism is weakening. By localism |
refer to traditional advantage Farmington’s farmeekl in the local farmland market by
virtue of being embedded in community social neksand by being civic-minded
citizens complying with local customs and rulestilhecently landlords and farmers,
because they lived in the same community, shareidlswetworks and intimately knew
one another’s affairs (Salamon, 1992). Landlor@&sisions in the local land market were
influenced by a farmer’s reputation and performaaoel that of his family (Allen &
Lueck, 1992; Salamon, 1992). This chapter highfigtew patterns and strategies
adopted by farmers and landlords in a farmland ptaskaped by declining localism.
Because the size of operation seemed an imporgaetrdinant of market behavior, the
farmer sample is divided by the criterions defiiredhapter three: small, midsized and
large farms. Although all the farmers and landlaejsresented were born in Farmington
or are life-long residents, the presence of new-laarket players (both landlords and
operators) was a salient concern raised by alldesrand landlords.
New Players in the Local Land Market

For years farmland markets were recognized as bedaad or regional, because of
the inherently varied characteristics of soilsnelie and location (Raup, 2003).
Furthermore, moving cumbersome machinery and ekfaieors reduced the range of

travel to be farmed. Additionally, farmers and lemds (both buyers and sellers/tenants
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and landowners) were historically members of theesbbcal Midwestern community.
Being a community member used to give local farnadievored position in the farmland
market due to their proximity to the land, knowledyf its productivity, and social
connections to the landowners (Allen & Lueck, 19R3aup, 2003; Salamon, 1992).
However, for various reasons absentee owners dhe imcrease along with land prices.

Non-local landowners are not exactly a recentdtiedocal Midwestern farmland
market, they were common as early as tHedgntury (Bogue, 1963). However,
nowadays such players have identified a new pathaanter tight-knit Corn Belt’s
farming communities that does not require theispnee or engagement. A tax law
known as the 1031 Exchange, described in chapteriswointed to by seven farmers
(18% out of 38) and three landlords (13% out of @3jhe critical new factor shaping the
current local farmland market. Their observatiores@nfirmed by a survey released by
the lllinois Society of Professional Farm Managand Rural Appraisers which found
that more than half of farmland sales in lllinas2005 used the mechanism of 1031
Exchanges to avoid federal financial-gain taxef(8key, 2007).

Transactions via 1031 Exchanges modified loca lannership structures by
increasing the presence of non-local owners wittiestto the community. Widespread
use of exchanges also resulted in driving up laacket prices beyond the production
value of land (www.usda.gov/documents/LandValued_&ental_Rates.pdf). Local
farmers recognize that the 1031 investors affeat fimnancial bottom-line. A 37 year-old
midsized farmer reflects the opinions of five otf@mers when he complained about
1031 Exchanges. Although he is able to expanddnim bperation his future position is
fragile, he believes:

It's just these 1031 people coming in and screvewgrything up. | don’t blame
the owners because they want the best return hBaetpeople own ground
outside big cities. And they sell that ground fagh money and come down here
and buy for whatever price you want because thegbtehe money. We just had
a farm sale this past month and there was a lacaldér who wanted this ground.
He kept biding up, but because investors were thigliag on it, they ended up
getting it... There is no limit. That piece of grouwent for $4,950/acre...Last
year we bought about the same quality of groun@®®200. . . . it's increased
that much basically because of the 1031s.

The price of high quality Central lllinois land meased by 17% in 2007, according
to the lllinois Society of Professional Farm Manasgand Rural Appraisers. High land
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values erect barriers for new farmers seeking en&rypurchased land (Wunderlich,
1993). Beginning farmers, in particular, are frattd because inflated land prices make
purchases inaccessible for them. Four farmers camed that the land values in
Farmington do not pay agriculturally, given curreaww commodity prices (due to
increased production and larger stocks of gra@eg young midsized farmer expressed
how 1031 investors inflate the competition for féand:

It [competition] is tough for local farmers. We aret going against a neighbor
farmer who's in a similar situation. We are goimgiast people who have the
money in hand. They don’t care what the price ieyljust want to put [funds] in
an investment where they don’t have to worry alpaying taxes. Many times
they’re not even farmers. ... We have a lot of fagrarxious in this area that feel
they were not given the chance to buy extra farthla@cause somebody who
lives 100 miles away can pay $5,000/acre.

Before the advent of 1031 investors the local laradket was more predictable.
Local farmers and owners knew their potential caitqs’ financial situation and thus
their possible action in the land market. Now farsrere not likely to know the potential
competitors who might bid against them. Thus, Idaahers more often are effectively
being excluded from the competition for the smaibaint of community land that
annually becomes available in the public land marke

A second source of increasing absentee landloreeship is the
intergenerational transfer of land in the contéxthe continued out-migration of farm
youth (Elder, 1996; Salamon, 1992). What happemsféosm family estate is often
decided by heirs who left the community, are disgyegl from farming and out of touch
with the community’s ways of life (Salamon, 199Barm youth out-migration represents
an occupational shift due to the lack of farmland bocal jobs, as cited by six landlords
and two farmers. A young midsized farmer explairfédiou aren’t a farmer there is not
much you can do around here”. Eight farmers (21%8atfotal) pointed out that when
land is passed to non-residents, if they lack arggnal attachment locally, it becomes
treated as a commodity. Because the local land®sivaeerage age is 70, much
community acreage is expected to change handg icaitming decade. Figure 5 shows
that more than 10,000 acres are owned by localdentgl65 years old and over (19 out of
23 or 83%) who were surveyed. Since most landlordsided in this research own land
within a six-mile radius from Farmington (thus a(@D-acre area), the 10,000 acres
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owned by 65+ landlords corresponds to 14% of thed txreage of the area.
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Figure 5 Farmland Owned by Local Landlords, by age. SauCaenmunity
Survey.

More intergenerational transfers of land to noralsdeighten the vulnerability of
local farmers. Because non-local owners have lessratment to the community than
resident landowners, they may sell whenever thayt wad to whomever they want,
without regard for the local ramifications. Thitugition raises the level of uncertainty for
farmers who are less able to predict how abseate#idrds will behave or think. As
explained by a midsized farmer: “The majority od-tihe farmers (local landlords) still
deal with local guys. When you have the generationange to the sons and daughters or
grandsons and granddaughters of farmers, who dwgait live around here, that's when
they will look for the highest bidder”. Local farmsedo not expect loyalty from landlords
who are not part of the local community becausg #re not controlled by social
standards and customs usually accepted among Faonites.

A third recent trend identified in the emerging gsition of the Farmington
land market results from the increasing presenec®nflocal mega-farmefsoperating
in the community. While their numbers are not gréase players intensify the
competition for farmland in the community, whichturn drives up rent prices on leases.

Concerns about these mega-farmers reach beyorfidrtheyate to the community as a

15 Large corporations farming more than 10,000 acres.
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whole. Criticisms of these outside, large operatansing in the community came from
every quarter of Farmington. Over 40% of farme&s%2of landlords and 9% of
townspeople expressed concerns about the recembiplema of mega-farms in central
lllinois, a region formerly dominated by family faers who provided all the labor and
decision-making on the farm and were active inltisal community (Bogue, 1963).

Farmland is considered a shared heritage in rerahtunities (Salamon, 1992).
Farming issues in Farmington, is the main topicaifee shops and tavern discussions.
As a retired farmer explained: “Everybody in thesranunity likes to think they have a
say in what happens in farming. In a certain wagygbody is connected to farming
around here. It's just part of life and of who yeme. For example, the dates for some
social events are chosen not to interfere withpreods when farmers are busy in the
fields”.

Historically local farmland was mainly controlleg lmcal families who lived and
worked in the community. The community fears tiha&t invasion by outside operators is
“taking” land from local farmers. A local citizen his late 50’s describes how such
farmers behave:

Right outside of town here, there are people frtowh west of Farmington]
which is probably 50 miles from here. They're triawvg that far to rent land here.
They're very aggressive...can outbid any offer. Thegbably farm 10,000 acres.
They target people who don’t own a lot of land ..ytbéer them a pretty good
check that a lot of times local farmers can't afftw pay. There are bigger guys
than that. They come in with five or six big trastand likely do all their work in
a half of a day or so. In the fall they come heitl\five or six combines and by
the end of the day everything is gone. You dontwrihem. You don’t see them
around, they just come and go.

Usually non-local farmers are viewed unfavorablypleyple in Farmington.
Locals claim these outsiders are aggressive farmieostake land from those who need it
most, target old landlords and widows, are poowatds of the land, and give nothing
back to the community. A small farmer who persgnakperienced fierce competition
from these outsiders explained: “The big guys mewlder people. They use their
financial power to get what they need. There’s mgthwe can do”. Mega-farmers are
viewed as norm violators. In their ceaseless dovadditional farmland they break local

customsand rules that formerly controlled the local farndanarket. One midsized

76



farmer in his late 50’s describes how customargfas can be ignored by these
outsiders, who wield great financial power:

There is a practice that when local farmers reifitdiey don’t have anybody to
pass land on to, they offer the land to neighbB®u, nowadays neighbors cannot
compete with outsiders. Some farmers live 50 nfil@® here and even so
they've got land here. They're big operators arfdrdiigher cash rents. | heard
that there are people getting $200-$220 per acrthéir land.

Non-local operators’ penetration into land marKatdrom their base is
facilitated by the expansion of cash-rent leasespsded for in public “auctions”. The
land goes to whoever bids the highest per acrash cent regardless of where they live
or how they work. It is in this way that cash |le@gsis another factor leading to the
decline of localism in the local farmland markdt's‘all about money” commented a
midsized farmer about the expansion of cash leasitige area.

Cash-Rent Leases and the Decline of Localism

As recently as the 1990s, crop-share leasing agneesndominated this land
market. The leasing was an arrangement betweeiegarto knew one another and
sealed the deal with a handshake. A landlord cadeaant according to his or her
evaluation of the potential tenant’s farming skilemmunity reputation, or a personal
relationship (Allen & Duek, 1992, Salamon, 1992)ozshare agreements are still used
when landlord and tenant have a close cooperatiationship, typically based on
kinship, which makes sharing the risks of produttnd profits a reasonable
arrangement (Baron, 1982; Salamon, 1992; Reiss8)1%8e increasing adoption of cash
leases replacing crop share leases contributée tdecline of localism in Farmington’s
land market as well as in the whole Corn Belt.

Farmington’s farmers unanimously consider that Heaent has opened the doors”
for non-local farmers to invade what was previoubbir local land market. According to
almost two-thirds (n = 22 of 38) of Farmington’sifeers the advance of cash leases is
driven by absentee landlords’ preference for moigress-like arrangements, considered
simpler to manage and more profitable (Barry et28l00). “The bid process is becoming
more popular among landowners for choosing a tesashidetermining top-dollars cash
rental rates. In general, landowners call bids fpyeferred farmers or may open the
bidding to any operator willing to participate”,@ained a small part-time farmer. When

cash leases are publicly advertised, outsider-tqeraeize the opportunity to expand
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operations, and thereby gain entry to a new landkehaA 56 year-old midsized farmer
explains how the impersonal cash-rent leases Heeredthe local land market:

| grew up seven miles from Farmington. | knew laé kids living in the area. Our
parents all knew each other. Now | have neighboesver see. | wouldn’t know
him or his dad. Cash rent leases brought guysfr@re40-50 miles away. | have
a distant cousin who farms around here who is btseé counties away. He is
really big and needs the land to spread the cdstis @peration. He doesn’t care
how he gets the land as long he gets it. With cashthe landlord doesn’t have
to know him (farmer), you don’t have to see himuYtawyer can do it, or you
can do it over the phone.

Those landlords, with no interest in personallylidgavith farmers, hire
professional farm-managers who are said to pudhnieas leases because such
arrangements potentially yield higher profits, adaag to three farmers. Farm managers
publicly advertise in local and regional newspapersolicit bids of rents per acre on
particular farms. Consequently, non-local mega-aioes take advantage of the processes
winning leases with high bids that can only makessef the loss per acre is balanced by
economies of scale. A large local operator in Bis #vhose goal is growing the
operation before his 12 year-old son turns18 yelarand wants to enter farming,
describes his experience with a farm-manager mid@e hoping to generate the most
income on acreage:

I've got one farm manager, who manages for a guyalifornia. When the tenant
who farmed this land quit | asked him to farm itddre said yes. But he said I'd
have to cash-rent. The manager called the owneZslifornia and told them that
I'd only take the ground if we cash-rented it. Tliea owner called me and asked
me ‘how come | didn’t want to crop-share? | toldhHididn’t say that, that |

prefer crop-share. There was a discussion andkiiygtythe manager, but we crop-
share. | still continue to crop-share it now. Thener didn’t know me, but | farm
some ground for his cousins who live in Chicago boip-share theirs ... If |
didn’t have that close relationship with the cogsibhwould have gone to cash-
rent. | would have taken it anyway because | ned¢dedand. But fortunately it's
crop-share.

More cash-rent leases and more outside playerdste competition for
farmland, and threatens local control of a farm camity’s most precious resource. A
farmer’s reputation, community ties, shared risid aonformity to community social

norms and practices were critical factors that sbapaditional aspects of locality in the
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Midwestern farmland markgt These factors served communities well to regudatéto
promote good practices by local farmers but arevid®en outsiders with no attachment
to the land or connection to the community enterrttarket. The effects of this ongoing
decline of localism on Farmington’s local farmers examined next.

Consequences of Declining Localism in Farming: “It a dog eat dog world”

Because of the high value of and demand for laadnkgton farmers depend
heavily on leased land (68% of the land operateBdynington’s farmers is leased
according to the community survey). This percentaget higher because one local
farmer owns approximately 3,000 acres. In 20060i§ FBFM Association and the
University of lllinois found that 85% of the farnmd is rented on Central lllinois farfiis
Leases are so critical to the farm business tmatdes use lease-types as verbs in regular
conversation. Farmers usually say “I crop sharer.l oash rent...” to refer to the
arrangement used on their rental land. Farm managiem Farmington has been
profoundly changed by a greater reliance on cashleasing and outsider-players’ entry
in the local land market, leading to the declinéogglism in the land market described
above.

In places where localism in the farmland markevails crop-share leases are
sealed by a handshake between operators and ldsditio trust one another. No
contracts are necessary. However, two-thirds ahkragton farmers operate with both
crop-share and cash-rent leases (61% of 38 tatakfs). Of the remaining operators 8%
are full owners, 21% use all crop-share leases,1af6l only work with cash-rent
agreements. Gradually, crop-share leasing, nowiderezl old-fashioned by Farmington
farmers, is giving way to cash-rent. A midsizedrfar notes that: “When | started
farming in '88 it used to be all 50-50 [crop-shagreements]. The landlord would pay
for half of the inputs and | would pay the othelf hide would provide the land | would
provide the machinery and labor to do it. Thahis old way. Back then my ground was a
100% crop-share. That's about flip-flopped now.thslugh the trend towards cash-rent
leases accelerated in the past two decades, Faonisdgarmers show a strong

16 No or low till production systems also made meganfag possible. However, actual production
systems are not the focus of this study.

