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gural soziology confronts a. continuing crisis of idéntigy <
becaus €. of its failure to -develop a sociology of agriculture. Hig-
torically, despite an initial focus on agriculture, rural sociology
became Jeflected tc the analysis of rurality. Recent emphasis of
rural sociologists on the "tarnaround® Phenomenon is symptomatic
but f1ils to deal with the fact that suchgturnaround repregents the
+ penetr stioa of previously rural .space by yrban-based economic func-
tions, :.Rural sociology has increased its irrelevance by failing to .

locate itself appropriately in the

productionist .oriented land.

i grant

Sten,

by préviding ideological justification

o It.could resolve its problems, as has agricultural

for production-

S

. econoal -
ism. It-¢puld also 'seek to develop @ nevw constituency for its .pro--

- . Guctior. \lais would probably jeopardize its location im the lana

" grdnt systja but protably represents the only way out cf closed and -

"

padigm. sSeveral new developments in the sociology of
ur#- involving neopopulist and neomarxist paradigms .are cop=-
agpmolding~prepise for a revised rural sociology. *
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Rural sociology as,a,professioual “galli Gg."

expoession should be congraturated

relentless introspection. Thosa fa

rural sociology,

journal, Rural Sociology, can attest to this critical. introspe*-

tion. ) - ~ ; .
. L

[ N v R *
Put if self-examination and self—criticisn are virtues and the

Weber's
ts continuous and, indeed,

liar with-the snbdiscipline of

particularly - having folloved #t$s professional

to hse

"sﬁbdiscipline is thus to be cougratulated, -its capacity to change

and project a dynamic and vital probing. of society does’ not deserve
the same  plandits. The subdiscipline, rather, has established an

unenviable location vith respect to the socijl sciences generally, .
. //,fto sociology more specifically, and %o the central institaution of
‘;ich ‘it is a segment, the land grant. complex [ 1) of institatious

the United, States.

. The qtatenant about "upeviablility® :Lould be gualified since
‘rural -sociology has alwvays been envied- by its larger-sibling,
sociolagy, £or its substantial fumd'ing base even though this fund-

constitutes but a Bminpiscule portion of publicly-fqued

"

‘\

-’ - spaper prepared for
tLook To the Puture,™
‘ciety, Guelph, Ontario
of ¢the

1

the plenary sessipn, "Rural Sociology: 1A
‘annual meeting of the Rural Sociological Sp-
August 1981.. This paper vas prepared. with
tiondl Science Poundation Grant ¥o. 0SS 18-

. the support

The opinions, findings, and conclusions are ' those of the

24814,

" anthor and do hot n¢cessarily refle¢t the vievs of, the Foundation.

this .paper has benefitted froa a critical collents by Vincent val-
- ¥ano and Robert J. ‘Thomas. . f,/_,

v ' ol

. 11 qiiand grangt complex” fefers to the Iand grant. colleges of
aqriCnlturp in the United states créated by the Morrill Act' of
3862, ‘the Agricultural Pxperiment Stations created by the:Hatch Act
of 1887, -abd the Exténsion network formed by the Smith-lever Act of

.'.-\\ - I
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..Desplte inltial concerns, therefore, the spbdiscipl
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agricultural research and devel@plent in the U S. . Unlike. general
sociology, whose practitioners _mbst scratch forresearch support
and susmar salaries, ‘the osganlzational relationship hetwveen
departnents of rural socioloqy, the experiment statiions, and the
finited States Department of Agriculture (USDA) bave alvays provided -

a lacrative source of research dollars. On the other hand. raeral-" '

sociology has not played a signlfzcant role, concomitant with its
resources, in the production of knowledge, of use either to sociol-
-0gy, the social scienges more. generally,- or .to the.K land grant
1nst1tut10ns, and the subdisczplzne has not been hlghly regarded in
‘a srnbollc vay -by general sociology [2]. i7 )

The approach that ulll ‘he taken here is that rural soczology
®ade a primordial decisiod in its foraative perlod to becone asso-
ciated with rural society rather thaa with agriculture. That deci-~
sion accrued desplte initial concerns aboat agriculture by the
founding fathers [3] about the erosion of the agricaltaral popula-
tion. As these concerns came into conflict vith produgtionist
orientations in.the land grant complex, research oh'-a number of
agricnltural: issues- vas actively discouraged igtedland 1979).

was shapedl
in ways that left its ;nterests in ayriculthre repote; U, S. rural
soczology becane focused instead ‘on rural socnel:r‘....r

L]

The key issue that 8111 be addressed in this paper cenferS' on
the guéstion poséd by- Falk and ‘Pinhey (19783 556): "If there is no
‘raral,' can there be a 'rural 50c1ology'?" It -will contended that
there 15 11tt1e "raoral® society left in the United. States, althoagh
there are, many hlgh-, sediaa-,-and’ 10u~densztr popalation locations
and, henCe, «here is no longer any basis in the United States, if
there ever uas in the past, for a rural sociology.a;

{ : . - i

.- ' L z 'pr_ J - .\a

. i LI .

{2} Sone rural sociologists will want enpirlcal-ﬂata to confira
.this asqertlon. While empirical evidence is not'dense on this suh-
ject, see Falk and Pinhey 1978 vho confire inpréssxons developed
over. years of observing raral sociology. Onme igdicator that sight
be tested enplricallr is the capacity of rural sociologicalwdepartbz
ments® to ‘place their -PhD "products" in genemal departnents of so- .

‘@\clogr' ]
< TN

-

[3] The term is used deliberately. The early dlfferentzatzon of
Home Economics as a distinctive subject for, cinvestigation and
teaching and the formation of . depattments and ‘schools concerned’
with that topic probahkly contributed enormously ‘to* gender speciali~-
zation betweén Home Economics and ‘the -other Jagrigultural social

.. Sciences. In historical restrospect, Hoame Econopamics tablished:

"Jjurisdiction™ over the home and. fasily; - 'Rural -Sociology 'began
with, the farn and farsers but ended up with the coununlty as its

" -
jurzsdzctzon R
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Rural: society’ Tepregsented an initially veak conceptual . ¥
approach of some of the founders ~of sociology. . This approack - .-

.vieved the transitiod to capitalism. in terms' of 'polarities .of

societAl types that' distinguished small-scale, agriculturally-based

" societies from large-scale, complex, industrial, urban societies.

f8). This distinctiom proved to be eapirically wéeak as extensive

research subsequently proved. Not only did this focus lead to coun-

) ceptugl blind alleys ‘about’ the ™rural-aurban continuus® and °
"fringe," but e discovery that gemeihschaftliche :elationships

could ‘be found in urban settings also proved disn&ying {Whyte 1955'

