CHAPTER 5.

ALICIA A. WEAVER

FARMER STABILITY AND
ADAPTATION TO CHANGE:
THE IMPACT OF MECHANIZATION
AND PRODUCTIVITY*

In this chapter, I address the relationship between modernity and the productivity of farm operations during the communist era in Poland and the subsequent adaptation to a post−communist market economy. As a social group
accustomed to certain privileges and stability relative to other groups during
the communist period, Polish farmers were perhaps more dramatically affected by the radical transformation that took place in the early stages of
post−communist market liberalization. However, the economic changes that
took place during this time, and that continued to take place in the late 1990s
and early 2000s, did not affect all farmers equally. A key point in evaluating
the various factors that might have an influence on farmer stability and adaptation to change (both economically and psychologically) is that within this
group of “losers” to the economic transformation, some fared better than others. This discrepancy among farmers was predicated, at least in part, by differentiation in terms of the size and efficiency of their landholdings as well
as the modernity of their farm operations. This chapter explores the effects of
such differentiation among the farmer status group, with respect to both the
*

All analyses in this chapter are based on data from the panel study conducted on a
national sample in Poland in 1988, 1993, 1998, and 2003. The study was partially
financed by the (Polish) Committee on Scientific Research (2 H02E 037 25) and the
(U.S.) National Council for Eurasia and East European Research (819−14).
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initial stage of the post−communist transition and the longer−term effects taking place over the entire fifteen−year period from 1988 to 2003.
Three concerns are central to my investigation. First, among farmers,
widely regarded to be among the most significant “losers” in the transition
from a centrally planned economy to a market economy, what accounts for
the ability of some to hold onto their farms and maintain profitability, while
others had to seek alternative means of survival off the farm? Second, were
those who were more market−oriented to begin with—in terms of having
more modern farms and being more economically independent—better
prepared for, and thus better able to adapt to, the transition? Finally, did
different experiences among farmers during the communist era make it easier
for some farmers to adjust psychologically to the dramatic social, political,
and economic changes during the early and advanced stages of the
post−communist transition? In the sections that follow, I begin by presenting
some historical background on the nature of farming in Poland during the
pre− and post−communist periods, focusing on the aforementioned areas of
interest. I then present an empirical examination of the relationship between
farm characteristics during the communist period and farmer stability, market
success, and adaptation to change in the post−communist period. Implications
of the findings are discussed, as well as suggestions for future research on the
plight of Polish farmers in light of Poland’s recent accession to the European
Union.

Historical Context
Farmer Stability Prior to 1989
In comparison with other former Eastern bloc countries under socialism,
Poland was unique in that a majority of farms had small−size landholdings,
produced at subsistence level, and were privatized. From about 1947 through
the 1990s the vast majority of arable land in Poland was privately owned
(Zabłocki 1995). This was not the case for other countries of East Central
Europe, in which farmland was largely collectivized. During the communist
era in Poland, many small−scale, private farmers experienced more economic stability than other professional groups; as a group, farmers were accustomed to relatively stable or even improving farm incomes prior to 1989 due
to such factors as government subsidized food prices and contracts with
state−owned enterprises. In fact, largely because of such factors, during the
1980s, farmers as a social group were less susceptible to the economic
changes and food shortages that plagued other groups: “for the first time the
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income and financial position of the agricultural population began exceeding
average incomes of the entire employed population” (Szafraniec 2003: 105).
Small−scale farmers were also key players in the political arena; with each
transition in political leadership, private agriculturalists typically received
“gifts” for their support such as free medical care (Kwiecinski and Leopold
1993).
Although during the communist era the Polish state tolerated small,
subsistence−level farming rather than forcing farmers into collectivization,
agriculture during this time was not without restrictions. In essence, although
collectivization was not required, it was still regarded as an “ideological” goal
(Kwiecinski and Leopold 1993). Thus, certain agricultural policies
discouraged the proliferation of large, progressive, commercial farms. For
example, farmers were not permitted to purchase tractors until the 1970s and
even then for a period of time only used tractors could be purchased (Pawlak
2002). There were also restrictions on farm size, making it difficult for farmers
either to increase or decrease the size of landholdings. At the same time,
Polish farmers were never made to feel entirely secure because the possibility
of farm collectivization and “socialization” always loomed (Daniel 1994).
Such insecurity may have actually influenced farmers to be more fiercely tied
to their landholdings, and so, farm structure in Poland was much more stable
during the communist era in comparison with other parts of Eastern Europe
that were undergoing radical changes in farm structure (Wilkin 1999).