" Data is from Central lllinois commercial grainifsers enrolled in lllinois Farm Business Farm
Management Association.
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preference for crop-share arrangements and souwstdlgic about the time when “you
gained any ground you rented by the quality of yeark and the quality of you as an
individual”, as put by a midsized farmer in his £0As shown in Table 9, only 26% of
farmers prefer cash-rent to crop-share leases hf#e have no preference. Thus, it is

clear that most farmers still favor the crop-sHaese.

Table 9

Leasing Preferences among Farmington’s Farmersiby & = 38)

Percentage of preference Small  Midsized Large Total
(n=19) (n=13) (n=6) (N = 38)

Crop-share 78 62 17 63

Cash-rent 11 38 50 26

No preference 11 0 33 11

Source: Community Survey
Notes:x’= 10.950, Pearson’s R: 0.378 df: 4, p<.0027.

A Chi-square test suggests that the variables “&m@ groups” and “preferred
leasing” are associated. There is a positive catiocel between these two variables,
showing that large operations prefer cash-renekeasSne explanation for large
operators’ preference for cash-rent leases ighiegtfavor less management interference
over the assurance of less risk provided by crepesteases (Barry et al., 2000). Six
small farmers believe the larger farmers’ abilaypay higher cash-rent rates to expand
their operations is what dominates their decisiakimg. Small and midsized farmers
resent that cash leases are becoming standaricprddtey prefer a crop-share
arrangement because of its shared risk aspectichweach partner receives a share of
the crop appropriate to their contributions of lalatbor and inputs. Share proportions
typically vary according to soil productivity (Reisl983). Farmington’s fertile soils are
mostly farmed by 50-50 splits. Only two Farmingftarmers (out of 26 share leases’
users) hold arrangements different from the 50t&amary split for this area. One
small-sized farmer, who entered farming recentfieaetiring from a government job),
shares the opinion of about two thirds (63%) oinkiagton’s farmers: “My preferred
leasing form is crop-share 50-50. | think it ig fiai the good and bad times. It is more
work to keep the divides right, to make sure thattickets are exactly right. But | think

that is more equitable...”
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Another reason smaller farmers say they value sh@ve leases is that such
agreements convey the understanding that a lantiigsts the tenant. Thus, when a
landlord chooses a crop-share leasing arrangemeatidates the tenant’s personal and
professional worth. As explained a midsized far(ddryrs old), the third generation of
farmers in his family: “My landlords are peoplettiige known for a long time. I've
worked for more than 20 years for one of my landoiThey are satisfied with the way |
work. They know they can trust me. | believe I"avar disappointed them. Otherwise |
wouldn’t carry more than ten crop-share leases’spteke with pride about this measure
of his worth as a farmer.

Very few young people become farmers today. Acegydio the 2002 USDA
Census of Agriculture, only 6% of all U.S. farmare under the age of 35 while half of
them are between the ages of 45 and 65. As dedqrileeiously, it is small and young
farmers most strongly affected by the decline oalem and dominance of cash-rent
leasing in the land market. The community surveyntbthat the average cash-rent in
Farmington in 2006 was $167 an acre while in 20@0average cash-rent paid by
Central lllinois’ farmers linked with Illinois FarBusiness Farm Management
Association was $132 (www.farmdoc.illinois.edu/mge@ash_rents_text.html). Such a
high value for cash-rent leageskes it difficult or even impossible for entry-&ty
smaller farmers to compete for the land that besoavailable in the public land market
(cash-lease prices practiced in Central lllinoes @escribed in Chapter Four: Table 5).
Smaller operators tend to lack the capital forabsts involved in paying up front both
rent and production costs when entering farming [ife-stories of three small-sized
Farmington farmers in their late 20’s sound almdesntical. Each grew up in the farm
founded by a great-grandfather and each wanted tofarmer since childhood. One
summarized the fatalism about the future small ajoes face due to land market
changes: “There’re people that used to farm in¢bimmunity that have been run out of
business of farming because of cash-rent. | méatistwhere we’ll be... that's the same
way we’ll all be. In ten years we won't be farmiagd that’ll be because of cash-rent”. A
female farmer recalled: “Farming got so competitivat drove a lot of them (small
farmers) away because they couldn’t make it. Thexe not enough ground and cash-rent

just worsened the situation. My husband also westhool here. The other day we
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figured that out of all the boys that were in oigthschool class (around 16 boys), |
think, only 2 still farm and they were basicallyfalrm boys”. A young farmer from an
established farm family who just started farminghwvhis father described his fragile
position:

Cash-rent has attracted more people lately. Itisrad that | hate to see, because
as a young agriculturalist | don’t want it to cotoehat. We're already dealing
with the increase in inputs’ prices. This makeslmugiget very tight. The problem
is that | don’t have the ability to stop them (larfgrmers) because | can’t outbid
them. | don’t have the capital or the equity byét to do that. So, | am in the kind
of position that | prefer to step back and watchattappens. Too many times it's
taken out lot of small farmers...they have to givdfanmning because they can’t
afford it. The larger farmers are taking away ted on bidding that is more like
an auction ..., on land that you're going to keep fosa year or the next until
other big farmer offers a better deal to the lardllo

Three large and five midsized farmers (21% of jagree that young and small
farmers cannot survive the emerging land marketpatition, although they are less
likely to blame cash-rent leases as explicitlyafge farmer echoes the standard view of
the inevitable technological treadmill of induslizad agriculture making bigger as better
(Cochrane, 1958):

Competition has increased in the last years...llsedéuture with fewer and fewer
farmers. A young person cannot start farming nowsadmless his family is
already in business or he has a million dollansvest in some land and
machinery. Small farmers cannot compete with bigné&as. When you grow
grains you need scale to make a profit. That'sathg it is.

Local larger operators, both local and outsider arkegmers, appear favored by
the increasing use of cash-rent leases. Both apdsgdes are criticized by community
members for being more aggressive in the land mafke success of the larger farmers
at the expense of the other farmers is considezadlbss by (seven) townspeople (13%)
as well as (six) farmers (16%). A retired farm wdfescribed a local large operator as “a
terrible person who takes land from people who nedtkecause he’s got money nobody
can outbid him. He is greedy, he is a greedy pérsthe said. A small farmer agreed that
this same large farmer operates in ways that \w@alammunity customs: “They’re
backstabbing their own people. We can’'t competealtlog eat dog world. That's the
way it is. That's the way it's become, | guess”cBese non-local landlords have little or
no access to information about their tenants, exwbpt a farm manager tells them, the

safe business decision is to always rent grournhledighest bidder. With the cash-rent
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lease the landlord’s income is guaranteed, andant&s character is a secondary
consideration. Short-term financial returns themefare put ahead of forging a longer-
term relationship. Farmers in small communities Barmington know their competitors
well. They may be linked by kinship, neighbor, nefdship ties. Given these bonds
farmers hold the ideal expectation for fair treatinethat neighbors do not violate close
social ties in the competitive land market (Bard®83; Salamon, 1992). A midsized
farmer in his 50’s summarized the seismic changsitg and financial trends have
wrought: “My opinion is that family ties, or commitymties, do not matter anymore. It
just seems like that everything revolves around egokverybody is out for what they
can get. That's the way it is”.

The decline of localism and the increasing demandairmland have reduced the
importance of personal connections relative to [yurasiness relationships in land
acquisition. Consequently, local large farmers fetl pressure to abide by customary
social control mechanisms that prioritize neighineds and fairness for establishing a
good reputation in the community of Farmington. iDgrthe study a small farmer in his
late 40’s lost a rented tract after the absentegidad decided to shift to cash-rent. The
ground he farmed went to a local large farmer wiitid his smaller neighbor’s offer.
For weeks this case was the subject of most coatiens in the tavern, at the coffee
shop and at bingo nights. In general, townspeoptgathized with the small farmer and
were harshly critical of the large farmer. But théscal sentiments did not change the
outcome. The small farmer involved in this episegplained that peoples’ opinions, in
the form of gossip or social pressures, have fapbrtance in governing behavior:

They (large farmers) don’t care anymore about weaple say about them. | am
a Christian and the Bible says that a good remmrtas to be held more than
richness is. Nowadays, farmers don’t care abouttatjon...they care about the
money. The mentality is changing from what it usetle. Some people say that
farmers in the past were greedy too, but thanit isue...We used to help each
other and looked out for each other. Farmers atengeso big that they aren’t
concerned with what the community will think abtluem. They got the big
money and that changes everything. They just hmedfér a good rental check
and that’s all.

Rivalry among farmers has always been part of danmihg game (Dudley, 2000;

Salamon, 1992). “It is business for those ablediesolidate or a conspiracy of “haves

against the “have-nots”, who also aim to consoitigGalamon, 1992:218). However,
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according to almost three-quarters of Farmingtoméas the competition for farmland
nowadays is stiffer than it was not long ago. A petitive land market has intensified
the use of actions considered a violation of cusignmbehavior. One large farmer
described his own experience:

Fifteen years ago my father passed away and wegtoathd, good ground. Before
we buried my dad they (neighboring farmers) wellartg to my landlords and
tried to rent the ground out. | was going to takerdhe operation. They said |
was too young. And there is more of that today-ppecalling people’s landlords
on the phone and trying to offer them more cashferthe piece of ground.
They'll offer $2 more per acre just to get the lahdir neighbors are farming.

A competitive land market has intensified the ulskehavior previously frowned
on because of the ruthless competition to expamd &ze, chasing “bigger is better”
success. None of the six local large farmers adahittat they “take land from other
farmers,” as suggested by other farmers and somesfpeople. They claim they are
offered land by landlords because of the quality efficiency of their work. However,
they admit to paying higher rents to secure leaseeage:

I've never called up or knocked on any landlordd®d.. They know my
reputation. They trust my word and they know hovicessly | take my work. ...1
pay an average of $180 per acre. Sometimes | paghar price because | need to
spread my costs. Also, higher cash rent may bewsiment...the owner might
decide to sell the land and he’s going to offédirst to the tenant.

Operation size, as seen in the previous chaptan isiportant indicator of
success among farmers and is wielded to gain aggamver competitors (Salamon,
1992). In the farmland market, as a large farmetamed, operation size is a feature that
attracts “new ground”:

People know that | am interested in more grounely kmow that because | am
big, | can give them better deals. Because | am bagn get better prices for
inputs and fuel. I'm also responsible for the torgation of the grain to St.

Louis. | can do it cheaper because | own five tsudkhere are days that my trucks
go back and forth twice to St. Louis. | have actedbe Farmington’s grain
elevator, and to [three other towns in neighbodagnties] grain elevators. | own
fourteen bins in case we need to stock the gram hlso responsible for the
marketing. So, all of this gives me a comparatideaatage over the smaller
farmers.

Larger farmers are in general up-to-date technosdlyi because economy of

scale allows them decrease their costs. New amihghequipment is associated with
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successful farmers. Therefore, large farmers ddallotv the expected agricultural
norms common to the farmland market but they exjgebenefit from them.
Operators and Landowners’ Relationships

In the opinion of small and mid-sized farmers lamd$s and large operators are
responsible for the dramatic increase in leaseeprid small farmer in his 50’s reveals:
“[cash-rent] prices are getting ridiculous in thiga. The range of my cash-rent is
between $152 and $170. But the range out thettbegbeople that | know, is somewhere
between $120 and $240. The $240 is more so thggerpeople coming in”. Another
small farmer who recently lost a tract, which hasked for 20 years, to a larger local
operator defined cash-rent leases as a deal betweegreedy players: “You've got a
greedy farmer and a greedy landlord. The formebbtpsbup land and the latter gobbles
up cash”. He represents the nostalgic farmers wise the old days when Farmington
farmers, landowners and community members valugltipto one another.

Cash-rent lease benefits are largely biased tothartandlord, according to about
one-third of the farmers (n = 14). One midsizedni@r, who strongly opposes cash-rent
leases, considers himself fortunate because dikase arrangements are crop-share.
“For the landlord cash-rent is a guarantee. Noenathat happens to us he is still going
to make the same amount of dollars. Cash-rent besaothing more than a business
proposition”, he said. Traditionally, crop-sharedats provided “extra” benefits to their
landlords, especially when the landlord is a re&tin cash-rent arrangements,
theoretically, a farmer should not have any obiayat to the landlord beyond the rent.
But because of the fierce land competition in Fagton tenants do feel obligations,
particularly small and midsized operators. To stgvn the context of an intensely
competitive land market farmers feel compelledrw/mle cash-rent landlords the extras
similar to those they supply a kin-landlord in agshare partnership to keep them
“happy”, and their lease secure.

Landlords mentioned extras they expected from tsnaach as market
information (20%), crop reports during the grows®ason (62%), crop pictures (12%),
soil fertility treatment (32%) and a personal nelaship (72%). A personal relationship
involves sharing family pictures, sending a Chress$noard, and providing favors such as

fixing a fence or shoveling snow from a drivewahe$e extra obligations are
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expectations by the landlords that tenants must ordéey risk losing the land to
another farmer who will offer them, or more.

Farmers leasing land from kin are more inclinegrwvide extra-services, and
probably always have (see Table 10). Cooperatisards kin was a commitment felt
prior to the changes in the land market becausslglcelatives, especially widows
always depended on their tenants for support (Sala&nKeim, 1979, Salamon, 1992).
However, now they have the competitive land maskptessure to add to their concerns.
Only 20% of the farmers renting from kin-landlom®vide no extras to their landlords
other than receipts for production costs. Thesertefare supported by Table 10. The
Chi-Square test found that the variables “Kinstkapd “Extra-Obligations to Landlords”
are significantly associated. If they do not mékegx@pectations from the landlord farmers
feel threatened with the loss of the rented land.

Table 10
Tenants providing “extras” to landlords (n = 35*)
Provide extras Do not provide extras
Kin-landlords 7% 23%
No kin-landlords 25% 75%
Total 71% 29%

Source: Community Survey
Notes:x’= 4.770, df: 1, p>.02;
* 3 farmers are full owners.