. Gans 1962). ) . ,

A dual. deoogtaphic p:ocess developed as %he united States made
its transition tyrough industrialise to the “posﬁbindostqial' era.
" At a very edrly stage and, indeed. contributing to the formafion of
the agricultural - social sciences. the comparative~disadvantage of
living on the land led to a flight to urbaniss Yiving Tisé - to the
Country LifagMovement. By the 1930sS, as .the adoption of the trac-
tar: p:oduoeq a fundamental transformation in ag:icnltu:al produc~-
.- —tion {57, it became clear that the rural basis of American society,
was disappearing. . Subsequently, as urban population spread and
encroached on surrounding tqtal locations, the. phenomenon of subur-
bia became a concern =+~ primarily to non-rural gociblogists, *
Although rutal sociologists vorried at the ”ta:al-u:ban fringe,® it"
vas left largely to their erban colleagues ‘th gene:al sociology to
stuady subu:bia. . . , -

nost :ecently; and derivative . of ‘suburbanization, the
phenomenon. of "turnaround” was. discovered when a number of rural
counties which had been- steqdily losing population for many
" " decades, began to crease 'in poiolation {Hansen 1973; Beale
. 1975) . "Turnaround® has given risé, in some rural sociology cir-.
. cles, to talk about a “"rural :enaissance“ and other e¢uphorics indi-

cating a.-new, lease on life for rural -sociology. Par from this, the

so-called rural :enaissance is neither rural nor a renaissance. By

focusing ol tirnaround, rural ﬁociology continues to make itsgelf ‘
. pesipheral to the institutional network .of vhich it is a part,
‘fu:t ering its.owvn aatginalization._ e o,

H

>
e - - . ' . t
.—f4 ] Reference here is to the traditions developed in ™grand
theory® sociology, patticulatly as represented by Durkheis and
Toeanies and reinforced by Parsons in his pattern variables. This
scomment does not apply either to Macx or Weber who, also concerned
ith the transition to capitalisl, did not reify spcial relatiog-

'Tps in the same vay. . Ty . Coe 3

[5])°This vas signaled in southern Sgticultu;e in oné of the most
dramatic -- because it was -associate vith race +*- dJdewmographic
transformations as .the black population shifted from southern~

, tu:al-agticultu:al tp‘no:the:n-u:ban-indust:ial. /

t . 3 | r

/
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: An andlypis of the institubional l&catior of rural sociology . - -
and the -development of aa agenda that might make'it more central
arques tngc;thqisubdisci Lipe dust begin .34 adjor reallocation of *
research priorities.’ -'Sueh a réallocatiop could place the Subdis-

ciplime in ope of seve:aliqgtaqab;e positions: ~ either the subdis- .
cipline -¥ill -becose aa jdeological exponemt and Justifier of the
final destruction of family-based agriculgure in the °¥.S. and. sup-

", porter ‘of corporate. agribusiness or it will undertake a gadfly »
"~ ctitical role which could ‘lead &0 its expulsion from thﬁ\land gfan?
codplex. - . -~ o ) _ : - .
:,- Yo : . . L - . 3 ) ! . Q‘ L
5 . * X : 4 ‘ . P
Ibe Demise of Buyral Society :
, Details.of p'pulation shifts in the United ',states ' £i.|;%e the®
middle " of the last .century when the urban population‘ burgeoned and

the rural population declined need-not bg set out here. 7This the
. process was, and continueés to be, the subject of continuing con-
-cern. Beale (1975, 1978a,b) and Zuichés and Brown {1978) to cite
.only a few have sumfarized these tendencies: €ara population has

declined since 1916; "rural population [remained] about the ‘same

gize it had been for several decades, but with much-internal dis-

*-. tripution" {(Beale 1978b: 43), and the nonmetropolitan sector “has.

A expgrienéezd a .considerable expansion.. in economic opportunity®
(Zuiches a _’Brotn 1978: 71) [6). Within rural sociology, Beale is
associated with™ the turnaronnd phenﬁlenon and acknowledgés this

,identification: "..,I am identified with the deaographic wark that
docdmented the @$opulation turnaround in nonmetro areas™ (1978a: _
11j. Beale's encomia for turnaround [ 7] .conflates two distinct
phenonena: the continued decline in‘thée agricultural population and \j
the increage in the number of nonmetropolitan counties of popula-~
tion. with an urbanjzed economic’ base. Beale attributes the tur- .
naround phenomenon to four reasong: the redusction in ,displacement ‘

i

r
[
.

1 - ; . . [
. / .

.- [6] The differences between /generations of demographers as they
exadine population .trepds should be noted. Beale's discussion is
put: primarily in terms of "rural” and "urban®” yhereas. Zuiches” and \\\ .

-Brovn wmake the digtindtion-between metropolitan and nonmetropoli- N
tan. The title of/Beale*s ipitial paper is The Revival of Popula- .

.- ‘growth inm 1itan America; he also uses the "nonmetro- -

~ 'politan® designation’ ip othér places. : . , ’

]

R e

' [7] Altho making suitable, gualifiers-and recognizing differ- -
. wnces in iatarpretition, even though stating that "¥ am not
% predicting that either United States or-the Northeast i5s about o
to become Arcadia® (Beale 1978a: 11), the contextual reference in- -
. 4. dicates a leaning in that direction. This is -reinforced symboli-
cally by the covet of Beale 3975) - publication which shows church

‘f':- and ¢cottages nestling in a'gg!gxgghgggliggg valley.

‘ ' ._-t,‘ - ~ . * ‘ 6‘ . N J
L8 . IL - . ) : )
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. This process vas noted Tecently im the- Hall Street - Jougna)l
(bay 28, 1981): “With Nany Cities. Pull Of Stores, Chaias Open
Outlets in Small Towns: Populatiop Shift Is a Pactor; New Cospeti- .
tion Tends to Hurt Older let:liers.“ The article notes that "Big- -

- time .retailing is .looking increasingly to ssall-town 'Aserica for z
growth.” Retailing giants suck as Sears, K Nart, and Roolworth have
developed "ssall-store prototypes to serve such areas."™ The results
‘"Aurt Sany local merchants,” ode of yhos says, "The big ¢haing are
killing ‘the market. -It sakes se gick.®™ This contrasts with  the -
cossent by the wsanager of the nev-Sears outlet: "He knbw what it

takes to make a buck...the ssall serckasts of this town better get

vith it, or they'll be left behind.” Some retailers contend that,
vhereas shoppers used to travel tQ bigger cities in the area for
shopping, - they are nov stayiug "hose gince a wvider range .of goods ’
have becose locally available. The manager of one of the new salls

notes “He believe those doll}ars are staying homd npv.® This is
illusory since profitable dollars will hardly remaim 1locdl when the

ueil stores - are subsidiaries of corporations far distant fros this

. market; far froa tesaiping local, those dollars will become part, of

the national and ‘imternational flov of capital. .