Economic Adaptation to the Market Economy: Differential
“Success” Among Polish Farmers
For many of the same reasons that had led to their relative success during the
communist era, the post−communist transition impacted farmers more negatively than many other social groups. As a result of the nearly “overnight”
transformation of Polish agriculture from a position of relative protection and
preference to one of instability and liberalized pricing, many farmers
responded with “the development of a strategy of survival connected with
a deep distrust of government policy” (Kwiecinski and Leopold 1993: 214).
Given their relatively protected position during communist times and the fact
that they were given considerable autonomy, many farmers counted on
a smoother transition to liberalized pricing than was actually the case; in fact,
in the immediate aftermath of the transformation, farmers experienced severe
declines in income in comparison with other social groups (Wilkin 1999: 21).
Polish farmers were at a disadvantage because not only had they lost the
“ready−built markets” for agricultural sale (for example, compulsory delivery
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quotas), but also in many cases they did not have the skills or the knowledge
necessary to successfully compete with other agricultural producers, particularly foreign competitors (Gorlach 2000). Educational disparities between
Poland’s rural and nonrural populations also contributed to farmers’ inability to adapt; thus, among farmers, the more highly educated were probably
better prepared to adopt the new technologies necessary to modernize their
farms in this new competitive environment. As a result of these factors, farmers’ incomes decreased more dramatically than did incomes for other socioeconomic groups, largely because they did not know how to adapt to market
conditions. As one agricultural economist put it,
They were still able to produce but they no longer knew for whom, nor
did they know how to sell their goods. They also did not understand, in
the early 1990s, how to organize to defend their interests, or where to get
important information about the market, or how, for example they should
change the structure of their production. More important, they did not
understand why change was needed. (Wilkin 2001: 232; emphasis added)
Thus, the 1990s were a particularly tumultuous time for farmers given
that they were abruptly required to adapt to a foreign agricultural system, and
one that was in constant flux, as Polish agricultural policy was during this
time (Halamska 2004; Wilkin 2001).
However, there were qualitative differences among farmers that afforded
some the ability to better adjust to price liberalization. Wilkin (2001: 235–236)
differentiates between three major groups making up the rural population:
“commercial farmers,” for whom farming is the primary source of income and
who principally produce goods for the market; the “multi−occupational
peasant” population, for whom farming is one source of income among many
and who largely produce goods for their own consumption; and the “rural
non−agricultural” population, who are entirely dependent on nonagricultural
sources of income. Wilkin asserts that these groups varied in terms of their
vulnerability to the market, with commercial farmers being the group most
affected by market conditions due to their higher degree of economic
dependence. It is this group that is of principal interest to this study. It should
be noted that even among commercial farmers there was demarcation with
respect to size of landholdings and extent of mechanization, and thus
presumably there would be different degrees of economic success.
Of particular interest is whether farmers whose farms could already be
characterized as more market−oriented (e.g., larger landholdings, employment
of more farm laborers, greater earnings) were better equipped to deal with these
issues than farmers with generally smaller landholdings and subsistence−level

FARMER STABILITY

AND

ADAPTATION

TO

CHANGE...

77

operations. The answer is undoubtedly complex. It seems intuitive that farmers
who already had some experience producing for the market and whose farms
were larger and more highly mechanized would have been more successful
accommodating the “new rules of the game” compared to smaller−scale,
self−subsistence farmers. However, these farmers would have been more
closely connected to market conditions, and therefore major changes in
agricultural policy would be more likely to impact their livelihoods. In fact,
research conducted by Kwiecinski and Leopold (1993) suggests that farmers
who were more market−oriented might have born the brunt of the costs of the
transformation, unless they were able to shift their production strategies to
accommodate new pricing. It is possible that self−subsistence farmers might
have had a greater chance of surviving the transformation (in terms of
remaining in farming) but that more market−oriented farmers would have had
more economically viable farm operations.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
The central issue to be investigated in this chapter is farmer stability: To what
extent and under what circumstances did those who were farmers before the
post−communist transition remain in farming and successfully adjust to
social, economic, and political changes brought on by this transformation?
I propose that those who were already more market−oriented in their
approach to farming were better able to retain their land and adapt to changes.
Specifically, I investigate the extent to which farm productivity and mechanization level impact three major outcomes: farm stability from 1988 to
2003; engagement in market production in 1993 and 2003; and psychological adaptation to post−transformation change in 1993 and 2003. My major
research hypotheses are as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Farm status. I predict that having more highly
mechanized—and thus more modern—farm operations, as well as a more
productive farm will increase the likelihood of remaining in farming
during the fifteen−year period from 1988 to 2003.
Hypothesis 2: Engagement in market production. For those who continue
to be in farming in the initial and later stages of the transition, I predict
that those with more highly mechanized, more productive farms will be
more likely to have a contract for selling farm products and generally be
more market−oriented.
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Hypothesis 3: Adaptation to change. I predict that farmers with more highly
mechanized, more productive farms will be more likely to positively
evaluate the changes brought on by the transition to a market−oriented
economy.