Being able to offer extra benefits to their land®to secure the land they farm is
based on having a personal relationship, givinglsana midsized farmers an advantage
over the larger farmers. They feel constantly tteneed by the loss of ground and/or
cash-rent increases, because landlords relentlessipare their leasing arrangement
with those made by larger farmers they hear abotita community. One young
midsized farmer, who expanded his operation by&f6s in the last 10 years, explained
his treatment of crop-share versus cash-rent ladstio

They (landlords) expect the best of me and | make ® satisfy all their needs. |
talk to them if there is something that interebts. | offer reports for both
landlords (crop-share and cash- rent). | basidedigt both the same way. | have
to...I depend on their assets to make a living. éfjthsk for something ...well, |
don’t have to do it, but next year they might hasenebody else farming their
ground ... you're kind of at their mercy.
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Several farmers and townspeople suggested thatetdivg cash-rent agreements
with non-local operators carry environmental imagtions. A midsized farmer revealed
some reasons why this newer system has implicatarsoil quality, as an example:

You're not gonna invest in a lot of fertilizer iby are not sure you're gonna farm
this ground in four years. Cash-rent’s not a la@rgitbenefit to any ground. We
got people paying $203 to $215 an acre to get spmend. They can pay that for
three or four years, the problem is what he isgisirthat soil. The biggest fear
that | have about cash-rent is that the landloodsat really know how the land
has been treated, maintained and cared for. Thexgadep(non-local farmers) just
come in, but they don’t take the same care aba&uésisential nutrients, nitrogen
and potash and that sort of macronutrients aswimeowould do or a local
farmer who the owner trusts would do. They justrféirand then leave. They
don’t pay attention to the soil. That's the terrky part of cash rent to me. In the
old crop-share rent, the landlord should be movelired and the tenant should
take care of his ground like it was family land.

The implication of his perspective is that locahfi@rs, who use cash-rent leases,
are less inclined to neglect soil fertility becao$éaving a closer relationship with a
landlord and a community reputation to maintaimi&irly, an absentee landlords’
farmland is at greater risk of fertility depletibercause of their being less involved in
farm management and less likely to know their ténBine absentee landlord is at
greatest risk when he leases cash-rent to non-tpeahtors.

Local landlords, however, are aware of these manageconcerns. All but a
single'’® landlord, who used cash-rent agreements, repoetpdring a periodic fertility
test to assure their fields were farmed with gotices. In addition, all tenants but one
admitted treating the land they cash-rent in teesway they treat tracts they crop share.
“My primary problem with cash-rent is you lose tha things that you got in the crop-
share lease: trust and character. How would yoyodo job if you knew that it doesn’t
matter what you do now, in five years you're gotose your job? Now, if somebody
hires you to do a job until you retire, this jolbssed on performance, care and trust.
That’'s what we lose with cash rent”, the midsizaairfer said. In reality, 20% of tenants
emphasized they treat all rented land as if thegealhit. A midsized operator in his
middle 40’s explained:

| am a young guy. | have a family to raise. | wiantarm for a long time to come
yet. If you mistreat the land not only would thadéord eventually say ‘I don’t

18 This landlord leases his ground to his son arstgriim to maintain soil productivity.
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like what is happening here’ and take it from méeymu've got competition for
ground. You've got neighbors that are fellow farsmand they can say: ‘I can do
a better job than that’. And | am sure some of tlialngo to the landlord and

say: ‘Hey, your guy messed that up, | can fix th&8, | have to guarantee myself
doing the best | can.

Therefore, the current suspicion that cash-rersieleanine soil fertility does not
necessarily occur, at least in the short term. Vitheliear is that Farmington’s local
farmers, because of the intensely competitive fanchimarket, hope that landlords
depend on their stewardship as well as their gréditassure continuation of leasing
arrangements.

Agricultural economists suggest that land produtgtiand land value should be
used to calculate cash-rent prices (Barry et @002 However, the great demand for
land with farm concentration has led some tenanétept cash-rent arrangement
without knowing about the tract’s productivity. Atugh most tenants still consider soil
fertility in the cash-rent price negotiation, fdenants who lease cash-rent confirmed
they do not take it into account. “When a piecgraund shows up for me | do not ask
too many questions, | just take it”, one of thena sBesperation causes some farmers to
acquire more land at any cost, although this giyatan lead to higher production costs
and, consequently, a smaller profit.

Cash-rent leasing practices have greatly alter@dthe local farmland
market now works in the Corn Belt. An increased petition for land and new
strategies for land acquisition have emerged. Thresels are intensified as more
new, non-local landowners and operators entera facmland market.

As new players penetrate the local land marketcaisti leasing becomes more
widespread, prices of farmland and cash-rent tencrease. As a consequence, larger
farmers more often win the competition for landiagbsmaller farmers in the emerging
local farmland market. In this way farm consolidatis expanded. Additionally, the
decline in localism contributes to the break-dowiooal customs that formerly guided
social life and farming practices in rural aredsud, changes in the local farmland
market inevitably have implications for the qualifylife in rural communities. In the
next chapter the impact of changes in farm strectur the community of Farmington is

explored.
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Chapter Seven: Community Effects of the Emerging Fanland Market

Farmington may resemble most other Midwestern ngamunities, but in the
eyes of its citizens, it “is the best place inWald”. The idea that “everybody knows
and cares about everybody” shared and cherishetbbyners, is a consequence of dense
social networks that link families, town and famwer multiple generations
(Freudenberg, 1986; Salamon, 2003). Like rural camties more generally,

Farmington is distinctively integrated by relatibips that foster reciprocity, promote
social engagement, and reduce incentives for bakiss and misconduct (Putnam, 1993,
2000; Salamon, 1992). These social relations shapecommunity engagement
motivated by the attachment of members to a platteawnique identity, viewed as
better than other places. But the social world idedtity in Farmington is undergoing
change.

Historically, farmers and rural communities weresely connected, with farmers
relying on town businesses for machinery, seetllifers, chemicals, feed and services,
such as, bank, shopping, school and church. Aral communities were oriented
socially and economically toward agriculture megtiarmers’ needs. As a consequence,
farm and community were unified by interests, stiangpectations and mutual
understandings. This chapter examines the efféaisamge in the farmland market on
the local community’s store of social capital, speally farmers’ and townspeople’s
participation in community life and the overall serof community that results.
Competition in the farmland market, it will be shovepills over into community social
relationships with the potential for a direct impan farmers visible in whether they
disengage from the community in which they werevjongsly engaged and felt loyal.
Trends in Rural Community Life

Local stores, churches, schools — those thinggikiata town its particular and
distinctive character have undergone considerdidege over the recent decades,
according to community members. Like many Midwestnall towns Farmington faced
various challenges and struggles to maintain itguenidentity. Table 11 shows the
major changes both positive and negative in thelldayears, as identified by local

people. They mostly relate to the loss of commusévices, along with demographic
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and infrastructure (new school, new fire statiorg ancrease in grain elevator’s capacity)

change compared to the recent past.

Table 11

Change Observed by Community Members* in the fagears (N = 124)
Change factors % of answers
Loss of local businesses/farms 87%
Increase newcomers/new houses 62%
New school 70%

New fire station 23%

Grain elevator increased capacity 13%
Increase in drugs/crimes 9%

Source: Community Survey
Note: * both farmers and town residents.

The 1940’s and 50’s were prosperous for Farmindtahsince then its business
and services have not fared well. According to &f%ommunity members, Farmington
lost core main street businesses and serviceslozeecent decades, despite maintaining
about the same population of approximately 1,0QG&imesses that closed are
nostalgically recalled by oldtimers because th@yasent what was formerly a self-
sufficient community. A retired town-resident dekes the Main Street decline:

Over the past 10 years the business district hasideated. We have lost many
businesses; if you go back 20-30 years ago we havs lost 25 to 30 businesses.
We used to have six filling stations and now weehgst one. There were two
grocery stores, a drugstore, two hardware stanese restaurants, a machinery
dealer and we lost most of it. We have fewer bissias, fewer farmers, most
people work outside town, everybody drives elseehershop, and kids don't
stay anymore.

Although fewer businesses are open, Farmingtorkéiaisits main street vital
longer than many small towns of its size. Truckd ears can still be seen parked in front
of the surviving businesses. Farmington’s residentduding farmers, recognize the
importance of keeping alive its small businessecal woman related: “l buy local as
much as | can because it supports local businessemices”. The only grocery store in
town is always busy because it reinvented itsedfcontinued existence is based on the
variety of services and flexible hours offered ¢ove the elderly population and younger
commuters. It has diversified its services to ideldry-cleaning, a restaurant, and a
coffee shop. It also delivers groceries and meaddderly citizens incapable of coming

to the store. Following the same strategy, theifiure store offers a catalogue to give
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local consumers more options in addition to th@sodlinner tables, bedroom sets
displayed in the big show-room of its downtown stor

These strategies are last-ditch efforts to reviérseobust trend towards non-local
shopping by Farmington’s residents. Emergent simpbehaviors of Farmington’s
farmers and townspeople are showed in Figure 6.pgaoed to townspeople, farmers’
local shopping only exceeds shopping patternswihspeople in their buying gas and
insurance locally, which represent two key factordarm businesses. However, it is
important to note that farmers buy gas (and othening inputs) from the local branch of
the Christian County Farmers Supply (CCFS), thenrgas and agricultural inputs
supplier, where they purchase large amounts acdit price. Figure 6 also shows that
over 40% of community members utilize the servige®cal banks, the furniture store,
insurance companies, and gas statiowhile some local support is evident for the
furniture and insurance businesses owned by la@ble only a small percent of the
farm and town population support the locally owsewle food store in town. The
grocery store is primarily used by elderly peoplaere dependent on local services and
businesses. According to U.S. Census 2010, 17%edbtal residents are 65+.

90%
80% 1
70%
60%
0% ] o farmers
40% m townspeople
30%
20%
10% +

0% T

food bank furniture insurance gasoline

Figure 6 Farmers’ (N = 38) and Townspeoples’ (N = 86) Ldghopping. Source:
Community Survey.

9 Banks and gas station are not locally owned.
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A visible contradiction in the shopping behaviofr@rmington’s residents exists,
however. While all report it is important to keeysinesses in town in principle, they
mainly shop locally for emergency or pick-up goadsher than as a routine. Major
shopping is typically done elsewhere, contributimghe local businesses’ slow decline.
A midsized farmer’'s comment on his family shoppsugnmarizes the majority view of
Farmington’s citizens: “We shop here only if we di@@mething quickly, otherwise we
go to Wal-Mart in Taylorville (county seat). lteéheaper and they have everything in the
same place — meat, vegetables, tools, clothesmateyy and all kinds of things”.

The paradox of main street loyalty is thus givgadervice but not acted on,
which reinforces its erosion process. In 2005 Fagtain’s main street held about 12
family-owned businesses, including a furniture st@r hardware store, a grocery store, an
insurance agency, a clothing store, a weekly nepepa photo studio, a beauty shop,
and a few others. Some had operated for over 3@ ywdhile others spanned multiple
generations. Among the obstacles faced by the renggiocal businesses hanging on is
owner succession. As owners approach retirementhagdack heirs interested in taking
over the business. A female business owner obsefwdten we go, who is going to
operate these businesses? Young people do notii@wey or the will to invest in the
inventory. | am afraid they will be gone”, she ssignaling the town’s future with a
more diminished downtown. The loss of local bussnas the main street contributes to a
decay of community leadership and engagement. Smsilhesses managers and owners
are typically community leaders, or active suppsrtd local civic organizations (Lyson
et al., 2001; Tolbert et al., 2002).

Another town-decline issue is that some servicéed are no longer locally
owned, for example the two banks are branchesrmdheadquartered in different
counties. The loss of any locally owned bank iswdigularly misfortune for a small
community. A locally owned bank is more likely te fiexible in its sensitivity to a
customer’s past history or family reputation (Bett996). Such banks are accustomed to
dealing with people they know and care about insxapranch of a larger bank might
not be. A further issue eroding main street vigabtcommunity dissatisfaction with the
selection and prices offered by local businessks.ldck of choice and high prices are

complaints raised by 45% of farmers and 62% of speople. Of course, Farmington’s
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small size reduces its competitiveness with latggrcstores in the county seat due to the
limited options for product diversity and servideand locally.

Loss of community businesses is reflected in ticallppb market (Albrecht,
2006; Goldschmidt, 1978). Farmington holds few j@ssde from those associated with
the farms, the schools and the family-businessgsémain in town. Commuting is
natural to local people. A recent high-school geddiexplained how commuting directly
affects local businesses and therefore negatiwatynaunity well-being:

Isn’t easy to raise a family these days. Some gelogve to work extra jobs to
make a living. And we don’t have jobs here. Theives get a job too. This is bad
for the community; they don’t have time to be inxaal in community stuff
anymore. It's bad for local business too. They ghlbp where they work because
once they get home they don’t wanna rush to the $tefore it closes its doors.
They wanna rest. | don’t blame them.

As local businesses disappear, the community losesnly stores but the critical
“third places” where people can interact regulagly¢change information, and nourish
local norms of social control through gossip anppgut (Oldenburg, 1999; Salamon,
2003). With the U.S. economy in recession thetalksof closing rural post offices
which serve as an important third place for snmadirts. Indeed the village post office is
where Farmington locals are seen meeting and ggeetie another when picking up
mail or packages.

Contradicting a Midwestern trend of aging commuasitiTable 12 shows that
Farmington’s total population and the populatiothafse over 65 years of age have
changed little over the last decades (Salamon,)182& maintaining the same
population profile depended on a substantial inliwew people moving into town.
According to U.S. Census, 93,6% of Farmington’sytaton lived at the same address
in the last five year in 2000. This figure falls88.5% in 2009.

Table 12
Farmington’s stable elderly population

1990 2000 2010
Median age 39 40 40
Population over 65 years 188 189 177
% of total population 16.8% 17.7% 16.8%

Source: U.S Census of Population and Housing 12®00. U.S. Census Bureau, 2010
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What brings newcomers to Farmington? Approximaddyo of the community
members say the town's appeal to newcomers ddromsts small-town way-of-life and
good schools combined with its easy access to Basuices. “We have a well-known
school. We are a safe community. We have the lbasimess and services — police,
ambulance, and fire department. There is this scoatimunity atmosphere, a closeness
among people”, explained a retired teacher. Theangimg 36% believe newcomers are
attracted by the availability of low-cost surplusuking. When compared to housing
costs elsewhere in lllinois Farmington houses oostverage 30% less than the state

average as seen in Table 13.