. The "rural% ¥Bpulation of the United States is chatacterized
- by increasingly “homogemeity, consuping the sase kinds of foods,
cossodities,, and culture as the urban population. Althoaghk sosme
regional differences continue to exist, Cace-ethnic and class
differences have become more significant. Instead of differences
that  desarcate rural and .urban, there is nov an increased homo- .
geneity even between métro and nomsetro locations. Par fros pro- . '
ducing a demeinschaftliche "“arcadia," tbe shift of populations
vith an urban economic base and lifé style¢ réproduce the conditions
vf urban life in gmall coasunities. Price and Clay (1980), for -
exasple, note the rish® of "structural disturbances,® the product of :
sigration to nonsetropolitan counties. Thegse derive, they believe,
fros tvo forces,: institutional overload and ‘cultural clash. The
forser 1is siamilar to what Las been ryeferred to a's the-"fiscal .7
.crisis of the state® (0'Connor 1973) représenting a desand ;or°ser-
vices that - cannot be accommodated begause of the discrepancy
betveen ‘the available tax base and the demands aud ‘expectations fm:/~
Services, Thi develops as a result of what Brice apd Clay refer
to as the "claSh"™ between urban and traditional orientations.
Thus: .- . R SN ' . X
" As more and sore urbaniteg have béén attracted to the rural ﬁb
- bintertand, their collective voice on sany political and
social concernj bas becomse increasingly audible to the
longer;tar- residents. Isparting urban valses and expeécta-
tions, often coupled with sophisticated tastes in the arts .
R and dress’ and a preferencé for contemporary living, these
’ nevcosers are unit carriers ofg:igfetban Culture, sometises

, ' ¥ found to be ‘irreconcilable. with the local sociocultural .
FL ".¢ systes (Price and Clay 1980: 595; 'emphasis in the origi-
‘.‘x v ' nal’o . . ' . . . ES e

- [




The PFuture of Rursl SOc;gipgy

I.»/ .‘ ‘ >
This process was noted tecently in the- §all §treet - Jougrnal
(say ‘28, 1981): "Rit nanyj Cities. rull Of Stores, Chaias Open

Outlets in Ssall Touns:

Populat

ion Shift Is a Pactor; New Cospeti- .

tion Tends to Hurt Older Retallers." The article notes that "Big-
. time.retailing is looking increasingly to ssall-town 'Aserica for
grovwth." Retailing giants such is Séars, K Nart, and Woolvorth have
developed "ssall-store prototypes to serve such areas." The results

"#hurt many local serchants,® one of

killing ‘the market.

It smakes me si

lyhon

Says, "The big ¢hains are
This contrasts with  the .

cossent by the wsanager of the ne

Sears outlet:

wgde know what it

takes to sake a buck...the ssall serchasts of this town bettier

get

vith it,

or they'll be left behind.” Some retailers contend that,

: ty' iocreasingly

vhereas shoppers used to travel tQ bigger cities in the area for
Shopping, - they are now staying "hose® since a wider range of goods
have becone locally available. The sanager of one of the nev salls
notes M“Re believe those doljars are staying hosg now." This is

’111usory since profitable dollars will hardly resain 1locdl when the

new, stores - are subsidiaries of corporations far distant fros this

. market; far fros resaiping local, those dollars will become part of
the national and 1nte:nationa1 flow of capital.

The “:utal“ gopulation of the Gnited States 1is chatacterized

homogereity, consusing  the same kinds of foods,

1

cossodities,. and culture as the urhan

population.

Although some

regional differences continue to exist,
differences, have becose more significant.

race-ethnic and class
Instead of differences

that . desarcate rural and  urban, there is now an increased homo-
qeneit] even betveen wétro and nonsetro locations. FPFar fros :o-
ducing a  gemeinschaftliche ™arcadia,” the skift of popula

vith an nrban econosic base and life style reproduce the cond:tions

of

urban

life

in ssall cossunities.

Price and Clay (1980), for

exasple, note the ris

of "st:ugtu:al disturbances,® the product of
sigration to nonmetropolitan counties.

Thgse derive, they believe,

fros tvo forces,: institutional overload an

cultural

clash.

The

forser

is siailar to

vhat has heen yeferred to as the—ﬂflscal

crisis of the state® .{0O'Connor 1973) repr senting a demand for ‘ser-
vices  that. cannot be accomsodated befause of the discrepancy

betueen’the available tax base and the 4

ands and ‘expectations for

services.
to as the

Th‘ns. W7

-

Th
®clash*"

develops as a result of what

rice and Clay refer

between urban
. | 'y

and traditiomnal otientations.

| y

AS more and sore urbacites- have bggn attracted to the rural

. hinterland, their collective voice on many political and
social concerns; has become increasingly audible to the
longe:;te:l regidents. Isparting urban valses and- expécta-
tions,"’ qften coupled with sophisticated tastes in the arts
and dress’ and a preferencé for contesporary living, these
nevcosers are unit carriers of

th ban culture, sosetismes

¥ tound to be it:econczlable.q;ftga:he local sociocultural .
".¢ systes (Price and Clay 1980: 5 ‘esphasis in the origi-
nal). . . . e
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This interesting-discussion in rural sociology, in the nmean-
tise, has paid no attention to what has been going on "back’at the
ranch /" that is, in igriculture.'IBechuse of the-focus-nhigi gnral
‘sociology gave to the rural community rathér than to agrjculture as
a productjon g;ocg§§§~xura1'sociologists have avoided dealing niFh
the very development’-that gave rise to their existence. :

. . . to. IS

To briefly reécapitulate"the data on the destruction of Veaall
and medium- sized farws and the amnikilation of the *'dying very -
small town'" (Beale 1978h: 43; for discussions of hamlet mortality

. see Galliker and“-Padfield 1980) and the emergence of agribusiness, .
we can note that tbe number of~farms in thé United States (in ail- "~
., *1lions) hdag dropped from 6.37 in 1910 to 2.31 in 1974, land in faras
. 'hag increased (in millions of acres} ffom 881 to 1017 and average
!+ 'dcreage per farm has increased from 139 to 440 (Bodefeld, et al.,
197§, Table .3: 43). Econosics concentration in,agriculture is even’
. more notable. Schertz (1979) notes that the farms with $200,000 in
sales almost tripled hetween 1960 and 1978. In 1960, these large

, unfts constituted 0.9% of all farms and commanded 19% of fars
sales; by 1978, such units had increased to 2.4% of all faress ahd

théy coamnanded 39% of farm’ sales .{ p.18). )

. ] . ) \ ’ .
Future projections extrapolate these treads. McDonald and
Coffsan (1980) ‘anticipate that . by the year 2000, the nuabers of
' farms will .drop to approximatély 1.8 million and average acreage
. will increase to almost 600 (p. 3): v o

More farms will specialize in the comaodities they produce.
Ssome commodities will bé produced. only hy a few large
faras.' JInheritance will be the chief means of acquiring, a:
fara. Parners will rent more farmland. Farmland and faras
vealth will be concentrated among fewer and 1larger faras.
¥ew farmers will bhe:.fewer and will need .more capital to get

. started. 8any new farmers-yill be part-timerl, suppleament-

+ ing their farm income yith nonfara -jobs. °

H P.-‘\\J' ';'.
'

Noreover:
One gomponent of the projections might make some farmers
wince =~ the ' likelikood that more faras will be corpora-
tions. Corporate faras are often.perceived as heing inpimi-
cal to the -fraditional family fatm type of organization.
Bost of the incorporated farms in the future, however, will
tbeaselves by family-operated farms. ' The family farm or-
‘ganization is sound and will probakiy thrive, but with some

“changes (McDonhld agd 9nfflan 1980: 1-2).