Data
Data for these analyses come from the POLPAN survey, a panel survey
supported and administered by the Polish Academy of Sciences in Warsaw.
POLPAN is a random (probability) sample of the adult population aged
twenty−one and over in Poland, covering the entire post−communist period:
1988–1993 (wave 1), 1993–1998 (wave 2), and 1998–2003 (wave 3). In my
analyses, I include only individuals who were full−time farmers in 1988,
which includes independent farmers, growers, and breeders (n = 892). The
vast majority of those involved in farming in 1988 were family farmers with
about 72 percent sole owners of their farms. Farms in Poland are
overwhelmingly transferred by inheritance and thus farm ownership is most
likely to remain in the family (Pilichowski 1993). Most farmers were
identified as general producers (62.9 percent), followed by breeders (11.3
percent), and vegetable growers (10.2 percent).

Measurement of Variables and Descriptive Statistics
Major Dependent Variables
Table 5.1 presents descriptive statistics for all dependent and independent
variables. I am primarily interested in three dimensions of successful
accommodation of change during the early and advanced stages of the
post−communist transition: farmer status, engagement in market production,
and psychological adjustment. Farmer status (yes = 1) is simply
a dichotomous measure of whether or not respondents are still involved in
farming in the early and advanced stages of the post−communist transition.
I employ three measures of farmer status: farmer status in 1993, farmer status
in 1998, and farmer status in 2003.
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Table 5.1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables
Mean
Variable

N

(%)

SD

Dependent variables
Farmer status
Still a farmer, 1993 (yes = 1)
Still a farmer, 1998 (yes = 1)
Still a farmer, 2003 (yes = 1)

303
92
61

(33.97)
(10.3)
(6.8)

193
185

0.26
0.16

0.44
0.37

62
189

0.36
0.15

0.48
0.36

111
253
280

0.24
0.17
0.22

0.43
0.37
0.42

183
194

0.17
0.15

0.38
0.36

892
892
883

0.47
47.30
0.66

0.50
12.72
0.47

889
892
818

3.13
8.05
581.21

1.90
5.59
664.24

159
237
356
130

0.18
0.27
0.40
0.15

0.38
0.44
0.49
0.35

Engagement in market production, 1993
Farm contract for sale (yes = 1)
Farm market−oriented (yes = 1)
Engagement in market production, 2003
Farm contract for sale (yes = 1)
Food prices depend on market (yes = 1)
Attitudes toward changes, 1993
Changes in right direction (yes = 1)
Changes bring opportunities (yes = 1)
Better life today than four–five years ago (yes = 1)
Attitudes toward changes, 2003
Better life today than five years ago (yes = 1)
Better life today than ten years ago (yes = 1)
Demographic variables
Sex (male = 1)
Age in years, 1988
Farming education (yes = 1)
Independent variables
Farm productivity, 1988
Number of farm workers
Farm size (hectares)
Farm earnings
Level of mechanization, 1988
Simple mechanization (yes = 1)
Semi−advanced mechanization (yes = 1)
Advanced mechanization (yes = 1)
High mechanization (yes = 1)
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There are three measures of engagement in market production.
Attainment of a farm contract is a measure of whether or not farmers have
secured or are attempting to secure a contract for sale of farm products (yes = 1).
About 26 percent of farmers fell into this category in 1993. In 2003,
approximately 36 percent of farmers reported having a contract for sale of
farm products. Receptiveness to a market economy is a dichotomous measure
of whether or not farmers consider their farm to be a modern, market−oriented
farm (yes = 1). About 16 percent of farmers considered their farm to be
market−oriented in 1993.1 Finally, a third measure of engagement in market
production is a measure of attitudes toward privatization and the market.
Respondents were asked whether prices for basic food products should
depend entirely on the market or should be dictated by the government. This
is a dichotomous measure in the belief that prices should depend on the
market given a value of 1 (otherwise = 0).2
Psychological adjustment in 1993 is measured by three questions that ask
farmers to subjectively evaluate the situation in Poland in 1993 in comparison with four to five years earlier. The first measure asks respondents to
assess whether changes in Poland are headed in the right direction, with
responses definitely yes, rather yes, rather no, definitely no. Responses were
dummy coded with definitely yes and rather yes assigned a value of 1 (otherwise = 0). The second measure asks respondents to evaluate whether or not
change has brought them more new opportunities or more new threats. This
question was recoded into a dichotomous measure in which respondents who
felt changes had brought them more new opportunities were assigned a value
of 1 (otherwise = 0). Finally, the third measure asks respondents to evaluate
whether their life is better off in Poland today or in the past (prior to the 1989
transition). Responses were recoded into a dichotomous measure in which
respondents who felt life was better today were assigned a value of 1 (otherwise = 0). Psychological adjustment in 20033 is measured by two similar
questions that ask farmers to subjectively evaluate the situation in Poland in
2003 in comparison with (1) five years earlier and (2) ten years earlier. These
1 This question was not asked in the 2003 wave of the data and therefore is not includ-