Table 13
Farmington and lllinois Housing Characteristics 80D and 2010
Farmington lllinois
2000 2010 2000 2010
Housing units 474 484 4,885,615 5,296,715
Homeownership rate 83,7% 88% 66,2% 67,5%

Median value of housing units $57,100 $74,900 $130,800 $202.200

Source: U.S Census of Population and Housing 2860JaS. Census Bureau 2010.
Although newcomers are responsible for the towojsutation stability, it was
not easy to find them. This fact shows that newasraee not easily absorbed by the
community (Salamon, 2003). During my study of Fargton | struggled to identify and
interview newcomers. Five newcomers suggested diynodrs were not exactly new in
town. All had lived in the community for more thave years, were well known, and
highly engaged in community life. For example, axfer Chicago resident retired to
Farmington almost twelve years ago. Since arriviadnas served twice as a town trustee,
been Kiwanis local chapter’s president, and is aigolved in many other local
organizations. But despite his broad and deep engagement he was introduced to me
as a newcomer. He said: “If they don’t know younity and your past, you will always
be called a newcomer, | guess”, he said. The ptesayor represents another inclusion
example, although he is also considered as a nearcéte moved to town seven years
ago after marrying a local woman. “People herevarg open-minded. They don’t mind
that you are an outsider, once they get to knowtlgey don’t mind”, he explained.
However, his inclusion was no doubt facilitatedhy wife’s community connections as

a native. All five “newcomers” described their life Farmington positively.
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While Table 14 verifies that the community hasrgiusive self-image, it is not
always viewed as warm and friendly by newcomerst Hiewcomers moving into town
are frequently labeled as transients, drug-deaaid Jiving on welfare might account for
this discrepancy. A single-mother of two who mowetivo years ago said: “Things get
better after a while. My kids are active in spotigés has helped us to get acquainted with
other parents and families. But most of my frierttds,ones | can count on, are up in
Taylorville (where she works)”. A single middle-agan who moved recently to
Farmington declined to be interviewed because lhé&éecould not answer questions
about the community: “I moved here 8 months agimri’t know anybody. | don’t have
much to say about it”, he said. A small farmer sdahe opinion expressed by other 12
community members:

It seems that some of the people moving into tdhey’re transients. | don’t

know how to say this, but they are low income, ediicated and have a tendency
of getting into trouble. They kind of come and Gbey don't really become part
of the community and nobody really knows where tbeye from or where are
they going. | really don’t know anything about thdmeally don’t know them.

Table 14

How Community Members Self-report Treating Newcemer

Percentage (%)

Warm and friendly 44
Takes time to warm up 28
Suspicious 10
Well, if the newcomers resemble oldtimers 6
Fine, if they don’t try to change things 9
New people are not easily accepted 3

Source: Community Survey
Note: N = 124

Farmington recently experienced some new homesglimiilt out in the
countryside or new families moving into empty addmhhouses. The location chosen by
these newcomers indicates a priority for privacg aurality, a lack of interest in
community life, and a preference for easy accessiter towns. Like the newcomers
moving into town, those moving into the countrysafgy live there. They work, shop,
and attend church elsewhere. While driving withlemdlady, the retired teacher, to a
nearby community “to try a different place to eattig pointed to several farmhouses

around town now inhabited for non-locals. “Soméhafse houses used to be Farmington
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people. They (newcomers) move here because thelytovaaise their kids closer to the
nature — in a quiet and safe place. They can’t iaaein Springfield anymore”, she
related. The owner of a construction business ettios view:

There are a few new homes been built out therth@rcountry). These people
own just a small piece of land. They don’t evemfdit]. Some of them are
retired people coming back to the community; someepaople from Springfield
who are tired of the city lifestyle. They don’t neakuch difference here
...sometimes they come to town, but they don’t getived.

Approximately half of the community reports knowifeyver people now
compared to 10 years ago. Due to locals out-miggatnd newcomers moving in,
Farmington is no longer seen as socially homogenaad uniformly oriented toward the
common good. When neighbors remain strangers addsimannot predict what they will
do or think. To a greater extent traditional nowhseciprocity (one gives now but
expects a return later), basic to a sense of &amsing neighbors, are no longer effective
(Coleman, 1990). However, almost two-thirds (62%the community recognizes that
Farmington needs newcomers: “We need them to ghdevneed more tax payers, more
kids in our schools”, a female town-resident sAisinoticed by 26% of residents
Farmington is evolving into a bedroom communitynirthe former vital farming
community.

The community values as positive indicators of Ragton’s continuity, despite
the decline of other towns, the construction oéw migh-school, a new fire station and
the local grain elevator increasing its capacityodght basic to its uniqueness, the
community takes pride in the preservation of itsaleschool. Unlike many lllinois small
towns that were forced to consolidate local schaatls nearby school districts,
following a state policy, Farmington high schoohgues as a consequence of its
community mobilization.

Recently the community had to make the decisiontdther to upgrade the 80
year-old local high school to meet federal andesgaiidelines, or simply abandon it, and
consolidate with a neighboring district. Built dniglly in 1924 the old high school
lacked air conditioning or handicapped access. R&oaction of the high school and its
maintenance meant higher local property taxes, fiewélthough not all taxpayers were
happy, the community decided to build a new hidtostin 2004. “It was concluded that
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it was cheaper build a new one than restore théwilding”, related a retired school
secretary.

A retired large farmer, not active in communityelihad a pivotal role in the
retention of the local high school. He explainsdpesode from his perspective:

Few years ago we had to decide about the fututieedFarmington high school. A
lot of people wanted consolidation with other sdhbwoted for the school. A lot
of people told me that | made a mistake about &ty said it would be better
for our kids to go to a bigger school where theyehaore options for courses and
sports. They think that kind of school would preptrem to be more competitive
if they wanted to go to U of | or other schooldargetting a job.

| voted against the consolidation for many reasbtignk we can have a
competitive curriculum here. And we can teach thdmat we think is important.
Besides, the school is the biggest employer ircdmmunity. A lot of people live
here because they work in the school. Also, | thivekschool is part of this
community. | remember this school from when | waistle kid. It is part of
everybody’s memory. It was there that | met my wiée instance. A lot of
people didn’t understand my reasons, but my voteahgreat weight because |
am the biggest tax payer in this community. Buiidught it was nice to keep the
school hoping the community will stay.

In small towns like Farmington schools are the nsa@iarce of recreational and
cultural activities, as well for employment. Higthsol sports, such as basketball and
baseball have a strong tradition here. Game naylet®njoyed by whole families and
everybody shares opinions about the local teant®peance. “Sports are a big deal to
this community. We're not as good as we used tim lblee past but it's part of our lives.
Win or lose we all support our teams”, said thédanf a high school basketball player.
In 2004 the community worked together on a prdjeceplace the centerfield scoreboard
and to build a centerfield wall for the high schbakeball diamond. According to a
town-resident the entire project was executed wallanteer work and donations. The
large farmer views the school as the heart of tmerounity - a symbol of a sense of
community. After losing key main street businessasiks, and public places the school
became the essential focus of community identitshdy lose their school, people would

have little reason for attachment to Farmingtoa atace.

The summer razing of the old high school turned atarge community social
event as shown by Figure 7. People of all agesgdiriochairs, coolers stuffed with
sandwiches and sodas, and cameras for the show.sahacross the street for three days

watching the old building come down. A retired teaicobserved one classroom coming
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down with tears in her eyes: “I taught for manyrgaa that classroom (pointing to a
window). So many memories”, she said. Some peagle Ibricks from the construction
site to keep as a memorabilia. The demolition te®keral days because of the bad
weather. My landlady and | visited it daily duringr town night cruises by car to check

on the status of the work.

Figure 7. Demolition of the local high school: A major salcevent

To raise funds for finishing the new school theadiboard created a sidewalk at
the school’s main entrance where personalized $xiokild be purchased for $60. The
day of the dedication ceremony there were appradind 00 named bricks honoring
former and current teachers, school staff, formgdents, classes, organizations and
community leaders. My landlady bought two brickse avith her name and the years of
her teaching engraved and other in memory of hebdmd, also a high-school teacher.
The opening ceremony took place with approximad@yeople attending. The new
school principal, a native and former student efltigh school, said: “It is a mix of
sadness and joy. Sadness for the demolition adlthechool, in which many of us spent
the most important years of our lives. Joy becausare building the certainty of a

better future for all our children”.
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Although the community has not been as effectivih@retention of local
businesses and services, the support that maidt&aenington High School is an
example of place attachment by citizens still ablgenerate social capital resources
available for use in the upkeep and improvemenaédivities that continue to keep the
town viable. Farmington drew of its social capttaletain the local school. However,
Farmington’s identity is gradually becoming thaadiedroom community as a
consequence of the gradual loss of local ownedbases (third places), decline of local
jobs, and increase in commuters and newcomerseTlderographic and commercial
changes threaten the historic way people relabméoanother, and consequently, the
sustainability of the community, at least in itedbhed, historical form in which
everybody knows and helps each other. The nexbseexamines involvement of
community members in social activities and locgamizations.

Community Engagement: Social Capital Issues

Strength of a small community, its social fabriséen in the extent to which citizens
participate in church, volunteer or other actiwtievhat is more generally called civic
engagement (Conger & Elder, 1994; Putnam, 2000figaissed in Chapter Two a small
town’s overlapping social networks facilitate matakion for cooperative efforts to benefit
the common good (Flora, 2003). A small populatiierofeels a strong sense of community
and identity, which both facilitates problem solyiand potentially accounts for resilience.
On the other hand, small communities face challethgeause of their limited talent
capacity as compared to larger communities. If eepeed workers and volunteers decrease
their participation the available pool of commurl#pders and volunteers decreases. As
suggested by Putnam (1993), the potential for comiyndevelopment or mobilization
(such as for the high school maintenance) is erdthnbien a robust store of social capital
exists.

In general, community social capital is generatgditizens committed to making and
sustaining their community as a good place to lragmington has a good deal of social
capital concentrated in the hands of a small mipevho are devoted to civic activities that
sustain local traditions and consequently a sehseromunity. Two players in particular
are specially committed to sustain and enhancedhenunity. Their unique level of

engagement was widely understood by community mesrdeecritical to the continuity of
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local traditions. Their names were spontaneousgdas active community leaders by 11%
of those surveyed. Over the years, a retired haffloal teacher in her 80’s played a key role
in initiating and producing key local activitiehé&fulfilled several functions in the local
Kiwanis Club since its founding in the 1970’'s. Desner age, she is adviser to the high
school Key Club as well as the junior-high’s Buitel€lub. She also chaperones school
dances and trips. She serves as president of besith Ladies Circle and vice president of
the library board. She is also a member of the LReg Hats, American Legion Auxiliary,
and a local women's group that plants trees aneefi® around town and other projects to
beautify Farmington.

She plays a critical part behind the scenes imth@r community event — the summer
Annual Homecoming Picnic. She coordinates high-stktudents building parade floats
sponsored by local businesses and institutionshahps organize the Homecoming Pageant
Contest. At her home she hosts club meetings andti@s such as baking cookies,
recycling volunteer program’s schedule design &wat flecoration planning. “I've always
liked to work with kids. They have big dreams aots lof energy. These are really nice kids,
hard workers ... We're just planting the seeds nedalethe future”, she said hoping that
once involved they will keep engaged in commurnify &fter graduation.

Echoing the opinion of 11% of community memberstaed state worker
summarized the retired teacher’s importance t@timemunity: “She was my teacher in
high school and my daughter’s teacher. Teachinghgapassion. ... We're lucky to
have her. She is so full of life at her age anddeicated so much to this community”.
That she is widely respected is evident in the warfdone farmer with a large operation
who agreed to an interview only after her interi@mt“l am doing this because you are
staying with the best person in this community,dhly person that | cannot say no to.
She is a saint in my opinion and in the opinio®@% of the people from this
community”, he said. The community holds her inhhiggard because she represents
what is best about the past when people are sesariag more about the greater good
than they do now.

The other highly engaged person is a recent colieg@uate and soon-to-be
married young farmer. Besides being a full-timerfar, he is an active member of the

Kiwanis Club, the school-board, his church, ancesgMarm-related organizations. He
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explains his engagement as carrying on a famibjitican: “My parents have always been
involved in the community and boards, clubs, artdradn church. So, it's something |
grew up with”. Five community members, including #ingaged retired teacher
described above, praised his engagement. She edséHe is an asset to this
community and we are really lucky to have him bédfker college)”.

During a Red Hat Ladies get-together, his motheugly related his contribution
to the upcoming Homecoming Celebration: “My son aaght schedule for the picnic,
he will help five groups. He is doing his best &dghthem all. He is scheduled to work
with the American Legion and he is not even a merobé. He told me this morning:
‘Mom, they helped to pay for my school. Now it i/ turn to do something for theA?”
she said. During community events he was easilftegpselling bingo cards and raffle
tickets, making pancakes, serving patrons, coogor§ chops, decorating and driving a
float.

Together the engagement and leadership of theseitiwens are essential to the
preservation of core events that personify Farnoimgthe homecoming celebration, school
dances, field trips, sports, and fundraisers. Trogewith the help of a few other community
members, they are responsible for generating thst ommmunity social capital. It is their
work that makes possible opportunities for locailgde to bond and create collective
accomplishments. They both represent townspeogfel§armers’ participation in
community voluntary organizations and social atgg. Each group is examined separately
in the following section.

Farmers’ Community Engagement

Farm families have a long tradition of engagemerndcal social and political life
(Flora, RatnerKinsley & Odell, 1999). With respect to farmers’ participatia
community activities most agree (73%) their papition has decreased in the last five

years. Farmers’ involvement in community organagiis summarized in Table 15.

20 Some town organizations, such as American Legiahkawanis Club, award fellowships to high school
and college students based on academics and cotyrsenvice.
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Table 15

Farmers’ reported participation in community actigs in the last 5 years, by farm size —
percentage of farmers’ membership (%)

Activities Total Small Midsized Large
(n=38) (n=19) (n=13) (n =6)
Farmer organizations (Farm 94 88.2 93.8 100

Bureau, Il. Corn growers Ass., Il.
Pork Producers Ass.)

Religious organizations 68 52.9 81.3 60
Farm Organiz., Cooperatives 61 88.2 100 80
Educ., school organizations 32 35.2 31.3 40
4H, boy scouts, Little League 26 41.2 37.5 40
Veterans organizations 26 35.3 12.5 0
Other 23 17.6 12.5 20
Social groups 13 23 25 20
Athletic leagues 10 17.6 12.5 20
Comm. service organizations 10 17.6 18.8 0
Local business organizations 3 5.9 0 0
Village government 3 5.9 0 0

Source: Community Survey

Table 15 shows that Farmington’s farmers on thelevhce not actively engaged
in community activities with the exception of faorganizations, in which 94% of
farmers participate (or at least are members)tatesser extent religious organizations
and cooperatives, with 68% and 61% participatiepeetively. High participation in
farm organizations and coops is not surprisinghese are farm-oriented associations,
and farmers have a self-interest motivation. Begallisois school budgets are
dependent on local property taxes, farmers aredasited in having a say on the
educational budget so they are involved in schogduoizations. But for all other
community organizations farmer’s participation edw one-third. Large farmers are
more active in Farmers Organization, CooperativiesReligious Organizations and are
less interested in activities such as CommunityiSerOrganizations, Veterans
Organizations, Businesses Organizations and Vilageernment.

Although most farmers belong to agricultural orgations, 18.4% (2 large and 5
midsized) described themselves as non-active memBenidsized farmer explained his
participation:

I’'m not personally involved in any community orgzaiion or activity. I've never
been a joiner. | think that's more a personalwadt My wife is active in 4H, she
is a member of the “Lady Landowners” group. My wganore active than | am.
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| belong to Farm Bureau, to the local grain elevatmp, but as far as being an
active member, | am not.