-

. With all of these trends: tbeeconomic concentration in agri-

,- culture, the increased wWarginalization of sma)ll family farms, con-.

tinuous eaphasis on monocultural. ﬁpecialization and corporatiza-

tion, farming as known 'in song, story, and ayth, has effectively
. s -

: , o I
y o
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disappeared. The United States has 'moved toward the complete

transformation of agriculture from a way of life to the nek expres-

‘sion, "The wessage is clear...“the basic consideration of the farm-

ing ' business 1is money™ (Johnson 1981). Belatedly, rural sociola-
.gists should realize this and build their reseatrch and teaching on
this, fact.. For agriculture is “Tio longer & phenomenon based on

rural sdczety. it is a process of production, 1like all other .

processes of. production, subject to the same riles as other
processes, and comparable thereto. While there may be some differ-
ences by virtue of historical antecedents and the uncertaldties

remaining is some parts of the production’ process, the similarities-

to other production systeas is what is significant. The continued
focus on rural society makes rural sociolog! an anachronism . in
search of a nonexistent Qcial reality. Discussion of "tur-
narounds,”™ "rural renaissances,™ and "nonnetropolitan growth™ will
rot bring back the social phenomenon out of which rural sociology

- Has created.
L/

-

' The Instxtutxonal Q;;_moa Rur 51 Sociology

- e i e e

.Rural sociology occupies anh anomolous and fundamentally unten-’

. able' (institutional location. On the one hand, its relationShip to

the broader discipline of sociology is uneasya ,Although, in its
earliest " institutional period, rural sociology had a close and
influentjal relationship to sociology, in more recent times it has

become insulatéd and isolated froa the broader discipline (Palk and’ '
Pinhey 1978). ‘ pespite Sewell's (1965) injunctions to .rigor and-

) proxznxty to the general dlscipllne, rural sociology has succeeded

only in beceming methodologically rigorous ahoot trlvial issues
(Picou, Hells, and Nyberg 1978). ’ .

) Bural.soclology is also irrelevant to its 1nst1tutiona1 net-

, work, he'land. .grent complex. Por obvious historical reasoms, the
“land grant system ederged as produgtionist oriented and <dominated
by "hard"™ scientists. Althoagh. J’ﬁcern about the viability of the
rural population was-a factor coatributing to its development, the
land grant conm lex has neve§ been significantly interested fn the

stead 'on g,ﬁduc;ion. Rural _ sociol-
ogy, 'by defining its "jurisdjction® as“rural rather tkan as being

concerned with agriculture or fagming, has isolated itself from the -

priaary concerns of land gqgnt s ence.

! The. irrelevance of rural soéiology \Z:e 5een 1n that most
fundamental of processesy budgeting. .

believed by gederal sociologists as being vell¥endovwe obtains
less than 1% the research budget of USDA ana, the‘oxperllent.Sta-
tions . {(Hathapay 1972: Table }, p. 402). i :

lnother Yndicator of its irrelevance can be tound insits linof
participationduring the recent debate on the structure of agricul-

ture. Newby*s review of a Kkey document, gStpucture Issues of
oL , v L . > .

. 3 - ot
r - . -t ., "

v, 10

u ruralc?oﬁiology is-
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A!SE&S%!,'!QILQBISEEQa (Economics, sthtisti;s'qnd Cooperative :2:-
vice, 1979; reviewed in Rural 0 e 137 160-162) points out

0 .
that this repdirt., produced, %only 18'f§333 out of 305" on “Rural

Aserica,” less than appeared om the section on marketing.. But the
irrelevance of rural sociology in this documeant can also be demon-
strated through the disciplipary backgrounds of the 42 authors, 37

‘of whom were economists, 2 being sociologists, and one gach being

historianis, social scientists, and an informatios officef {9].

% L]

-Another way of assessing rural- sociology is™ to examine 1t§‘

researc output with respect to agriculture, the topic central to

> the -l1and' yrant complex. In an éa:lie:ngaper (Priedland " 1979), 1

-.total of 30 or 24.4%, ha

S o
WY .

shosed, ~ through an apalysis of the subject theses provided to thé
Index of Bural Socjology, that agriculture has been decliiing as a

research topic in the jburnal of the Society. ‘A susmary of this

analysis is shown in Table 1. A study of the 1last three volpames
(43-a5, 1978-80) of al Sociolody shows -that,’ wvhile pore atten-
tion is being given to agriculture and agricultural ‘183ues} this
topic remains fairly obscure for most rural sociologists. In these
three volumes there were a total of 124 articles, reseatch notes,
and coimentaries [f10]. 0§ tbese, by the broadest interpretation, a

d' something to do with agriculture. PExami-~
nation of these coantributions indicates that many are concersed
with agriculture outside of the United States, uith issues relating
to. adoption and diffusion Oof innovations, or rural community
development. A more refined but still broad definition of agricul~-
ture that is sore subjective indicates a maximum of only .20 contri-
butions or 16.3% of tha total., Were a personal dJdefinition to be
used about agriculture, léss than a handful of conmtributions could

be foupnd. To provide access to others as to how this material was:

derived, sSee the appeadix [11). . ‘ "

*
-

L -
1

[9) Some rural sociologists could have contributed to the de-
bate. Richard Rodefald, fo:‘exanple. coold have méde a major con-
t:ibutioa-to-the‘analzsis of land ownership add Isao Pujimoto to
discussions of public policy. Perhaps rural sociology is less
represented within the social science agencies of USDA than in the
colleges of agriculture and'the experipent stations. All of the

- authors of the papers in.the volume, except two, weré drawn from.

USLA agencies.

). [10] A+book Teview symposium of Perelman’s Parsing For Profit in

HyngpyY Borld that appeared in ¥Yol. &4, No. | has been character-

Azed as an article simce it involves a Jengthy interchange about

agriculture.

- r - & o
[11] It might be arquéd, of course, ' that Rura]l Socjology is not
a satisfactory source for judging research output of rural sociolo-
gists with respect to aguiculture since agny do no& publish through
the journal but through bulletins. It should . be noted that the
“Billetin Index,™ which has' been published simce Vol. 31, June

]

-



A . ~ e .
b Y

The Puture of Rural Sociology ", . R I

Basically rural sociology 13 not a “free® subdiscipline;
J rather it should be characterized as "tied® [12'). - Thé “tying" ) of »
rutal sociology can be seen in the way in which the profession °
dealt, in the past, wvith agricultural issues or with issuves.defined -
) as socially controversial.’ In such cases, rural social scientists
have found theamselves in difficulty. §alter Goldschaidt's prohleas
with the Bureau of. lgticultutal Economics, the demise of the BAE,
‘the hurhing of the farm population estimates in 1956, “and the
Bureau © Agticnltufal econonics study of Coahoma Lounty, Missis-
sippi in ,NJ#4 are al)irelevant examples [1).]. Because the agricul-
) “‘tutal scipnces are “tied", they experience. signitgcant internal
: tensions. These tensionas have been resolved historically ia 4Jdif- .
ferent vays (for a historical treatsent see.Rosenherg 18;3, part 23 -
relevant discussions will also be found ln Busch 1980, Rassiter
*+ 1879, and- lzcholson 1977). . : Lt