ed in analyses for that wave.
2 This question was not asked in the 1993 wave and therefore is not included in analyses for that wave.
3 The question about whether change is headed in the right direction was not repeated
in 2003 and therefore could not be used for these analyses. Although the question
concerning whether or not changes brought more new opportunities or more new threats
was included in the 2003 wave, the sample size was too small to allow this measure to be
analyzed.
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two measures were each coded as dichotomous, with respondents who felt
life was better today assigned a value of 1 (otherwise = 0).

Major Independent Variables
Farm productivity includes three measures: number of farm workers
employed, farm size (a continuous variable measured in total hectares), and
farm earnings (a continuous variable measured as total gross annual income
of farm in the most recent twelve months).
Level of mechanization is a measure of the degree to which farm operations are modern. The 1988 survey contains numerous questions concerning
the type of farm equipment used by farmers. Such questions were coded to
produce a measure similar to the one employed by Gorlach (1997).
I differentiated four groups according to level of mechanization. The first
level, simple mechanization, includes those who possess at most horses, tractors, or simple engines but no equipment to attach to these (159 cases, 18.0
percent). Farmers in this category presumably sell next to nothing or perhaps
produce only enough to meet family needs. The second level, semi−advanced
mechanization, includes those who possess between one and two “machines”
(such as threshers, seeders, spreaders, balers, etc.), which they can attach
either to horses or tractors if they have these (237 cases, 26.8 percent). The
third level, advanced mechanization, includes those who possess between
three and five “machines” (356 cases, 40.1 percent). The final level, and the
most modern, is high mechanization. Farmers whose operations are considered to be highly mechanized include those who possess six or more
“machines” and/or one or more combines (130 cases, 14.6 percent). It seems
probable that farmers in this category (and perhaps the advanced category)
would likely treat their farm operations more like a “business” in contrast to
the more subsistence−oriented less modern farms. I treat this variable as a set
of dummies, with 1 indicating the specific value and 0 otherwise.

Demographic Variables
Demographic variables include sex, age, and education. Sex is a dummy variable (male = 1). Age in years is a measure of age in 1988, which captures
respondent’s age cohort prior to the post−communist transition. I assume that
those farmers who are from older age cohorts in 1988 will be better able to
initially adapt to early stage transition changes, but that older individuals will
be less likely to be involved in farming in advanced stages due to retirement.
Education is a dichotomous measure of whether or not respondents have
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received any sort of official farming education, including receiving a diploma
or taking courses in agricultural education at the secondary technical, technical, or higher education level (yes = 1).

Analytical Framework
My analysis proceeds in two stages. My initial focus is an examination of
farmer stability during various stages of the post−communist transition: to
what degree did farmers retain their land and remain in farming? My
assumption is that if I find differentiation in farmer stability, then the crucial
issue will be an investigation into whether those who remained in farming are
doing well and adapting to a market economy. The second stage of my
analysis involves an examination of “success” outcomes such as acquisition
of a farm contract as well as measures of psychological adjustment. I use
logistic regression for all analyses.