Some farmers (13%) see farmers as a group becanong selective about their
community engagement. The trend is to do only whatinimally necessary for
sustaining the community as a good place to liveé.f8mers no longer do or are
reluctant to do what might be considered optiomadevhaps activities peripheral to the
farm business. For example, in the two weeks pragdtie Annual Homecoming
Celebration in 2006 only one young farmer showetbupelp the members of Key Club
build the planned seven floats. One of the floaistaction’s supervisors noticed: “A
few years ago we’d not have to worry about gettiagjons, tools, and other supplies (for
the float building). They (farmers) took care oeexthing. This year we are still short of
two wagons. | will have to make some more callsfefale farmer explained farmers’
limited community engagement:

Even if farmers do not do as much, they are stithmitted to the community and
they will step up if they are needed, mainly in\aties they can benefit from.
Farmers are doing so much already. . . . For exanoplr son who farms with us is
not really involved in community things. But lagtar there was a concern that they
needed some people to be trained as firemen aoffdred to do it. . . . They didn’t
have to use him, but he was willing to do that...oWrthat some farmers are on
ambulance crews. They do the things they feelrapmitant.

Fewer local farmers due to farm consolidation,asmfed out by 37% of farmers as the
main reason farmers’ community engagement dedfieeer farmers is also an explanation
for change in the social lives of farm families. e one hand, farming more acres and
adopting new technologies means more working hauodsgreater stress for farmers
(Harper, 2000). A midsized farmer in his 50’s déssl how farm consolidation affects
farmers’ engagement in community life:

In the past farmers was the engine that connearatlcommunities. We have fewer
farmers, fewer people and the ones who are faramegot doing as much as they
used to do. They’ve got bigger machinery, GPS auid, ¥ut they're farming more
ground. Farming has always been very demandinghandthey have [even] more
demands on them. They have to go over more achescdmmunity loses when it
loses farmers.

On the other hand, small farmers in particular,stretched by needing alternative
income sources to keep farming (MishE&Osta, Morehart, Johnson, & Hopkjrz002).

Table 16 shows the percentage of farmers and fawivers who work off-farm according to
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size of operation. Over one third (37%) of smalihfars and 40% of their wives work
outside the farm. Farmington’s farmers hold adddigobs as road commissioner,
contractor, handyman, truck driver, insurance aganth machinery mechanic, or seed
salesman. This strategy has allowed farmers toireezmnomically viable even in the face
of increased competition and financial stress. Aswied farmer engaged in church and
farming organizations described how non-farm jatterfere with farm families’ social life:
This (declining engagement) is happening becatee ikn’'t enough income from
farming. So, husbands take part-time jobs, and sviake part-time jobs or full- time
jobs. They can't devote the same amount of tinfaraly and community activities as

they did before. Some people prefer to socializerehthey work, they get new friends
there, they shop there, and they have a life oeitSatmington.

Table 16

Percentage of farmers and wives working on- andfafi by operation size *

Operation size** on-farm only on- and off-farm

farmers (n = 38)

Small 13% 37%

Midsized 11% 24%

Large 5% 11%
Farm wives (n = 30 ***)

Small 10% 40%

Midsized 7% 27%

Large 7% 10%

Source: Community Survey

Notes: * Percentages for farmers are calculatel respect to total number of farmers,
and percentages for wives are calculated with gpeotal number of wives;

** Small farmers: up to 700 acres; Midsized: fr@@il to 2,000 acres; large: over 2,000;
*** Among the 38 farmers 8 were single, divorcedwdowed.

The fringe benefits —-medical and retirement plahst off-farm jobs bring might
also account for the move into off-farm work by @8y in particular. Such benefits might
support a more marginal operation.

In addition, according to about one quarter of farsnthe competitiveness of the
farmland market contributes to farmers’ distandimgmselves from engagement in the
community. A midsized farmer explains: “Competitress has thrown people against each
other; they just aren’t as open as they used toeb@re the competition. | think that the
farmers’ participation in the community has deceekisecause of the competition. They are
so centered on themselves that they don’t havettwesit friends, to go to church and so
forth”.
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| attended social gatherings, meetings and evemisgithe course of the study. At
one event, the annual Pancake & Sausage Breaufastdiser organized by the local
Kiwanis Club, | worked as the ticket person. Appnoately 200 people attended the
event and paid $5 for breakfast that included sgejgsancakes and coffee. Only one-
quarter of farmers (9 out of 38) showed up. Helagnorelection morning, the Breakfast
took place in the same building where voting ocetdiywhich meant farmers were likely
to be there anyhow. Obviously, farmers were untieaiby the possibility of others
noticing their absence.
Townspeople’s Community Engagement

Town residents’ participation in social life is mobust either, as seen in Table

17. Only 15% of townspeople reported increasedqgyaation in the last five years.
Among townspeople, 20% emphasized they are natedginvolved in community
organizations, social or religious groups althotlgty are members. Growing older,
youth out-migration, and daily commutes were thénmaasons given by 82% of them

for their declining social engagement.

Table 17
Percentage of Townspeople Engagement in Communiygé Group (N = 86)
Young adult Middle age Older Total
(18-34) (35-54) (65+)
Service organizations 5 13 16 34
Social Groups 2 7 28 38
School Organizations 1 20 14 35
Veteran Organizations 1 13 24 38
Farmers Organizations 5 19 32 55
Religious Organizations 7 13 47 67
Cooperative/Uofl Extension 4 16 25 45
Athletic leagues, 4 9 4 16
Boy/Girl scouts, 5 25 5 34
Village Government 0 8 8 16
Lady Landowner Club 0 2 2 5

Source: Community Survey
A retired state worker, who is “slowing down” hisnamunity engagement due to
his advancing age, voiced how local engagemenéwalsed in the past decades:

The community was much more active 30 years agodi/a beautiful
celebration in the Village Centennial Year (in t870’s). | was in the board of
the Community Club. At that time we had more farsrend more people in town.
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... We easily got 200 people to these partiesvétiays the Community club
gatherings are at the local bars and they geBjtstLO people.

An elderly female thinks more commuting hinders owmity engagement:

Most people in town don’t have time to commit tarcounity work. Either they
have to commute to work every day or they aregétand tired like me (laughs).
Their kids grew up in a house where parents wodigdide ...they didn’t learn to
value community work as we did. They rarely stagehia the community...they
finish high school and move to Taylorville, Sprireddl or further away...there are
no jobs here. Even farmers’ sons are moving awaguse there isn’t enough
ground for everybody.

A constant complaint made by engaged residenkeifatk of replacement of old

by younger volunteers in community activities. Qlgeople’ lopsided engagement is
showed in Table 17. The average ratio of elderlyigpation is 19% while the average
ratio of the other two groups combined is 16%. 8emiparticipation is massive in social
groups, cooperatives, and veteran, farmers, argice$ organizations. One resident
comment on the lack of interest on the part of ymusnmesidents: “.... My wife and | have
been doing the hot-dog tent for the Church Paréuit €ince it started...Boy, in over 15
years we haven't gotten any additional people tp.h&hey're always the same ones.
And a lot of them are getting older”, he said. sTsituation is similar to the decline of
civil engagement in the last decades in the U.&.\aBole described by Putnam (2000).

Farmington’s social resources are now almost saledgted by those who are elderly
(65 and older), despite their proportion of theydapon remaining the same. For example,
the bi-weekly meetings of Kiwanis Club were atteshtdg 14 people on average, two-thirds
of them are more than 65 years of age. They ardymesired people (n = 9), two farm
couples from the same family, and three women wbikwut-of-town. After two years, at
study’s end, participation had decreased to 10itteaoncerted effort to get new people
involved. Knowing how recruitment works, Kiwanigdtmers were particularly interested
in enlisting the mayor (a relative newcomer) ararkw school superintendent because
their presence might inspire participation by oshédthough these key individuals became
members they never attended meetings.

The high participation of Farmington elderly in cmemity organizations and events
suggests the prevalence of a past norm for civg@agement. The dominance of the elderly
in community institutions also signals a declinduture reservoirs of resources because

younger residents already have minimal engageniati¢ 17). Past social control norms
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that maintained engagement (e.g. gossip, shamdaanly reputation) are no longer
effective at assuring the vitality of communitytitigtions.

Nostalgia about how the community functioned inphst was clear when five
people recalled big events attended while growmglat no longer exist. For example,
the Community Dance and The Irish Days were past@rcelebrations when the
community was more tight-knit and broadly parti¢cipa. A town resident who grew up
on a farm recalled:

It (the community) was tighter years ago. | meajyst seems it's getting harder to
make a living, you know. You gotta work more hoansl do more things to make
the same amount of money. And people just don’etisme to (he stopped)....
Years ago we used to have what they called thehNEntd Dance. It was great.
They got together once a year and we all met af\therican Legion in

Farmington. And they don’t have that anymore. ..skdito be a tighter community
years ago.

This recollection of past activity that no longeists is related in terms of how
“they” organized the dance. It does not occur toittiormant that he could takeover
something and provides management — be part ¢thbg” (Kemmis & Wilkinson,
1998). His lack of initiative is a key contrastth@ past — the younger people just
complain about losing things but are unwilling tory on the work involved in
maintaining the old traditions. The farmer’s comis.and unwillingness to take over
from his elders is a mark of what Putnam callsdé&eline of social capital (Putnam,
1993, 2000). This part-time farmer represents tksgnt generation, who are free-
loaders because they want the activities but anéllimg to provide any engagement to
make them happen.

Although some traditional events are gone, Farnomgtill hosts annual
community celebrations, such as the Homecomingi®featuring parades, carnival,
pageant contests, games, and antique car showigaes 8 and 9). Other examples of
community celebratioi$are Main Street Festival where local businessies special
discounts and community organizations sell iceqor,eand Christmas Lights in which
participants decorate their houses, light thegdrand offer traditional food to share with

friends and family.

%L Names of community celebrations and events usedghout this study are fictitious.
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Figure 9 Large concentration of people on Main St. watghire Homecoming
Parade
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Church Participation of Farmers and Community

The rural and small-town church is an importantiingon that supports community
functioning. Churches typically can mobilize meng&gr manage community organizations,
coordinate annual celebrations, and raise fundth®needy or local charities (Fitchen,
1991). Farmington churches run several communigntsveach of which raise funds for the
church itself and its charity work. The 2005 Batee&ocial, an annual event organized by
the Catholic Church, attracted approximately 308pte=from the local and neighboring
towns, according to an involved volunteer. The Byesrian Church promoted a picnic in
my landlady’s house with the goal of bringing tlemgregation together to get to know each
other better and have fun. Close to 40 people, sergbrs attended. During the
Homecoming celebration three churches were repteddry parade floats. Only the Baptist
Church was absent, explained a member of this bhtWée’re a small church and a little
more conservative than the others. But we do suppoal events and help those in need”.
An oldtimer explained that church events provideasena where people interact in the
general support of the community while reinforcitsgown membership:

All the churches are active in the civic and sokifalof the community. We have
Bingo nights, and benefit dinners sponsored bycburches. When a person is
sick, the churches put him on the prayer list, peoapll send cards, they will go
to visit him. They will look out for his family anthings like that. And they will
have a benefit dinner and everybody will come amgltvice what is worth and
give the profits to this person. It's always belis vay.

Farmington has four different churches and all rewféered membership
declines, according to their members and leadarsn&rs and townspeople are evenly
divided between Catholics and Protestants (Metholdigheran, or Baptist). According
to one minister: “Our church is no different frohetother local churches. We're all
struggling to keep our churches alive”. Table 18vghthat approximately 21% (n = 8) of
farmers attend churches outside of Farmington,enti% (n = 6) do not attend church at
all. Townspeople reflect a similar pattern, wit2@ttending churches in other
communities and 12% not belonging to any churchil&4iill active churches, the
decline of participation can compromise the chusthentinued functioning in
community life (Ellison & George, 1994). A midsiz&dmer, very active in his church,

commented on the individualistic reasons for deajrparticipation:
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In the church that | go to, not too long ago, whenhad work days at the church
we had a crowd. Now we get the same six or seveplpevho show up to do
everything. It's not that the number of people ségjied to attend church has gone
down. It is just that either they don’t care anymdhey just don’t show up, they
are not in town, or they are going somewhere elsé8ut we used to not have to
count on the same people to do everything. In pigion, there’'s been a change
in attitude too...they just don’t seem to care. Theyworried about their little
lives and that is it.

During my fieldwork | attended Sunday Mass at theal Catholic Church where
| saw many people | knew. During five weeks in shkenmer of 2006, the Sunday Mass
attendance ranged from 80-120 people (parish siaeound 300, according to an active
church member), with the church approximately hallf-1 also regularly helped my
landlady print and fold the Presbyterian ChurcHdiur used in the Sunday services. The
Presbyterian Church’s attendance was always redade message board and totaled
around 40 people weekly. According to one of itsnhers the attendance was going up
slowly, with many families returning to the chunefith the hiring of a new minister

making the difference.

Table 18

Where Farmington folk attend church

Percent Local Non-local No church
Non-farmers (n = 86) 68% 20% 12%
Farmers (n = 38) 63% 21% 16%

Source: Community Survey

Although most farm and townspeople still attendrchudocally, the fact that 33%
belong to churches elsewhere (e.g. in the courat) se do not attend church at all
suggests a weakening of ties to this communitytutgins. Farmers and townspeople’s
explanations for leaving local churches mainly @ngersonal and church issues. Six
people (including two farmers, one small and omgdawhose families belong to non-
local churches cited the amenities offered by higgearby towns as explanation for
their membership change: “. . . afterwards (aftemrch) you can go to good places to
have breakfast, or lunch. Sometimes we go to thdesoYou can’t do that here”, said
one midsized farmer. Other’s (n = 4) decisionsttera church elsewhere is attributed to
friendships developed while working or studyingamother town. A small farmer who
lived for a year in the county seat stated: “Myewiforks in Taylorville. My son goes to

school there. We lived there for a year before mgvo this place. My son and wife got
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used to the church there. My wife knows a lot adgle there and my son’s friends are
there to0”, he said. He felt little loyalty to thecal church his family always attended in
the past. Church affiliation, it seems, is now regd as a personal preference not a
community responsibility.

Following a national church trend for dealing wiliclining rural populations, the
Farmington Catholic and Methodist churches shaggglwith neighboring communities
termed “yoked parishes” (Elder & Conger, 2000; Grgel997). Catholics are
supportive and grateful because they can havetdipar priest in town. Five Catholics
praised the local priest and expressed apprecidrdms work. “He’s a young priest,
very dedicated and we are grateful for having hifilmu know, it isn’t easy for small
parishes to survive nowadays”, said the ownerrmoban street business, active in the
church. In contrast, the Asian ethnicity of the NMetist minister has eroded church
participation, according to three church membersetked teacher who was previously
active in the church before the Asian cleric amliexplained: “| haven’t been really good
about attendance lately. Our pastor doesn’t live.Hde doesn’t know very much what
happens here. But what can we do? It's what webté gnother elderly member of the
Methodist church complained: “l used to go to chuggery week or so, but now | go just
when they hold special services. We've got an Apiastor that | can hardly understand
him (referring to his accent).” The Presbyteriarufch, after a few years without a
minister, is having success bringing lapsed memib&ck. The Presbyterian minister, a
native son of Farmington who became a minister aét&rement, is respected by all, not
just Presbyterians: “He’s doing such a good johbdirig people back to his church”, said
an elderly Catholic woman whose oldest son atteisdadol with the new minister.