In one: respect, hovever, _rural sociology is- diffeneg fron all -
of the other agricultural, sciences: .geréaé ‘all of the other sci-
ences have takewtagticultute as their main, rural sociology has
not. The tes%tt As that rural.sociology, as a body of knowledge,
knovs comparatively little aboyt agriculture [14]. ,OUnlike 4ts~’
cousin, agricultural ecbnomics, vhich has placed great eaphasis on .
t e analysis of a wide range of agricultura problems [15], rural

iology essentially has escheved research _on agriculture,

1966 does tot even contaia a cateqoty fo: 'agricult " e “ﬁa .
[12] The literature on'ptofessions |akes‘%_ﬂ4§:3zction betueén -
»free® and "hureaucratic® ptofessions, i.e., the forser being wmadé .

up of professionals wvho sell- their, services ( hysiciass, lawyens) .
in contrast to the Jatter vho.are eiployees of large forsal organji- ﬁ.-{,

zations such ‘as. governaent. See Hughes 1960; uoore 1970° 62-65; %
and Larson 1377: 190-199, - —

. [13].A11 of these have been suamarized in rriealanﬂ 1979. por | 4
details on each ‘see, respectively, Kirkendall 1964y 1966: chaptifs g
12, 13, gnd’coldschaidt 1980, Part 3; Rosenbaus, n.d.; and Hardin.. _ ¢
19#6_: 652-655. ° . ’ - g~ ; 1

"[18] A concomitant phenomenon is that socé;log] as. a discipline, i T

] * knows « nothing about/the sociology of agriculture.. Those special-

ized areas uxth;n sociology that deal with production have paid nd ™ .

attention, to ‘agricaltural processes since these have heen defined =~

as being within the- -Jurisdictidn of sural sociology. See Priedland. ’

Barton, and Thomas 1981: 1-5. . ] b

1151 Lest anyone worry about ctediting agticultutpl ecopoaics
too much, it should be esphasized that the econogics subdiscipline
has its hlind' spots and limitations in its focus on triwia.. There = _
can be little doubt, hovever, that agricuiturmal econonics has been ]
centrally focused on agricultural production agd has theseby served . -
the ptoduc;ionist 1n@gsests of the land’ gtant systen. N A S

T
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GiVen the institutipnal location of Lural ,sociology in tfe'
land ant coaplex, the s@bdiscipline has become an anomaly. This
does E. mean that rural sociology departnents ha-ve not- played use-

"ful roles. in\. land grant institutioms, providing free or low-cost ’

ingtruction’ in sociology to students froa urban backgrounds.

A} Qne iajor arena which had drawn- the*nttention of uralfbociolﬂ

. ogists relevant to agricultire is adopvion-diffusion research. Yet
. even here, research has concentrated exclusively on- the singular
. agspect of adoption in the agricultural enterprise; many other

1

- tieg¢ and outcones ‘of qapitalist agricnltqul developnent.

aspects of the process have been ignored. As.for- other ‘components
of agriculture, particularly those dealing with production,. produc-
tion organization, political organization vith respect to agrictl-
tural productiod, etc., Rost rural sociblogists have esohewed these
topics with vigor {16 ]. . .

The topics that get gemerated vithin agriculture, from a
sociological. point of view, will potentially créate probleas ﬂ{p;e
i0logigts will have to address the processes of production. n
69 doing, they will confront a dilemma. On the onet hand, they can
either .take the. ditection of agriculturaln ecpnOIics ‘ory on- the
othef,. they can formulate a stance -that sets ontggpe social reali-

T
Y
'ﬂ -

- If the first approaqp is taten, rural sociologists wilI""ﬁa(e

“ to " develop ways. and .means, as ‘has agricultural economics,’ to.
become .useful to productiorist land .grant _séiesge. ~ Such an -

L]

approach requires - the developaént of a research eyuivalent that
exanines comparative costs of packing lettuce ‘or‘ establishing .a
vineyard in. the .San Joaguin ..¥Yalley or in western Pennsy}vania.
This type of approach just ifies -existing institutionzl arrangements
and reinforces the Jland grant institution. * A comparable example
from .agricultural economics can be found: in the *®rsturns to
research® ‘literature. Agricuttural economists have dememstrated,
at least to the satisfiaction of theé scientists who dominate 1land
. granat knovledge prodnction, .that dinvestment in-such reseanch As
econonically and socially rational. This.research has been useful
to land grant scientists vho have provided ample funding for it..

[ # P -

. Following this approach. several types of studies could be
suggested hy which rural sociology could becone ngseful” to
productionist gcientists of the land grant complex: . E;E

- . -

N

-

- {16] Atteapts sinee 1978 of a number of rural sociologists.. te
grapple with agriculture as 3 focus for research aust be noted. and
vill he discassed below. .The emphasis given’ ‘to agricultural topicg

P » - ’ . .
o - - ! '2 . -

at annual leetings in 1980 and 1981 represent ‘a. significant change.
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. -Studihs relating to the recrukilent‘ ind ‘lanagegéﬂt of iage

« - { _ laber. Alt hough, labor represents a declining problematic in
' agriculture, jt remains a sericus affair in sunbelt agricul~-
tare. . While thke long tera prospects-are for continuous sab-

stitution of labor by capital (i.e., machinery), labor supply
any control vill continue to be a probleamatic [17). '

2. Studies of social sovements and soczal‘ control. Whkile the
population base for social soveaents in agriculture. is vastly
diainished, the e*perience of the Xsericap Lgricultural Move~
sent (Plinn and’ Xohkl: 1979) in the past few years indicates
that protest tendencies remain against policies that .erode the
viability of "smaller" production units. Political comtrol of
such -moveaments represents a problesatic for land grant. scien- -
tists since their scientific productian has contributed to the
process of ecdnolic concentrfation - ‘and vill probably continue
to 4o so. . o

3. Studies dealing vith interorganizational anélysis and™ articu-
lation. With the criticisms of land grant science (Hightouer
1973) .and ‘the fiscal crisis, there are. indications that" #ore
agrlculturil research wiil get done increasingly in the
. . . * private sector. Such a development will lead to even closer
.o articulation between land grant and, private sector science.
The. private sector will seek, ds in the past, to put the bur-
. den of long. rarge, basic research on the taxpayer while i

.+ ¢ ‘conducting developmental research capturable for profit. Some
e . *of the ways in vhich this. process has been accomplished have
. been gtudied by a few rural soclologists (seé especially
Pajiao -and Xopper 1978) bat,{ on the vhole, the analysis of

1ntetorganizationa1 articulation' resmaius to be accoaplished.