Findings
To what extent did those who farmed prior to the post−communist transition
remain in farming at various stages? According to research conducted by
Halamska (2004), the number of farms in Poland is estimated to have diminished at a relatively slow but steady rate between 1950 and 1988; the number
of farms declined more sharply in the 1990s with about 10 percent of farms
disappearing between 1988 and 2002. This decline in farms has typically
been attributed to a particular type of farm—one operating at the subsistence
level—characterized by smaller landholdings and a general lack of investment by farmers, who may find farm responsibilities too demanding given
a variety of reasons (and the decline was certainly jumpstarted by the economic changes during the transformation of the 1990s) (Halamska 2004:
254–255). Although a decrease in the number of farms cannot be readily
compared with a decrease in the number of farmers, the POLPAN data show
an even more dramatic drop in the number of individual farmers. This suggests that as farmers got out of farming for whatever reason, they likely sold,
leased, or divided their land and thus the number of farms would have
declined more slowly than the number of farmers. Table 5.2 depicts trends in
farmer status in the POLPAN sample from 1988 to 2003. Of those who were
farmers in 1988, only about 23 percent were still farming in 1993 and farmer
status dropped substantially over the next ten years to only 6.8 percent in 2003.
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Table 5.2. Trends in Farmer Status, 1988–2003
N

%

Farmer in 1988

892

—

Still a farmer, 1993

207

23.2

Still a farmer, 1998

92

10.3

Still a farmer, 2003

61

6.8

Table 5.3. Logistic Regression of Farmer Status 1988–2003 on Farm Productivity
and Level of Mechanization
Still a farmer in 1993
Independent
variables

B

SE

Exp(B)

Still a farmer in 1998
B

SE

Exp(B)

Still a farmer in 2003
B

SE

Exp(B)

Demographic
variables
Sex (male = 1)

–0.323 0.291 0.724

Age (years)

–0.052 0.012 0.949*** –0.099

Farm education

0.505 0.301 1.652**

0.670

0.337 1.954**

0.492 0.410 1.636

0.016 0.906*** –0.128 0.023 0.880***

0.299

0.400 1.349

0.734 0.514 2.084*

0.025

0.089 1.026

0.059 0.103 1.060

0.000

0.000 1.000

0.001 0.000 1.001**

0.000

0.000 1.000**

0.000 0.000 1.000

Farm productivity,
1988
Number of workers 0.045 0.075 1.047
Farm size
0.001 0.000 1.001*
(hectares)
Farm earnings
0.000 0.000 1.000
(gross PLN)
Level of
mechanization, 1988a
Simple

0.394 0.440 1.483

–0.994

0.674 0.370*

0.968 0.754 2.634*

Advanced

0.438 0.342 1.549*

0.098

0.404 1.103

0.746 0.516 2.109*

High

0.303 0.496 1.354

–0.048

0.515 0.953

0.732 0.639 2.079

Constant

2.230 0.744

0.857

2.455 1.082

–2 log likelihood
Model

χ2

Cox and Snell

R2

301.64

2.766

219.475

152.15

38.553

81.539

74.120

0.132

0.300

0.338

*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
a The reference category for level of mechanization is semi−advanced mechanization.

84

ALICIA A. WEAVER

Table 5.3 presents results of a logistic regression of farmer status in
1993, 1998, and 2003 on farm productivity and mechanization level. Age
significantly decreases the likelihood of being a farmer across all years.
While retirement is one probable explanation, other factors cannot be discounted as the average age of farmers in 1988 was forty−seven years, making retirement over the next fifteen years a likely scenario for some but not
necessarily the majority. Another explanation is that older farmers may have
been more disheartened by the changes in agricultural policy that faced them
in the 1990s, and decided to get out of farming. Or, in the event that they
were less successful at adapting to such change, they may have had to seek
out other employment to make ends meet. As expected, investing in farming
education significantly increases the likelihood of being a farmer in 1993
and 2003.
Those who had larger and more highly mechanized farms (in particular,
advanced mechanization) were more likely to be farming in 1993 and 2003,
indicating that a high level of mechanization matters for both short− and
long−term stability. The impact of simple mechanization, however, is less
clear. Those whose farms were the least modern in 1988 were significantly
less likely to be farming ten years later in 1998, but in fact more likely to be
farming in 2003.
To what extent were those who remained in farming throughout the four−
to five−year time period following 1988 and in the fifteen−year span from
1988 to 2003 thriving? Table 5.4 presents results of a logistic regression of
farm success measures for 1993 and 2003 on farm productivity and mechanization level. For those who remained in farming in the short term, obtaining agricultural training had a strong positive effect on having a farm contract
for sale. Greater farm earnings increased the likelihood of a farm being more
market oriented in nature in 1993, and having highly mechanized production
increased the likelihood of having a market−oriented farm but had no significant effect on having a farm contract for selling products.
Long−term effects were limited to farm productivity: those farmers with
more workers and greater farm size were significantly less likely to have
a farm contract for sale in 2003. This indicates that more productive farms
may have had economic success in the initial stage of the shift to a market
economy but did not fare as well over the long term. It is possible that such
farms were forced to downsize during the 1990s or were not able to adjust
their productions to accommodate the shifting agricultural policy of that time
period. However, those with greater farm earnings were more likely to support price liberalization for food products in 2003, indicating that more productive farms did benefit from market conditions.
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Table 5.4. Logistic Regression of Engagement in Market Production in 1993 and
2003 on Farm Productivity and Level of Mechanization
Farm contract
for sale, 1993
Independent
variables