Church membership, like most community participatiused to be closely
monitored by the community at large. Social contnelchanisms liberally used (shame,
parental pressure, family reputation) served toeraiurch attendance and membership
obligatory rather than voluntary. Apparently, suebchanisms no longer hold power
over people because although affiliations and @agtion have declined no
consequences are apparently suffered.

Farmington local church affiliations are higher armgc&atholics than the other

religions. The fact that Catholic Church policyuegs a local parish affiliation has
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fostered greater attachment for this populatioml&@a9 shows the percentage of
Catholics and Protestants attending church locAltgndance at local church by
Catholics and Protestants was tested using aftpsbportions. The null hypothesis is
that the proportion of Catholics attending locali (R) is equal to the proportion of

Protestants attending local church)(soH,: p, = p, = 05. The alternative hypothesis

is that the proportion of Catholics attending lodalirch (p) is greater than the

proportion of Protestants attending local churgh, @ H_ : p, > p,. The calculated test

statistic is 1.626, which is greater than the caitvalue of 1.282 at 10% significance
level. Therefore the null hypothesis can be regbatdavor of the alternative hypothesis,
suggesting that attendance to local church is ptigmally larger among Catholics than
among Protestants.

Table 19

Distribution of Catholics and Protestants attendotgurch locally versus non-locally by
affiliation

Catholics Protestants Total*  Proportion of (%) **  test
Catholics Protestants statistic

Local church 55 39 94 58.51 41.49 1.626
Non-local church 9 15 24 37.50 62.50 -1.186

Source: Community Survey

Notes: * The total number of people surveyed is. ¥23wever, two farmers and four
people declared they do not attend church, so sasip# in this table is slightly smaller;
** Proportions are calculated with respect to totamber of people attending church
locally or non-locally.

The same test was also used to test attendanoa-ddcal church by Catholics
and Protestants. The null hypothesis is that tbpgation of Catholics attending non-
local church (p) is equal to the proportion of Protestants attegdion-local church (),
while the alternative hypothesis is that the praparof Catholics attending non-local
church (p) is greater than the proportion of Protestanenaling non-local church {p
The calculated test statistic is -1.186, whiclesslthan the critical value of 1.282 at 10%
significance level. Therefore the null hypothesiamot be rejected, suggesting that
attendance at non-local churches is proportiorthlysame among Catholics and
Protestants.

Taking above results into account, Protestant conitiies could be expected to

lose the loyalties of farmers more quickly than acwmities dominated by Catholics. The
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decrease in farmers’ church participation, in gattr, illustrates that local churches
have lost some of their economic and social fumstiwhich made involvement
obligatory for past generations. It is evident, kwer, that rural churches may be
increasingly negatively affected by national chupdlicies, as the scarcity of available
clergy means further installation of internatiormahisters in already declining
congregations. Despite the decline in attendarammrding to five townspeople,
Farmington’s churches, like its main street, hatained vitality when compared with
these institutions in towns of similar size.

A general unraveling of the community’s social fals revealed in the decline of
church involvement, voluntary activities and, mgenerally, social engagement
described by Farmington’ town and country residgaggmington’s store of social
resources remains functional but may become compaahiby the gradual erosion of
overall participation in community life, aging dfd older citizens, and its transformation
into a bedroom community. The changes describedeabombined with the
competitiveness of the land market are negativiégcting the previously cohesive
relationship between farmers and townspeople.

Norms of Reciprocity between Town Folk and Farmers

A competitive land market and farm consolidatiombined with prioritization of
personal preferences for shopping, community engagé and church affiliation
contribute to the distancing of farmers from d&brmington life. However, farmers’
declining community engagement is also motivatethieyr sense of a lack of reciprocity
and empathy from the community, mainly the landawnk is common custom for
Midwestern farmers to move into town after retirfingm active farming (Salamon,
1992). Their retirement plan involves living on theome provided by leasing their
owned farmland. While in the past retired farmetsped sharecrop leases this practice
is changing as landlords, retired farmers, are gloiting or are expecting to shift to
cash-rent leases. A retired farmer who has a aagshgement with a younger neighbor
explained such a decision: “We decided years agiovtk would move into town from
the property simply because it was getting harddeep it up. Here we live in a smaller
house, a block away from my daughters’ housenite [with cash-rent] we don’t have

to worry about management decisions anymore”, lte Aanong the informants, only
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27% of the landlords continue living in a farmhowosenoved to outside the community,
i.e., about % of the landlords live in town.

The fact that farmland leasing is increasingly Hadds a business-only
endeavor, that is with cash-rent leasing, has tietended consequence of the erosion of
community cohesiveness. Historically, the relattopsetween farmers and local towns
was based on reciprocity: rural communities proditasic needs and services to
farmers. Town folk were a source of land and infation about farming and the land
market. Through social rules and control mechanisce farmers were the preferred
tenants favored over outsiders. Likewise, farmezsevengaged and loyal community
members whether living in the countryside or inmoBeing involved in community
affairs gave local farmers an advantage in theiattgpn of farmland by landlords who
regarded such service as indicative of a good peand citizen (Salamon, 1992). For
example, when loyalty to community members preddibeal farmers were the preferred
tenants or buyers for farmland. Preferences wehelddy land moving through private
means rather than in an open market, such as & fuattion or bidding process. Local
farmers could be expected to go the extra distantef a sense of reciprocity by doing
favors for elderly landowners, e.g. plowing roaasvinter. Maintaining reciprocity in the
land market was viewed as benefiting the commugnidater good — helping out the next
generation to assure their success in farming.

Farmers say this traditional sense of reciproaityamger supports local
operators. If trust among neighbors and familyhisken there is no cooperation.
Neighborliness is a consequence of trust. A midsfaemer commented: “you do
everything by the book, you are a good farmer,@gntizen but they (landlords) do not
value these as in the past. They will give thewdl#o the highest bidder, it doesn’'t matter
what you do”. Farmers feel alienated or betrayathbse they have lost the taken-for-
granted loyalty of even kin landlords.

Although, only one-fourth (5 out of 2) of the landlords living in town cash
lease their properties, active farmers perceivafaavay from crop-share leases as an
ongoing trend: “Things are changing. Landlordsrasetrustworthy as they used to be.

They're just after the big money”, said a midsifa&aner who had two kin-landlords shift

22 A total of 23 landlords were interviewed but 3lin the country or in neighboring towns.
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to cash-rent in the last 5 years. “In the pastnfiliship was enough to guarantee the crop-
share (agreement), this has changed. I'll tell yolwrts”, said a small farmer.

Nevertheless, three female landowners who shase b&ir ground to relatives
affirmed they have no intention to shift to cashtrédowever, they would consider the
shift if, for some reason, their kin tenant leafasing. According to one widow-
landowner: “I am very content with my arrangememnbp-share) but in case my son
decides to quit farming | think |1 would prefer tash-rent. It is simpler. | know nothing
about farming; my son does everything for me”.

Another female landowner who owns 160 and uses@ashare lease with a
friend said: “I know that most people are movingésh-rent, but | prefer to leave as it is
(crop-share) because | do not want to worry abapepwvork. My tenant is 67 and he is
very close to retiring, probably after that we goéng to move to cash-rent because |
doubt that my kids will be interested in sharingtsoor supervising the farm as | do
now”. Therefore, an intensification of the use a$l-rent leases is expected in the next
years for reasons as simple as an aging farm pguiar heir/landowners who live
elsewhere.

Although Farmington’s farm operators describertlaidlords as trustworthy and
conscientious (see Table 20), half complain abweifdack of landlords’ loyalty to local
farmers. This paradox of trust but not loyaltylsoareinforced by the refusal of farm
operators to name their landlords to be contaciedri interview. While other factors
may explain the lack of success in learning lardfioidentities it was evident that
farmers were nervous about identifying landlorddjgating relationships not based on

trust and loyalty, which are fundamental to a serisecurity.
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Table 20

Average ranking of farmer and landlord mutual redjérated on a scale from 1-5 with 1
being the lowest and 5 the highest score)

Average ranking of regard for other group

Trust factors farmers regard landlords regard
landlords (n = 35%) farmers (n = 23)
Trustworthy and conscientious 4.36 4.55
Trusting of you, the farm 4.80 4.61
operator/land owner
Concerned for the environment 4.14 4.44
Up-to-date and knowledgeable 3.58 4.33
Negotiated lease in good faith 4.64 4.66

Source: Community Survey
Note: *35 tenants among 38 farmers in study.

Table 20 shows that regard of farmers and landifandthe other is high on both
sides except for being “up to date and knowledggain the part of landlords. Table 21
shows that most landlords are over 71 years of Hys.effect is not unexpected.
Indicative of this phase of their lives, landloade likely to slow down and decrease their
involvement and interest in agricultural product{gfuffman & Fukunaga, 2008).
Table 21
Farmington’s Landlords by Age Group and Gender

Age
Gender 40-55 56-70 >71
Male 1 4 5
Female 2 2 9

Source: Community Survey

Landlords’ lack of support and empathy for a teisasituation increases the
tension and undermines the trust farmers havehéant In the past farmers took for
granted that relatives, in particular, were landéoto be counted on. Today even farmers
renting from kin, report kin adopting a more bussuike as opposed to kinship
relationship. A midsized farmer commented on ttieatfof the farmland market
competitiveness on tenant and landlord relatiorsship

My main concern right now is keeping the land hiaMost of my rented land is
from family. But there’s always disputes and bittss between family members.
You cannot make many mistakes, especially with ffanyiou think that it would
be simpler, but it's not. There’s a change of migtarhey don't care if you are
going through a dry spot or whatever. Landownemsilfy or not, unless they are
your parents, don’t really think on farmers’ weddrecause they'’re all after the
big money.
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A general decline of trust in others may be a mbgorier to farmers’ engagement
in community life (Putnam, 2000). A small farmerdsaf competitiveness and the
decline in community engagement:

The competitiveness has thrown people - farmeighbers, landlords - against
each other; they aren’t as open as they used t&/ben it comes to make money
there are no families or friends. It's competitigoy understand? | think that the
farmers’ participation in the community has deceeblsecause of the
competition...

Worsening the relationship between farmers and coniyis how farmers’ behavior
in the farmland market is often assessed by towsleats. Operators considered aggressive
“who take other’s farmers land” are commonly thbjsat of gossip in the coffee-shops, at
bingo tables, on game nights, and elsewhere. A& lngner, target of frequent community
criticism because of his aggressiveness in thelfamdnmarket said: “I know they talk (about
me) but | don’t mind. They like to think they knawverything but they don’t understand
farming”, meaning how farming has changed. In ast{ranother large farmer, more
attached to the community and active in churchataa aggressive in the farmland market,
is dismayed by the community’s bad opinion of hihe.was suspicious, uncomfortable, and
sometimes emotional while interviewed: “why do yeant to talk to me? Did you hear
something about me? Is there a specific reasorythatvant to talk to me?” he asked
several times nervously.

Although farmers’ actions are scrutinized and cided by the community there
appears little social cost for their taking advaetaf the decline of localism in the farmland
market. For example, a small farmer who lost a tiae local large farmer shifted some
local activities, such as volunteerism and shoppdodrof-town feeling betrayed not just by
the landlord and the winner-farmer but by the whadenmunity.

Everybody in the community knows what happened ¢o Tiney didn’t like it, but
what can they do? The community itself sometimesahendency to overlook
that and still accept that individual as a memlie¢he community - treat them as
if nothing had happened. And that hurts me at #meestime. | don’t want that
person ostracized for the rest of his life, butihk that the community should let
him know that it is not an acceptable behavior. tBely do accept. It's becoming
more and more acceptable. It is sad and | donftifeebeing a part of that.

Farmers also complain that local landlords, eventake advantage of the
competitive farmland market and ask for annualéases in rental rates without regard to

soil productivity, for example. Farm operators pu¢ in a difficult position when
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landlords demand higher cash-rents based on rumatrfarge operators (local or not)
pay higher cash-rent leases because they need@asesl ground. A midsized farmer
drove me around his property and pointed to the fagm being harvested by a big local
farmer at least 12 miles away from their headquadethe other edge of town: “the
enemy is getting to my door”, he commented laughiigen he pointed to the farmland
across the road in front of his house:

I've rented that piece for 12 years. Four yearstagdandlady decided to move to a
nursing home (in a neighboring town) and shiftedagreement to cash-rent. |
thought she was right. She had lost her husbandliaint want anything to do with
the business. But since then she became a heafdaalse The cash-rent has
increased annually and she doesn’t care aboutighecbst of inputs. Gas prices are
ridiculous right now. She goes to bingo, or chumold she hears from her friends
about farmers who are paying higher cash-rentg.tbtexplain that her land is not
worth what | already pay but she doesn't listerms H terrible situation but | can’t
afford to lose the ground.

Inflated cash-rent levels and rising competitiasmirnon-local or local farmers are
concerns for lllinois farmers and farmers throughtbe Corn Belt. These concerns are an
increasing source of tension between landlordst@mahts. Landlords use the
performance of the previous crop year to justifgirey leases without regard for
increasing input costs or other production expensédascal landlord who rents 120 acres
to a friend justified his second rental increasthalast four years this way: “Last year
he (tenant) had a good crop and corn prices wegmbeketing. | think that is good reason
enough”.

In the past an implicit agreement existed that &asmwould work for the common
good in exchange for community support via acces$sdal land (Salamon, 1992, 2003).
Farmers were actively involved in community boadsbs, and organizations and in
return expected preferential treatment in the |éaahland market. Farmer and town
members’ social bonds were important to achieviergg@nal and community social and
economic goals (Granovetter, 1985; Salamon, 199@)ever, the evolving wider and
more competitive local farmland market has contaduat least in part to the
proportional decline of farm family numbers in t@mmunity and to farmers’
diminished participation in community activities. addition, landlords’ movement
towards a more business-like relationship leadsriants’ disengagement from the local

community because assurances of reciprocity atehrd\s seen previously, farmers are
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pulling their participation from local churchescéd shopping and community
organizations and events. As a result, an incrgasgimber of farmers find themselves
disengaged from the local community in which theyrevonce firmly rooted. The
cynicism and despair that mark today's land mavketicipants are exacerbated by the
decline of occasions when farmers and non-farrmesact with one another in ways that
acknowledge people’ common dependence on eachanbeplaces, like their

communities.
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Chapter Eight: Conclusion: A Rural Community in Tra nsition

In Corn Belt rural communities, nonfarmers, farmams landlords are parts of
close-knit social networks comprised of members Wie-long relationships (Allen &
Luek, 1992; Salamon, 2003). But such communitiesuadergoing enormous social
upheavals. This study examines social changeypieal small, Corn Belt rural
community. Farmington is in the midst of a tramsitirom a social fabric densely woven
as an agrarian community dominated by farmersddabsely woven social fabric of a
bedroom community, with fewer farmers less activetgaged than in the past. In the
first decade of the 2century Farmington still provides its citizens lwit sense of
community due to its cooperative culture and resies\of trust, largely generated by a
small core group of mainly elderly, actively engagesidents. However, Farmington’s
community well-being is threatened by a combinabbagricultural trends emerging
during the past two decades throughout the Corty 8edl the gradual diminished
participation of its remaining farmers and loyalezly folk.