T

e . these are only a fev subjects that night be undertaken by a
redicected. ‘rural sociology concerned "with- finding a place in a.
prodaction ist-oriented agricultural science network. At the gsame’
tise, there are dangers involved in taking this approach.

| N

{17) In California, for example, there has been controversy over
‘ the past decade about the failure of the University California’s
Agricaltaral pivisioen to provide services relating to ‘agricultural
4 labor. A recqnt suit by Califofnia Rural Legal Assistance against
the University 1is. one manifestation. The vay the UOniversity
operates in response can be seen in a recent instance in which the
., Legislature.provided support for Extension activities on  agricul-
tural labor. The University's Agricultural pivision has 1|plelent-
ed the -approach by recruiting specialists in personnel aanagesent.
Thus nev jobs are being created for vhick rural sociologists, with
sose training, could be ‘employed; it should also be noted, hower-
er, that  these jobs vill serve the interests of agricultural ea-
ployers and not those of vorkers.® ' .
% . - :

ERIC . 14
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Consider. for example, the hazards implicit in conductihg interor-
ganiZational' analyses. This reseach can be useful to experinent
station directors interested ia getting as ®big a bang for ‘the
buck® in agricultural sciences as possible, As state legislatures
and the federal government become uwmore difficult. with funding,
exper iment station directors will be 1looking fob vays to briang

established. public sector research into closer coanjunction with the -

private sector. As Nerton. pointed out in Betting out his defense
of functionalism, .(Merton 1957, Chapter 1: 37-46), research can be
either conservative or radical., 1If ased to facilitate articula-
tion, experiment station directors will probably welcome it. How-
ever, Iif suck research is viewed as "muckraking,” as. fexposure" of

: the use of public resources for private gain, Such research nill

probably not be refunded after initial exper iaents.,

A‘thouse the topics indicated above represent leginate soczo-

" logical research fotl, other equally legitimate sociological topics

cou1¢ create tension with the productionist agricultural scien~-
tists, 4 . N

and is shaped by theam. Comparative analysis of - vheat, cottoun,
dairying, amd lettuce, etc., Jreveals different loci of economic
concentration, reverse and- forward integration, and aany other
economic and social processes (Friedland 1981).
\.
. Another topic .that cries for exalination is the current trend
toward farm incorporation ‘'and its social consequences. Although

" some vork done in this area, most is concerned with setting out the

advantages ‘and conditioiis of incorporation 181]. At least two
basic research prublems exist., FPirst, there is a-need for descrip-

. tive demographky on rates of incorporation, nho‘incorporates‘ (types

of farms and farmers), and regional and coamodity differences.
Secorfd, the incorporation "of a . fawily enterprise . probably has
consequences for family and. conlunity organization, an obvious
"natural® sypject for rural sociological inqhir!. N

A third research area might focus on the analys'is of .labor
supply and coptrol. The labor process in agricultural production
has beefi taken only as-a probleaatic’'in cases where workérs are
enployed by grovers. This subje¢t could stand closer ‘investigation
over a broad range of collodities afid regioans including studies of

!

1

[18] Ihe literature dealing Iith incorporation, its advantages,

Aisadvantages, and complexities, is considerable. See for example

Levi 1971, Chapter Ten; Boehlje - and Kraise forthcoming;  Harl,
O'Byrne, and Krausz 1977; Davis 197%; and Singer "1981. These aré
baut a few of the papers, bulletins, articles; and publications re-
cently encountered dealing uith farh. incorpOration.

-

-

15 T

Pirst is systematic and oolparative‘research‘ on aéricultural '
. production and how human social organization shapes these processes

/
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wvork and workers in grain, #ilk, beef, poultry production to men-
tion only a few. Beyond hired labor, there:is the issue of family
labor, still the most significant labor input in production in the
+,0nited States. How is family labor nobilized and organized? 1Is it
‘the same as was the case 30-40 years ago' when this topic was
tlosely exapined? How are family yorkers remunerated? What ever

happened to the so-called "job ladder,* does it still exist- in .

aspirations 'and reality? "Although studies occasionally appear on
some of these topics, they have not been systenatically ex plored by
rural sociologists. :

The topics suggested represent significant possibilities f£for
agricultural research. At the sasme time, .it should be expected
that the prodnctionist scientists yho dominate land grant research
will prefer not to fund such research or, if funded, would rPther
not have the results become too public: the effects on family ' life
of corporatization will probably be somewhat less than "arcadian;®
. the transmogrification of diffuse, affective social .relations into

\ legally-constrained, specific, ,limited, and "rational®™ relations
will probably prave to be unpropltlous for mnmaintaining beliefs
about the 1lportance of the famzly in rural Merican societyr

Rural sqplology confronts «therefore, a szgnlficant institu-
tional dilemma. It.can paintain its present coutse and continue to

convines itself (and others) that urban deceufralization consti- -

tutes ‘a fitting subject for land grant research which has become,
_itself, fopcused almost exclusively opn expanding agricultural. pro-
ductlon. Rupal’' sociology canm turn, alternatively, to agricultural
production and define a narrow, productionist orientation similar
to the econorists thereby satisfyiny the criterion of "utility" of
the productionist sciéntists. In a third, and | probably least

-

v¥iable alternative, rural sociology could set itself free institu--

tionally from-the land grant system to develop a critical analytic
stance wivh' respect to agriculture. _Such a sepaFation would be
necessary since most experisent station directors or USDA’ aghigiz-
trators can hardly be expected to accept a critical, anal
stance that lends itSelf to muckraking and political reaction in
congress, as past experience indicates. - -

Y

' The Developaent of A Constituency fbr Rural Sociology

. - 3
One way to think about new research approaches 1is to define
potential constituencies for a revised rural .sociology. The prob-
lem of constituepcy development is5, perhaps, unigue .o ‘rural
sociology since, wnlike most other agricultural sclences, there is
no clear constituency for its research. Busch {1980) and Rossiter

(3

.{1979) have shown how.various agricultural sciences have close os .

- remote constituencies.: ~These constituencies, often: organized
within comaoldity organizations, play crucial roles in providing
support to sustain certain kinds of agricultural research.

16
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x lnral sociology seemns .to be the one land grant discipline -
pdssibly unigue except for agricultural history. -~ in not having
such a constituency. One result has been that rural sbciology bas
been among the least supported groups in the land grant systea.
This is not surprising since rural sociclogy bas addressed neithar
specific constituencies within agriculture nor specific problems of
agricultnre. Despite contentions that rural sociology sbould play
8 role in ‘agricultural policy analysis (Stokes and Miller 1975)-,
the irrelevance of rural sociology. became clear during the débate
over the structure of agriculture at the end of the Carter adlinis-
tration. . ———
’ Y
. dne way othhinking aboyt constituency. deielopnent is in terms
of who is involved in agricultural produection; another is to con- ,
sider who uses agriculture’s productS. On the wbole, the central 1
focus of the agricultural sciences has concenttated on wbo is
.involved in agriculture although this focus, over the past century,
has become narrowed to those. segments of ‘agriculture that ate
large, pfofit-producing, and ®efficient." (This has become the
v basis for much of the criticisa of tbe land grant system in the

past decade and some experiment station directors: have bhegun to . ' h
sorry about. expanding the constituent base for pnblicly funded
research.)