B

SE

Exp
(B)

Farm market−
oriented, 1993
B

SE

Exp
(B)

Farm contract
for sale, 2003
B

SE

Exp
(B)

Prices depend
on market, 2003
B

SE

Exp
(B)

Demographic variables
Sex
(male = 1)
Age (years)
Farm education

0.042 .370 1.043

0.041 0.460 1.042

0.386 0.643 1.471

–0.266 0.466 0.766

–0.008 .016 0.992

0.007 0.019 1.007

0.025 0.047 1.025

–0.026 0.021 0.974

0.484 0.612 1.623

1.053 0.950 2.867

0.081 0.557 1.085

0.937 .494 2.552**

Farm productivity, 1988
Number of
workers
Farm size
(hectares)
Farm earnings (gross
PLN)

0.011 .090 1.011

0.049 0.108 1.050

–0.343 0.235 0.709*

–0.053 0.123 0.948

–0.003 .035 0.997

–0.013 0.040 0.987

–0.001 0.001 0.999*

0.000 0.000 1.000

0.000 0.001 1.000

0.000 0.000 1.000*

0.000 .000 1.000

0.000 0.000 1.000**

Level of mechanization, 1988a
Simple

–0.554 .729 0.575

0.000 0.000 0.000

–0.604 1.364 0.546

0.873 0.831 2.395

Advanced

–0.028 .433 0.973

0.472 0.567 1.603

0.729 0.845 2.072

0.365 0.608 1.441

High

–0.088 .585 0.915

Constant

–1.515 .965

–2 log
likelihood
Model χ2
Cox and
Snell R2

0.943 0.695 2.569*
–3.072 1.228

0.517 1.026 1.677
–1.270 1.961

0.803 0.714 2.231
–1.377 1.254

191.838

131.846

65.754

133.505

8.842

19.177

8.396

9.415

0.048

0.108

0.133

0.053

*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
a The reference category for level of mechanization is semi−advanced mechanization.

In order to clarify these results, I ran a logistic regression of attitudes
toward price liberalization in 2003 on farm productivity, mechanization, and
farmer status in 2003; the results are presented in Table 5.5. Here, high mechanization makes one more likely to favor market−controlled pricing, indicating an advantage of more advanced mechanization levels for adaptation to
the market economy. Net of other predictors, being a farmer in 2003 makes
one significantly less likely to favor the market as the sole determinant of
food−product prices.
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Table 5.5. Logistic Regression of Attitudes toward Market Production in 2003 on
Farm Productivity, Level of Mechanization, and Farmer Status 2003
Prices depend on market, 2003
Independent variables

B

SE

Exp(B)

Demographic variables
Sex (male =1)

–0.231

0.474

0.794

Age (years)

–0.048

0.023

0.953**

0.276

0.576

1.318

Farm education

Farm productivity, 1988
Number of workers

–0.058

0.125

0.944

Farm size (hectares)

0.000

0.000

1.000

Farm earnings (gross PLN)

0.000

0.000

1.000*

0.866

3.019

Level of mechanization, 1988
Simple

1.105

Advanced

0.595

0.629

1.812

High

1.019

0.733

2.770*

Farmer in 2003 (yes = 1)

–1.156

0.597

0.315**

Constant

–0.519

1.302

Farmer status

–2 log likelihood

129.520

χ2

13.400

Model

Cox and Snell

R2

0.075

*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
Note: The sample includes those who were farmers in 1988 and are in the 2003 wave.