Corn and soybean production are ubiquitous amongiRgton farmers,
regardless of operation size. Because these podemtiire scale to be lucrative in
today’s markets, farmers believe that “bigger ik is the only pathway to successful
farming and, therefore, they continually seek tpasad their land base to survive.
Farmers speak of taking down old farm-houses ardtr squeeze in a few more crop
rows. For Farmington farmers, four factors shag# troduction decision-making:
social pressure, conventional knowledge, governipeinties, and conventional
commodities’ high values. These same factors a&isd to limit the adoption of
alternative or diversified agricultural systemsatls, the conventional ideology of
growth inhibits farmers’ choosing viable productalternatives (e.g livestock, organic or
specialty crops) more suited to survival on whabday considered a small acreage (i.e.
700 acres and smaller). Those operators who recoaiventional decision-makers and
do not or cannot get bigger either are forced olive under constant threat of being
forced out. They appear blind to or dismissiveltdraative ways of surviving in
farming.

As farm production transforms with adoption of n@ehnologies, the farmland

market is correspondingly transformed by regiorexds particularly farm concentration,
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1031 exchanges, more non-local landowners and dgemators, and crop-share
displaced by cash-rent leases. When combined thers#ds account for greater amounts
of Farmington farmland controlled by players frootsidde the community. That is,
although farmland is immobile and soil types arecdjr to a region, landlords and
operators are now less often local residents aud legs commitment to Farmington.
Likewise, increased cash-rent leasing and the woatidrive for expansion heighten
competition among local operators for communityrfiand. The farmland market is no
longer a local market.

In a tight-knit community like Farmington, crop-sbdeases and verbal agreements
between landlord and tenant prevailed until regefiotl both financial and non-economic
reasons such as kinship, friendship, goodwill, hieayliness, or trust. A commitment to
sharing both risk and profits equally between ovaret tenant fundamental to crop-share
agreements shaped community relationships (Alldru&k, 1992; Reiss, 1983). With the
onset of cash-rent leasing, 1031 exchanges andtalesandowners coming close to
dominating the local farmland market, farming ewealVfrom a way of life to a business
proposition,” observed a local farmer. Associatéith whe transformation of farming
governed by purely business practices is the lbdseceffectiveness of unwritten
mechanisms of social control, such as family regpartaor neighborliness which exerted
pressure on farmers to live-up to community cultigdeals.

In the emerging agricultural business context, wleepersonal relationship
between tenant and landlord is unnecessary, and outside players control local
farmland, the entire community is affected by dasesl farm-family engagement and a
decline of community stores of social capital. Egample, because farmland is being
treated more as a commodity, and tenant and lashdl@r strangers, local norms of
reciprocity and trust are unenforceable becausgee@aarely meet in a face-to-face
setting. As the seemingly limitless Corn Belt fazancentration advances, and farmers
are less dependent on their local community fod laccess, they see little possibility of
getting much return from a substantial investmer@ammunity service. Local farm
families therefore are withdrawing from civic engagent without any social or
economic cost for their disengagement. The shifinénagricultural sector from informal

agreements based on trust to formal agreementd baseontract, as shown in the
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Farmington community case study, reflects the $tofh more customary relationships
to more individualistic and loose interactions ragess observed more generally as
emerging in the wider society (Coleman, 1993).

Unintended consequences of the aggregation of kemngsh farmland rentals that
underlay the emerging farmland market are a thiceBarmington’s future vitality. With
all farmers driven by expansion goals comes thessty of aggressively acquiring more
land, enhancing an already strong sense of indiisin among farmers. It is a pathway
fostering family isolation. Heightened competitiimm scarce farmland is the source of
community tension involving hard feelings, depressand perceptions of unethical
behavior, even between neighbors. Enhancing fafrsieess is the instability of tenure
(due to shorter leases, non-local landlords andabpes) which makes farmers’ lives less
predictable, especially among those with operatdeEFendent on rental acreage. The
undermining of loyalty to local businesses is s@darger farm operators by-passing
local input suppliers and marketing channels. Thastrs combine to heighten
disengagement by large farmers which damages faaddin relationships that
constitute the community’s social fabric (Ramirezriiero, 2005). When farmers become
large, landowners are not local, and cash-remieptedominant leasing form, there is an
emerging potential for business relationships wohee exploitative, and community
social controls to be ineffective at censuringekploiters.

Local farmers still maintain some social ties te lbcal community, despite the
overall diminishment of their community engagemé&iot. example, farmers historically
were pillars of the local church, attending regyland providing crucial services. In
Farmington today, 21% of local farmers attend churgtside the community and 12%
are not members of any church. Those farm famiies remain in town churches,
however, continue to be active members. Communigyriesses, residential stability,
tight-knit social networks, engagement, and shhediéfs and practices are all slowly
being eroded as newcomers move in, and more oldtimerk elsewhere, and engaged
citizens are aging (Salamon, 2003). Networks are looser say oldtimers because the
population is more mobile and diverse alteringftrenerly shared cultural and social
norms which were dependent on routine face-to-faeeactions and collective loyalty to

the town. Local residents have less time, feweodppities to meet or get-to-know one
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another because they are less likely to devotesbkms to community development,
organizing social activities, or promoting commaterests. Consequently, mechanisms
of social control based on mutual trust and redipyalecrease and contribute to lower
civic engagement, a decline of neighborliness,afrdgile sense of community - traits
more commonly associated with suburban or urbarepla

In general, the trends documented in the Farminfgtonland market tend to benefit
the larger farmers and landlords at the expensaiafsized and small operators, who
historically were central players in social capgaheration for this rural community. The
farmland market trends also spur farm concentramhthus result in fewer farm families
in the local population. Larger farms thus leadetoer local businesses, local jobs, and thus
more people working outside town. Fewer farmersafthe vitality of community life
because it leads to the decrease of activitiegices; and social interaction essential to
community sustainability. As farm concentration tones, the community itself is caught
in a social treadmill of community decline.

Nowadays Farmington has a relatively stable pojmuidivith the exit of oldtimers
being compensated by the arrival of newcomersyeelemall businesses that provide
gathering spots, annual community celebrationsabaeekly gatherings, such as, the
Kiwanis, Bingo nights, and regular activities retpng mobilization. All these factors
contribute to community resilience even as farm bers decline and the main street
withers. However, it will be more difficult to sash this rural community if the trends of
fewer farmers and large farms accelerate. Locadeass obtain most goods and services
elsewhere now, because of the lack of main streghbsses, little variety and higher
prices in those that remain, and fewer local jotaEf those working commute a mean
time of 31 minutes (U.S. Census of Population anddihg, 2000). These workers have
shifted from obtaining shopping, services, and o#utivities locally to the county seat
or nearby cities offering stores such as Wal-Mad more recreational options. As a
result, community loyalty to local businesses amdrches, engagement, and everyday
trust - built on familiarity- are all in decline.n®y the newly constructed high school
represents the town as a whole and integratesngstrand oldtimers in a shared interest.

The decline of those institutions critical to asef community — farm and town -

is transforming the small-town social fabric of F@mgton. Because Farmington typifies
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rural Midwest communities, its changes reflect mdfamental transformation of rural
society more generally across the region. The seihs@mmunity that to date made
Farmington a tight-knit, good place to live forrfaers and non-farmers alike, is
endangered as farming becomes more concentratkedatiralized, and increasingly more
land is owned by non-farmers, and non-locals, demgithe community control of the
farmland that historically symbolized its agraridantity. Therefore, Farmington in the
coming decade is likely to turn into a more loodatyt suburban or bedroom
community, in contrast to its character of a tighit, trustful, and loyal agrarian
community of the recent past. Oldtimers will motie old community as they now
mourn the demolished old high school. A sense ofraanity they recognize, is a fragile
sentiment which must continually be sustained bykwearing, neighborliness and trust.

This small, intensively studied lllinois communiyovides a useful window on
the transformation ongoing in the rural Midwestrdugh it one may view the emerging
social fabric of the Corn Belt rural communitiesulting from a competitive and
restructured land market and the increasing fomatibn of leasing arrangements. Rich
ethnographic detail about how a local farmland retik being transformed allows
farmers, landowners and farm managers to become aveaire of the community and the
wider consequences of their individual decisionsuglfarmland leasing, expansion, and
sales. This conclusion addresses directly the gidlee University of Illinois, College of
ACES Dudley Smith Initiative, which funded the sfu8y increasing the understanding
of the interactions among the components of thealgural and community system, we
help make agriculture and communities sustainabée the long term. The findings from
this study should be useful to the University éhdis Extension for educational
programs and services that would aid farmers amdldads in bolstering in cooperation
and trust, which are essential for the developroéstistainable communities. The
combination of detailed landlord and tenant beh@vwovides data to inform partners in
leasing arrangements about the community socidicatpns for their choices.

In addition, this study highlights the importandedeveloping programs that
supply real information and tools for supportingtsinable farms on smaller scale that
would help small farmers keep their family landdeg and become successful small

farmers. From my perspective of international studeday’s universities tend to focus
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more on industrial agriculture than on sustainalgieculture. They help create the bias of
bigger is better, or at least foster it. The stwdebetter prepared to deal with new
technologies, machinery, genetic advances, andaharormation to achieve economies
of scale than to work on a small farm with simptesls and fewer resources. Hence,
universities could build academic programs to tedudents to develop sustainable
farming or, at least, to focus on agricultural dsiy as a way to make small farmers
stronger competitors, as well, more viable econaftyicE.F. Schumacher, in his book
Small is Beautifyltalks about economic simplicity and suitable testhgies that are
believed to empower people more in contrast tadba of “bigger is better” which
renders many powerless to resist it. Small scaliewture can be more sustainable,
socially just and quite profitable. In order to gesmall operations economically viable,
farmers must nourish a good relationship with #relland and with their community and
neighbors. Thus, it is more likely that farmersofaller scale operations are committed
to their community with active engagement.

The insights gained from this study also are udeiuthe development of new
ideas that can help to reduce the impact of coatisdarming restructuring on rural
communities and include farmers as an integral gfasticcessful community
development. For example, through the use of gtargimulate agricultural diversity
would benefit the community as a whole, as notedday Lyson’s New York work on
Civic Agriculture

This study examines a representative communitii@f3orn Belt area and is based
on evidence from a relatively small sample of 12dpde; therefore caution must be
taken in generalizing the results to other areageographical regions. If progress is to be
made in understanding the new complexities of rewalal environments, researchers
need to verify similar agricultural and social lerand compare how and why these may
differ from one region to another. How should thogerested in vital rural areas invest
their resources - in farming or communities? Upaav that investment has focused on
farming with the distribution of massive subsidylgmmograms directed to farmers,
benefiting mainly large farmers while communitielsese they live and work lack
services and entertainment. Will the farming comityutontinue to maintain its stores of

social capital? There are signs that Farmingtdigiiting back even with fewer farmers
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keeping alive its festivals and organizations, ingiot to community identity. However,
sadly the county seat’s newspaper web site repoethtly the town losing its small
Catholic school. This loss reinforces that it isoastant battle to maintain a small,
beloved place.
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Appendix A: Community Survey

1. What do you consider the boundaries of Farmmgpdoe?
2. How long have you lived in Farmington?

3. How do you rate Farmington as a place to live?

Very desirable

Somewhat desirable

Somewhat undesirable
Very undesirable

PP

4, What do you especially like about living here?
5. What do you especially dislike about living Here

6. How would you describe the community of Farmamgten years ago? Please
give examples to illustrate your answer.

1. Very tight-knit/cohesive 2. Somewhat cohesiv
3. Somewhat non-cohesive 4. Very loose-knit/oohesive
7. How would you describe the community of Farmimghow? Please give

examples explaining your answer

1. Very tight-knit/cohesive 2. Somewhat cohesiv
3. Somewhat non-cohesive 4. Very loose-knit/nohesive
8. Over the past 10 years, what are the main clsathgé have occurred in

Farmington?
Please give examples.

9. Why do you think the changes occurred? Do yalithe changes are for the
better or worse?

Your Community

10. Indicate which, if any, of the following commtynactivities you or any member
of your household has been involved in during thast five years.

1. Community service organizations such as theeksy Lions or  (10.1)
Rotary
2. Social groups such as the Elks, Masons, Mawsather (10.2)

Neighborhood clubs
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11.

12.

13.

3. Educational or school organizations (10.3)

4. Veterans organizations such as Veterans ofidgrolars, (10.4)
American Legion Post, etc.

5. Farmer organizations such as the Farm Bureamets (10.5)
Union, etc.

6. Religious organizations such as church groups (10.6)

7 Board of directors or trustees of a bank or tmemof the (20.7)
Morinsonville Business Council

8. Cooperatives, Cooperative Extension Groups 0.8j1

9. Athletic leagues, sports or hunting clubs 0.9)

10. 4-H clubs, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Little bae (10.10.)

11.  Village Government (10.11)

12.  Other (specify) (10.12)

Did your involvement in any of the above organizas take place (10.13)

outside of Farmington? If so, where?

How would you bestescribe how people in your community relate
to one another? (11)

. They are concerned about each other's welfare
. They help others in an emergency

. They mind one another's business

. They mind their own business

. They cooperate to achieve shared goals

. Everybody takes care of themselves

. They are out for what they can get

NOoO ok WN PR

From the types of persons listed below, pleadieate all you know
by name and speak to on a regular conversati@sas.b

1. Village President or Village Board member (12.1)

2. School Board member (12.2)
3. Pastor, minister, or priest 82.
4 Owner or employee of a restaurant, retail shaguéomobile (12.4)

dealership

5. Farm equipment dealer (12.5)
6. Farmer (i.e., owner/operator, tenant farmdaon manager) (12.6)
7. Agricultural fertilizer or pesticide dealer (22.7)

8. Government employee of an agricultural ageeay.(Farm (12.8)

Service administration, Soil and Water Conseombistrict,
etc.) Farm laborer (i.e., hired farm worker)

What fraction of all people in your community you know (at least
know by name and speak to on a conversation&)Ba4.3)
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14.
things:

1. Less than ten percent 4. One-half to threetgrsa
2. Ten percent to one-quarter 5. Three-quartei®0%

3. One-quarter to one-half

Has this changed in the past 10 years?