, Bfficiency. bovever,” is a slippery phenoaenon. gln approach

" that rural sociologists might take to the am3lysis of agricultural ,
production and tonstituency developaent is to examine' the social ¢
and economic effects of current institutional arrapgements-in agri-

.~ culture. .One example of this could involve a specific research
.problem: Rhat are. the -social, econoaic, and. other costs of 'USDA
grading procedures that are conceﬁned exclusivelv uith - cosmetic \
gualities of foods? )

. This p:oblel is energent in the laintenance of  the colplex
. administrative apparatus; concerned with definition of standatds, -
* inspection, and enfqrcement. ' Because oranges, for example} obtain

a better  price if their skins have no blemhishes, growers apply a
variety of cheaicals to coutrol biological orces that affect skin .
condition. The fact that growers may realize a 5% price -advantage
because of inspecticn for Cosmetic quality hasg effects on .the pes-

" ticides 'amd chemicals that atre applied. ¥ost chemicals are
petroleum-derived andyor regquire petroleum-based energy applica- PR
tions to convert them for agricultural application. These cbeai-
cals may leave residues vhose immediate and long-range effects are
imper fectly understood. What are the costs to society of cosmetic
codes? Siailarly, is,it better of worse -to find rm in a frozen
brussels’ sprout t han some chemical residne that casnot’ be seen by :
the consumer? [19] L) et

[19] David Schieber, a former stufdent at Santa Ctui,-fraled this
gquestion for me out of his research on pesticides. MNost people ob-

L
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Questions such as these raise .all sorts of probIeas. indeed
their very formulation represents a sharp break withithe approach
of the agricultulal sciences in the United States. This foraula~
tion does not address the tr&ditional constituency ‘of production
agricultnrists; - rather it ‘turns to' consumers, a group. with which
most experiment station directors have not been’-overly concerned.
Another problem derives because of jurisdiction: = thee type  of
‘research that has been suggested falls, trad;tionally, vithin the
®"domain®™ of agricultural economics rather. than riral sociology.
The agricultural ,econhoaists, who have real constituencies within .
agriculture, are unlikely to define the probleas that. bLave been
" suggested as legitimate; owost would find it a subject outside
their reala of conceivability. .

By/ih\dertaking such research, it night e  possible, ‘however,
to develop a new constztuency for rural .sociology.

-n§i§;£3;§F§_£QEHFuFai.sqciolobr? g R )
It is 11 ely,'despitb the éextended critical comsmentary over 25

years, that the ,suhdzsciplzne can probably continue as it has in
the -past. "It can remain dependent on-the land grant systea, invit-
ing critigues “at annual = seetings, ‘occasional presidential.
addresse~, and once-in-a-while critical studies, but paying 1little
attention to this critigue in the day-to-day work that goes on 1nz
hcae dﬂpartlentSu

o
* . . i -

-

. Ject, of coutse, to ‘finding vorms ‘in their brussels ‘sprouts and
.prefer their oranges th few or no skin bleaishes. Consumer -
orientations depend, to a cnnsiderable degree thovwe ver,.on Low pea- h
ple learn about foods, the" process by which they are "edicated," as
vell ‘as .econoai¢ factors such as price., We are educated or condi-- )
tioned to. expect "perfect® brussels sprouts ~- although they aay,

in fact, be less than perfect if there are unseen heaical. resi-
dues. Tihe¢ agricultural institutiony have created a network of Sys- v
teas to "¢ducate® us; we call thea {promotional] marke .

Thus, the. California' Iceberg Lettuce Coseission, created only a f

years ago, has as its purpose the "education® of the consuwer to
eat wmore lettuce. And, according to the Wall Street Journmal {July
20, 1984, pp. 1, 11y, the-dairy industry is about to educate us to
eat ‘"real®™ rather than "fake® cheese by putting a logo, the "Real
Seal,® oh cheese made froa amilk.rather than from casein and corn
oil, At the saase time, the manufacturers of "fake® cheese (who
vill deny. tifat it. is fake) will be "edncating® us.abou? the nutri-.

tional value of their product.
L}
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_ \Bural sociology remains in an unefiable location as it con-
fronts the remainder of the cemtury. DBecause of its institutional
location, research and teaching .on agricumlture constitute a
"natural” domain yet rural sociology has largely béen irrelevaat to

-this domain. However, it is precisely within this dosain that pos-

sibilities Yie rather tham with a focus on a no-longer-existent
rural society. while rural sociology as a whole has not -‘given
serious attention to agriculture, there have been.some developments
in the sodginlogy of agriculture to which some rural sociologists

.and a few othérs have begun to. make contributions..

These are exemplified in recent years in two major publica-
tioos. Both take as their focus agriculture but each reflects a
very different paradigm. - Change in Rural America (Rodefeld, et al.
1578) , derives froa the classical american tradition that gave. e.rise
to rural sociology: concern for the fawily farm, the issue of big-

- ness, -the prohleas of economic .concentration. This vollme follows

A secoﬁd’feature, particnlarly’striking in comparison to the Rode-

the popnlist tradition in American agriculture. bespite concerns
for the maintenance of the jeffersonian myth that are now. outmoded

and ite 1n515tence on mixiang “"rural® with , vagricultural",¥ the .-

volume represehts an important grouping within ©.S., rural socioiogy'

that remains concerned with agriculture. This group has heen espe~
cially concerned with the one-day sessions dedicated to agriculture
that have preceeded Rural Sociological Society neetings since 1978.

A sgcond volume, The Rural §Q§1010§1 of Advanced Societies:-

gritical Perspectives (Buttel and Newby 1980) reflects a very dif-
ferent perspective although it also conflates "rural® and "agricul~-
tural."” Two features dxstinquxsh this hook as a new departure in
-the analysis of ag:iculture. ) .

rirst, the editors take, ‘as théir explicit’ perspectlié,

‘°;advanced societies,® by which they mean complex  capitalist

societ;es. This ‘distinguishes their'approach since it argues the
comaczality of agricmltural production systems in conplex ‘capital-
isms rather than esphasizing unique or special features of agricul-
ture in a'particular country. - Although most conpr‘hntions to this
volume examine a 3pecific probleu in single society, the volume as

‘a whole takes the agcicultural 'systeas of conpiex capitalise as its

prohlcaatic. despite its title which retains the - sords "®rural
sociology," four of the five areas|set out .by the editors in their
rIntroduction®™ are concerned with agrzculture._ - ,

The principal research feci of this "new rural sociology“
include the sStructure of agriculture in advanced tapital- -
isa, state agricultural policy, agricultural labqr, .region- .
al inequality, . and agricultural ecology (Newby and Buttel

1980: 15). )

v" 9

feld reader, is the influenceesof its larxist paradigs. fNot.all

chapters are by marzists; some contribitors dre explicitly aarxist,
some are closet larxists, and others might be called eclectic
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neosarzists. What should be underlined, however, is the sharp conr .

trast its approach presents to the hersetic anJ sonist paradiga

-, whichk Picou, Wells, and Nyberg (1978) have criticised.