Did various farm characteristics prior to 1989 have an impact on
a positive evaluation of changes that took place during the initial phase of the
transition? Table 5.6 presents the results of a logistic regression of positive
evaluation of changes in 1993 on farm productivity and mechanization level.
Those who were older were significantly more likely to agree that change
was headed in the right direction and that life was better today than it was
four to five years ago. This finding is in line with the general perception that
older farmers, while living with constant insecurities about farm ownership
over the course of their farm tenure, are still more likely to support the state
in comparison with younger farmers who have been shown to be more
distrustful of the state (Daniel 1994; Pilichowski 1993).
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In general, having a more productive farm (with more farm workers, more
land, and greater earnings) increases the likelihood of positively evaluating
change, particularly with regard to the perceptions that change brought opportunity and life was better today. However, contrary to expectations, higher
mechanization levels did not increase the likelihood of positively evaluating
change. Having advanced farm operations in fact decreased the likelihood of
believing that changes brought opportunity or that life was better today. Farmers
with highly mechanized farm operations—the most modern farm type—were
significantly less likely to feel that changes were headed in the right direction.
Table 5.6. Logistic Regression of Positive Evaluation of Changes in 1993 on Farm
Productivity and Level of Mechanization
Changes in right
direction, 1993
Independent
variables

B

Exp
(B)

SE

Changes bring
opportunity, 1993
B

SE

Exp
(B)

Better life today,
1993
B

SE

Exp
(B)

Demographic variables
Sex (male = 1)
Age (years)
Farm education

–1.285

0.569

0.277**

0.971

0.384

2.641***

0.379

0.328 1.461

0.001

0.023

1.001***

0.010

0.016

1.010

0.031

0.013 1.031**

–0.197

0.602

0.821

0.444

0.433

1.560

–0.310

0.345 0.733

Farm productivity, 1988
Number of workers

0.470

0.187

1.599

0.180

0.090

1.197**

0.112

0.077 1.118*

Farm size (hectares)
Farm earnings
(gross PLN)

–0.002

0.057

0.998

0.057

0.036

1.058*

–0.058

0.040 0.944*

0.000

0.000

1.000

0.000

0.000

1.000

0.000

0.000 1.000*

1.906

0.294

0.476 1.342

Level of mechanization, 1988a
Simple

–0.270

Advanced

0.874

0.764

0.645

0.553

0.078

0.639

1.081

–1.089

0.491

0.336**

–0.507

0.396 0.603*

High

–2.793

1.288

0.061**

–0.596

0.599

0.551

–0.119

0.551 0.888

Constant

–1.601

1.513

–3.599

0.966

–2.660

0.836

–2 log likelihood

91.831

188.981

246.266

Model χ2

22.780

21.622

20.130

0.204

0.092

0.076

Cox and Snell

R2

*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
a The reference category for level of mechanization is semi−advanced mechanization.
Note: The sample includes those who were farmers in 1988 and are in the 1993 wave.

To what degree did those who remained in farming throughout the four−
to five−year time period following 1988 differ from nonfarmers in their evaluation of change? Table 5.7 presents the results of a logistic regression of
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positive evaluation of changes on farm productivity and mechanization,
adding farmer status in 1993 as a predictor variable. Controlling for all other
variables in the analysis, being a farmer in 1993 significantly decreased the
perception that changes brought opportunity and the belief that life was better today. Thus, for those who remained in farming during the initial period
of economic, social, and political change that accompanied the shift to
a market economy, evaluation of change was particularly harsh in comparison to their nonfarmer counterparts.
Table 5.7. Logistic Regression of Positive Evaluation of Changes in 1993 on Farm
Productivity, Level of Mechanization, and Farmer Status 1993
Changes in right
direction, 1993
Independent
variables

B

SE Exp(B)

Changes bring
opportunity, 1993
B

SE Exp(B)

Better life today,
1993
B

SE

Exp(B)

Demographic variables
Sex (male = 1)
Age (years)

–1.240 0.573 0.289**
0.007 0.025 1.007***

Farm education

–0.289 0.613 0.749

0.914 0.388 2.494***

0.359 0.331 1.432

0.004 0.016 1.004

0.024 0.014 1.025**

0.542 0.444 1.719

–0.257 0.350 0.773

Farm productivity, 1988
Number of workers

0.469 0.186 1.599

0.182 0.091 1.200**

0.116 0.078 1.123*

Farm size (hectares)

0.000 0.001 1.000

0.059 0.036 1.061**

–0.052 0.039 0.950*

Farm earnings
(gross PLN)

0.000 0.000 1.000

0.000 0.000 1.000

0.000 0.000 1.000*

Level of mechanization, 1988a
Simple
Advanced
High

–0.383 0.877 0.682

0.746 0.563 2.108*

0.350 0.483 1.419

0.013 0.650 1.013

–1.035 0.498 0.355**

–0.489 0.400 0.613

–0.465 0.601 0.628

–0.095 0.550 0.909

–0.722 0.421 0.486**

–0.609 0.348 0.544**

–2.972 1.019

–2.069 0.893

–2.957 1.315 0.052**

Farmer status
Farmer in 1993
(yes = 1)