Please choose how often you could depend onngighbors for the following

Always | Usually| SometimesRarely | Never

1. Watch over your house
when you are away

2. Water the lawn

3. Run errands

4. Take in packages when
you're away from home

5. Baby-sit for a few hours

6. Le

hospitalized for 2 weekg

nd money if

15.

16.
(16)

17.

18.

19.

Do you depend on close relatives (parentangibl etc.) rather than (15)
neighbors for the above things?

1. Yes 2. No

If your close relatives live outside of Farntmg please indicate where.

1. Christian County 3. Out of county

2. Springfield 4. Out of state

How do community residents treat new peoplé&ade give examples: a7
1. Warm and friendly 5. Fine, if they donit to change things

2. Takestimetowarmup 6. New people are astlyaccepted

3. Suspicious

4. Well, if the newcomers are

like the community residents
What, do you see as the advantages or beogfisvcomers moving into  (18)
Farmington? Please give examples.
Who makes the real decisions about Farmingtarture? (19

1. The local government officials 5. All resids have a voice
2. A few individuals with most of the powerin local decision making
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3. A few families with most of the power 6. Tiasiness owners
4. Landowners outside the community 7. Othgredgy)

20. The leaders in the community are ... 20) (

1. The most wealthy 5. Supported by most residents
2. Those who have lived here for _ 6. The big lanuers
long time 7. The business people
3. The elected public officials 8. Other (spegkif
4. Those who work behind the
scenes

21. Do you shop in Farmington for the following gsaand services? If not, please
indicate where.

Yes T'ville Springfield Somewhere
(Farmington) else

21.1 Food

21.2 Banking

21.3 Furniture

21.4 Insurance

21.5 Appliances

21.6 Gasoline

21.7 Doctor

21.8 Childcare
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22. Here are some statements which might descabegommunity. Please chose
which best shows how much you agree or disagréeesich statement.

Strongly No Strongly
Agree | Agree| Opinion |Disagree| Disagree

1. Most people in my community can
be trusted

2. The leadership in my community
does not care much about what people
like me think

3. The leadership in my community
can be trusted to do what is best for
the community

4. | feel fully accepted as a
community member

5. Conflict is not common in my
community

6. Decisions in my community are
made by a small group of people

7. Residents in my community knov
each other well

=~

8. Residents in my community
actively participate in community
activities

9. The economic outlook for my
community appears poor

10. My community does a good job
planning for the future

11. Overall, my community has more
things going for it than do other
communities of similar size

12. This is a farm community

13. This community is a good place
to raise children

o

14. On the whole, | am very satisfie
with living in my community

23.  What type of community do you consider Farnmongb be? (23)
1. Rural 2. Small-town 3héx (specify)
What factors contribute to your answer?
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24,

25.

What is your ideal community to live in?  Rleaxplain why. (24)
1. Rural 2. Small-town 3. Suburb 4naf city 5. Large city
What is your least preferred community to iive Please explain why.  (25)
1. Rural 2. Small-town 3. Suburb 4n&f city 5. Large city

Household Information

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

Sex: 1=Male 2=Female (26)

What is your present marital status? (27)
1. Single 2. Married 3. Separated Di#orced 5. Widowed

1. What is your age? (28.1)
2. What is you spouse's age? (28.2)
Do you have any children? 1=Yes 20=N (29)
If yes, how many? (29.1)
What are the ages of your child/children? 229.
How many years of education have you received?

(30)
How many years of education has your spoussvedt? (31)
What ethnic group do you most identify with? (32)
1. English, Welsh, Scotch-Irish, Scottish &Hr 3. German 4. Dutch
5. Hispanic 6. Slavic 7. American S8andinavian 9. Black
10. Other (specify)
What is your religious affiliation? 33
Where is your church located? (34)
1. Farmington 2. Taylorville 3. Rosamond P4na 5. Springfield
6. Other (specify)
How actively do you participate in your church? (35)
1.0Onceaweek 2. Twice aweek 3. Occedly 4. Member only
Are you or any other adult household membetave of Farmington? (36)
1. Yes 2. No
If not, where were you or they born? (36.1)

If you grew up in Farmington, what are the adages or disadvantages (37)
of growing up here?

If you moved to the community did your familsne relatives or friends already
living here?
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39.

40.

4].

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

l1=Yes 2=No (38)
If a relative did live here, which generatiooved here?
1 =Parents 2 = Grandparents 3 = Great-graedfsor earlier

Do you expect to be living in this communitytie future?
a. 1=Yes 2=No

b. If yes, why?
1. I have work here 6. All my friends aredner
2. 1 own my house (or land) 7. 1 have nowhadse to go
3. My family has always lived here 8. It's aesplace to live
4. It's a good place to live 9. Other (specify)

5. All of my family is here
How many people live in your household?

What type of home do you live in?

1. Apartment 4. Converted store front
2. Single family home 5. Other (specify)
3. Townhome

Do you or a member of your family own the hamehich you live?
1=Yes 2=No

Do you expect any of your children to residéammington as adults?
1=Yes 2=No 3 = Maybe

Do you subscribe to the local newspaper?

1=Yes 2=No

If yes,

( ) Farmington Times ( ) Breeze-Courier (anR Palladium
() Other

Do you have a local library card?
1=Yes 2=No

Did you vote in the last local election?
1=Yes 2=No

How many people in your household (includingrgelf) have at least
one paying job? (Include self-employed persons):

1. Household members holding at least one fuletjob?

2. Household members holding a part-time job?

3. Total number of household members holdingastlene
paying job

(39)

(40.1)

(40.2)

(41)

(42)

(43)

44)
(45)
(56)

(47)

(48.1)

8.2%
(48.3)
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49.

What is the occupation of the principal wagameds) of the family?

A=Earnerl B=Earner2 (example A=2B)

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

. Farmer 9. Retired

. Education 10.Unemployed
.Human services, nurse, social worker 1Ve@ument

. Business and managerial 12. Other (specif

. White collar (store clerk, secretarial, etc.)
. Blue collar (truck driver, laborer, etc.)

. Professional (doctor, lawyer, etc.)

. Self-employed business

O~NO UTh WN P

Please indicate whether the job(s) is full-tmngart-time.
A=Earnerl B =Earner?2

Where is the job(s) located? Town name
A=Earnerl B =Earner?2

How far do you travel to work (one way)?
1. Work at home 2. Less than one mile 3. 2 - 15 miles
4. 16-30 miles 5. Over 30 miles

How long have you worked at this job?
A=Earnerl B =Earner?2

What is the range of your household income?

1. Under 15,000 6. 55,000 - 64,999
2. 15,000 - 24,999 7. 65,000 - 74,999
3. 25,000 - 34,999 8. 75,000 - 84,999
4. 35,000 - 44,999 9. 85,000 - 94,999
5. 45,000 - 54,999 10. 95,000 or more

QUESTIONS FOR THOSE CONNECTED TO FARMING:
If a landlord (if not skip to #57):

55.

Do you own farmland?
1=Yes 2= No

How many acres?

56.

Who farms your land?
1. friend

2. relative

3. farm manager

4. other:

(49)

(50)

(51)

(52)

3)(5

(54)

(55.1)
(55.2)

(56)
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If an operator:

57.
58.

59.

60.
61.
Why?

62.
years?

How many acres do you own? (57.1)
How many do you rent? (57.2)

(On rental land) What are your leasing arramggs? (58.1)

If crop share, what type you prefer? (58.2)

Who are your landlords?

1. friend

2. relative

3. farm manager 4. other: (59)

Where does your landlord live?
1. Morrinsonville 2. County 3. Out county 4. Guate  (60)

Has the competition in the local land marketeased in the past 10 years?
(61)

In what ways do you think local leasing preesi have changed in the past 10
(62)
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Appendix B: Tenant Interview
1. How does the ratio of your owned land to ledaed compare to what you farmed 10
years ago?

% land owned has increased % land oheedecreased

What ratio of owned to leased land do you prefgraar operation?
% land owned % land leased

What type of ratio do you expect to see in the Beygars (or 10 years)?
% land owned % land leased

2. How many acres would you like to be farmingha nhext 10 years?

3. Did you face stiff competition in leasing thadts that you crop share?

4. What things do you offer landlords to assure gontinuing to lease the land that you
crop share? (For example, do you supply productports annually? How detailed is it?
Do you think that reports make difference in yoanagement relationship?)

5. Did you face stiff competition in leasing thadts that you cash rent?

6. What things do you offer landlords to assure gontinuing to lease the land that you
cash rent? (For example, do you supply produceponts annually? How detailed is it?
Do you think that reports make difference in yoanagement relationship?)

7. What is your preferred leasing form? Why?

8. Do you value the risk sharing characteristicsrop share leases? Explain.

9. Do you farm the land that you crop share diffigethan the land that you cash rent?
Explain. (e.g. inputs, sequence, low or no till)

10. Do you farm the land that you own differentiam the land that you lease? Please
explain.

11. Do you believe that changes in farmland leapnagtices have altered life (e.g.
relationships, engagement in volunteerism) in yemmmunity?

11. How do you evaluate what price to offer on ycash rented ground?
___auctions

____consult farm management

___trust in the tenant

____University of lllinois auctions.
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12. Do you take soil productivity into considerathen negotiating a lease? Does your

landlord?

13. Do you think the University of lllinois has afted the local farmland rental market?

How?

14. Using a scale from 1-5 with 1 being the lowaexd 5 the highest, rank what you take

into account when you negotiate leasing.

Low High

Risk 1 2 3 4 5
Landlord involvement 1 2 3 4 5
Relationship with landlord 1 2 3 4 5
Soil productivity 1 2 3 4 5
Price 1 2 3 4 5
TENANT TRACTS

1. What type of lease do you have on this tract?
Crop share Cash rent

Combination of crop share and cash rent

2. Which category best describes your relationship wits landlord?
Family member (type of relationship)
Close friend
Friendly acquaintance
Previously unknown to you
Familiar Institution
Unfamiliar Institution
None. Professional manager used.

3. How long have you leased this property?
4. How long have you known this landlord?

5. Is the contract written or oral?
For how many years does it run?
Is the renewal automatic?
Are you happy with your lease? If not, why?

6. How did you first learn about the opportunity tade this land?
____from landlord directly
____from a neighbor or other friend
_____from a professional manager
____ from arelative
_____from newspaper or media advertising
____from a banking/lending institution
_____from other source (explain)
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7. How involved is the landlord in the managementhef land?
____Veryinvolved/ contact is often
_____Somewhat involved/ contact is occasional
_____Rarely involved/contact is little or none

8. Does the landlord live in the community? (If noheve?)
___ County State Other state (which)

9. Using a scale from 1-5 with 1 being the lowest &rnle highest, rank how you
regard your landlords on the following items:

Low High
Trustworthy and conscientious 1 2 3 4 5
Trusting of you, the farm operator 1 2 3 4 5
Concerned about the environment 1 2 3 4 5
Up to date and knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5
Negotiated lease in good faith 1 2 3 4 5

10.Do you have a specialty crop contract for the #ract

11.What was your average yield per acre in the lag&a8s on this tract?
Corn Soy beans
Other (specify)

12. (If crop share) What proportion of the crop ddes landlord receive as
rent?

13. Are available inputs (e.g. seed, fertilizer, ettdred in the same proportion? (If
no) Could you describe the proportion?

14. (If the lease is cash rent) How much is the rentaoee?

15.1f you have rented this tract for at least 10 ypatsat management or other
changes have occurred in this period?
Did ownership change?
Did type of lease change? Who requested the change?
Have the amount of rent? Who requested the change?
Has the amount of landlord input changed? Who r&tgdethe change?
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Appendix C: Landlord Interview
1. What is your preferred leasing form? Why? (Landllor tenant choice)
2. Are you concerned about how risk is shared batvwenant and landlord?

3. (If cash rent) How do you decide about the poicthe cash rent?
____auctions

____consult farm management

____trust in the tenant

____University of lllinois auctions.

4. Using a scale from 1-5 with 1 being the lowest & the highest, rank what you take
into account when you negotiate leasing.

Low High
Risk 1 2 3 4 5
Landlord involvement 1 2 3 4 5
Relationship with landlord 1 2 3 4 5
Soil productivity 1 2 3 4 5
Price 1 2 3 4 5

5. Do you think the University of lllinois has afted the local farmland rental market?
How?

6. Do you believe that recent changes in farmlaagihg practices have altered in any
way the local community near your land?

LANDLORD TRACT

1. | wantto ask you some questions about a tractrgouto
Acreage of the tract:

2. What type of lease do you use?
Crop share Cash rent
Combination of crop share and cash rent

3. Does the tenant have a specialty crop contragt@sif what kind?

4. (If crop share) What proportion of the crop do yeoeive as rent?
Are available inputs (e.g. seed, fertilizer, ettdred in the same proportion? (If no)
Could you describe the proportion?

5. What was your average yield per acre in the lageds on this tract?

Corn Soy beans
Other (specify)
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6. Which category best describes your relationship wits tenant?
Family member (type of relationship)
Close friend
Friendly acquaintance
Previously unknown to you
None. Professional manager used.

7. How long have you leased this property out?
8. How long have you known this tenant?
9. How long has this tenant rented the property?

10.Is the contract written or oral?
How long does it last?
Is the renewal automatic?
Why did you choose this arrangement?

11.How did you first learn about the tenant’s interiesthis land?
_____from tenant directly
____from a neighbor or other friend
_____from a professional manager
____ from arelative
_____from newspaper or media advertising
_____from a banking/lending institution
____from other source (explain)

12.As a landlord, how involved are you in the managenoéthe land?

Very involved/ contact is often
Somewhat involved/ contact is occasional
Rarely involved/contact is little or none

13.Using a scale from 1-5 with 1 being the lowest &ride highest, rank how you

regard your tenant on the following items:

Low High
Trustworthy and conscientious 1 2 3 4 5
Trusting of you, the farm owner 1 2 3 4 5
Concerned about the environment 1 2 3 4 5
Up to date and knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5
Negotiated lease in good faith 1 2 3 4 5

14.(If the lease is cash rent) How much is the rentgoee?

15.1f you have rented this tract for at least 10 ypatsat changes in the arrangement

with tenants have you made in this period?
Changed tenant?
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Changed type of lease? Who requested the change?
Changed the amount of rent? Who requested the eRang
Changed the amount of landlord input? Who requesiedhange?
16.. How did you acquire this land?
____inherited from
____purchased
___given by
17.Are you happy with the terms of your rental arrangat?
18.1f not, do you plan to change that arrangement viherease is up?

19.Do you take soil productivity into considerationavhnegotiating a lease?
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