The potentialities of the neonarxist paradigs in the foraula-

”.tion of a sociology of agriculture should be eaphasized. The sig-

~ nificance of this approach derives froa ‘its understanding that
present foras of social and econoaic organization are "norsal.* In
this perspective, large-scale capitalist agriculture -- agriculture
for profit -~ does not represent an aberration; rather, it
represents the Organic development, within the agriculturgl sector,

Jf capitalist social relations. The logic of this perspective is:

that the appropriate role of a sociology of agriculture is not qin-
ply vith the elucidation of specialized agricultural processes - and
foras of social organization, -no matter how unigue these may be.
Rather, the purposes of a sociology of agricu ture is to contribute
to an understanding of the conparative social organization of pro-
duction systeas (Friedland, Barton, and Thomas 1981 Preface,
Chapter 1, . : .

The marxian paradign need not insist that “big 'is beautiful®
or tkat the function of capitalisa is solely to establish large-
scals production systems necessary to sustain a socialist smode of
_production. This hermetic and monist~view of socialisa is deriva-
tiveefrOl the leninist experience in marzism. -Far ~fron d}n
estabiished socialism, all ‘that this approachk has succeede in
creating has been a socio-economic ‘systea charactefized by the
legal fiction of public ownership accvipanied by a bkig ty strati-
_fied 2»2 exploitative class systea as unpalatablé as that® found in
“advanced. capitalist societies._ -~ ‘

’ ' The approach suggested bere may seea to be out of kee ping with
the  times, with Reaganosmics and the reaction against liberal wel-
farisa. ' They may also seea to have 'little relevance to daily life
in bome universitigs and depacrtaepts or the "redlities®™ of experi-:
ment station directoxs. The foraulation of mnew -research trajec-
toriesm hovever, are bot things vhich occur rapidly.

3 Professional bodies such as the Rural SOCiological Society are
" not, despite -vulgar economistic and ‘unsophisticated aarxist
apalysis;” deciSion laking bodies The ‘"Jurisdictien® .of the
Society does not lie in substantiv® matters. #hkile it aight be a

good idea that a. resolution be adopted éqggesting that roral -

sociologists pa{ Rore attention to.agriculture). this approach would
both be beyond ;he,SocietyPs iegal scope and a vaste of time: it is

P e D VA o

'y

- {20]) On a persbnal note, I should emphasize that I aa not unsya-
pathatic to the populist approack reprdsented by Rodefeld and oth=-
ers; I find their approach persoually attractive but historically
untenable. .
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not such (ornal deczsions that provzde direction to knouledge pro-
duction and research pfiorities - but materipl and° institutional
relationships. These material relationships ~may be wmediated by
‘'values; certainly..socialization has some.influence onl the vay in
uhich'instztutional £elations are played out.

What is being suggested flnally, is not formal action but
individual .decigions explicitly concerned to counter the domination
of institutional.arrangements. The development of strategies for
change will not be simple. One suggested strategy might involwve
-the setting of social goals for publicly-funded agricultural sci-
ence that stress reductions in chemical- and eﬁprgy -intensive agri-
culture, encourage small farm continuation and ‘more self- roduction
of food, and produce more equitalle income distribution’in the
agricultural sector (Friedland and Kappel 1979).

Until rural sociologists, like sociologists and social sScien-.
tists more generally, can work individually,.collectively, and sys-
tematically not simply to interpret the world but to shange it, to
paranhrase Marx' 1ith thesis on Feuerbach, rural soclology will
fefain essentially irrelevant to what 4s going on 1n the, vorld.

- I
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’ “Appendix’

Puhlicatxodﬁ on Agriculture in nural 50ciolqu, 1978-1980

{ s

\ ro déterline all pnhlicatxons {includi aggicles, commen-

n
tacies. and resedreh notes but not 1nc1ud1ng 220& reévievs except as
noted below), the abstriact or the publication/vassread- to detersine
if there wvas apy bearing on agricultural safters.. The following

ey

publications vere ncluded as -appropriate: -
1978, ¥ol..83. o n\\\\\\\ .
. s . ' &

. carlson and #cleod; Dotsan and DOtSDn. Goldschnidt;
‘\/and Lasléy. Ryan. Yetley and Hoy.

«
=
L}

B;uhn- Broun and Larson; Buttel and Larson; Garza:
Lyson- 0lsqn; Pearson- _Salason and b'Beilly, s;eevesu

1930. yol. 45

Ashby and Couarﬂ Busch; COughenour. ?linn ‘and Kohl; Gartrell -
and Gartrell; Gilles; Harper, ;Fliegel and .van Bs; Heatouq*Lacy..
Pigg, and Busch; Lancelle and Rodefgld* lLarson and .Buttel; Lack-.
eretz and Werfiick; uason and Jhlter. Salanon. v -

- 8
* 6

Y

w N

>

a ) »

. Heffernan

¥

»

1919. Yol. 44s C
[ L)
leVYeen;

N .
-

.

e

oIn this vdlnle, Hichael Perellan's 29;_1ng Iot profit inm
World vas revieved by Coughenour, LeVeen, Nevhy, and Stock-
dale with' ibtroductory and .final cossents by Petelsan. This review

* syspositw vas treated as a single article on aggicul%rre.

A +
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'Iahle 1 : . MA..
. Subiject patego:ies in Bural Socjology ' :
Subject 'vols. 1-20  vols. 21-30 '-Vols. 31-40
o f 1936-1955 1956~ 1965 " 1066~1975.
..-' s ) . . ] - B . .
Adoption/3iffusion 227 — 51 v . 47 - . &
3 . .
Agrarianiss [1}. 16 - . 2 .
Aspiraticns [2]\", No entry .24
‘Community [3) 93 | 33 9
. ./ .
-’Jrali.ly ‘ , 49 16 19
_ Family Para ~ 10 No_entry Bo entry
4 [l - L . . -
rarl labor | { 27 2. 3
rarl Organizatzons [ll] 9 4 B
Farsers . - ) 7 Bo gntry 14
'l‘aruing part-tine ":‘ No entry L s - ¢ 3
- Land Set tleueot (U‘S/non-IJS) 1i | \ 2 ' 2 .
Lana Tenure [59 i . v ., 25. e -]
Hode rnizatioo/So.._ial Change | ' 28 48 '
'Stratigica_tion ) : 1; 6 .- - 13
1. 'Du:inq 1936~ 55. the subject category vas "Agrarian Reform". '
‘24 In. 1956-65. l-.l:ree categceries of aspiratibns were utilized; they
. ’ have been consolidated ‘here as$ a-gingle category. In 1956-‘15.
five categories were u§¢d.. ' ‘ { .
37 Includes’ twe categories .in 193655 »aha' ,1956-"65- and  four
’ ¢atcgoraes in 1966-75. , T
8. | In 193655 the entry wvag called "Social groups-fora.al." In 196 6~
T 75 I bhave incorporated an entry under "National. Farters Organiza-
.2 tioc.”
I : .
.+ 8. 'Jncc:porates two categories. incloding four for U. S. and three -
for mon-U.5. i
sonrcgé fural 5931012E1: C“'!L,i!.l!ﬁ Inde ! J.L"'iii _255’32_50 1366~
-t i » 1

’ ' . . - . : -
. . . \- . - ' L
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