0.587 0.621 1.817

Constant

–2.164 1.654

–2 log likelihood

90.873

186.087

243.239

χ2

23.739

24.516

23.157

0.211

0.103

0.086

Model

Cox and Snell

R2

*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
aThe reference category for level of mechanization is semi−advanced mechanization.
Note: The sample includes those who were farmers in 1988 and are in the 1993 wave.
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Finally, how did farm characteristics prior to 1989 impact long−term
evaluation of transition change? Table 5.8 presents a logistic regression of
positive evaluation of changes in 2003 on farm productivity and level of
mechanization. Older individuals were more likely to look back on their lives
over the past five to ten years and feel that life was better today. Those who
had greater farm earnings prior to the transition were also more positive in
their evaluation of life at present in comparison with the past.
Table 5.8. Logistic Regression of Positive Evaluation of Changes in 2003 on Farm
Productivity and Level of Mechanization
Better Life Today than
5 Years Ago, 2003
Independent variables

B

SE

Better Life Today than
10 Years Ago, 2003

Exp(B)

B

SE

Exp(B)

Demographic variables
Sex (male = 1)

–0.150

0.459

0.860

0.206

0.463

1.229

Age (years)

0.039

0.020

1.040**

0.053

0.021

1.055***

Farm education

0.279

0.493

1.322

–0.146

0.501

0.864

Farm productivity, 1988
Number of workers

–0.030

0.131

0.970

0.024

0.122

1.025

Farm size (hectares)

0.000

0.001

1.000

0.000

0.000

1.000

Farm earnings
(gross PLN)

0.000

0.000

1.000

0.000

0.000

1.000**

Level of mechanization, 1988a
Simple

0.624

0.681

1.866

–0.104

0.886

0.902

Advanced

0.150

0.534

1.162

0.591

0.550

1.805

High

–0.102

0.802

0.903

0.391

0.750

1.478

Constant

–3.473

1.310

–4.769

1.435

–2 log likelihood

140.618

135.410

χ2

7.508

12.624

Cox and Snell R2

0.044

0.068

Model

*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
aThe sample includes those who were farmers in 1988 and are in the 2003 wave.
Note: The reference category for level of mechanization is semi−advanced mechanization.
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Summary and Discussion
Farmer status declined substantially between 1988 and 2003, with the
sharpest drop in percentage of farmers taking place between 1988 and
1993—the POLPAN waves immediately before and after the
post−communist transition. Given the national trend toward a decrease in the
number of farms and the fact that many farmers were ill−equipped to cope
with the liberalization of agricultural and food prices, this finding makes
sense. Among demographic variables, age produced the most consistent
influence on farmer status across all five−year increments, with those who
were older being less likely to remain in farming. Education positively
influenced farmer status in all three time periods, but was not significant in
1998. Regarding the impact of farm productivity and level of mechanization
on farmer status, results were less straightforward, with farm size operating
as a positive influence on farmer status in 1993 and 2003, farm earnings
positively impacting farmer status in 1998, and simple and advanced
mechanization each influencing farmer status in two of the three time periods.
Farmers with advanced farming operations, the second highest level of
mechanization, were significantly more likely to maintain their farmer status
in both the short−term (in the four to five years after the fall of communism)
as well as the long−term (ten years later). Those farmers who had the
resources to invest in either the development or modernization of their farm
holdings were likely in a better financial position when agricultural and food
prices were liberalized in 1989. Halamska’s research on changes in family
farms between 1988 and 2002 provides support for this explanation:
Two series of changes, involving market integration and change of farm area, are
interlocked. Market integration strengthens the largest and economically strongest
farms which strive to increase their area, their assets and their intensity of production. These farms are on ascending trajectories. . . . At the other extreme we have
an opposite tendency: weakening links with the market and withdrawal from the
commercial logic of functioning can be found mainly in small farms which tend to
simplify and limit their production and reduce their area. These farms are on
descending trajectories and are being marginalized but not all of them drop out
altogether and become non−agricultural farms, i.e., farms which either do not produce for the market or do not produce anything at all. (Halamska 2004: 257)

What is less clear, however, is how to understand the fact there was no
significant effect of high mechanization on farmer status. It may be that once
a certain level of mechanization is reached, having a few extra machines or
even combines does not contribute anything further or that such additional
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equipment is ill−suited to farmer needs—perhaps farm machinery was “too
big for the job” (Kwiecinski and Leopold 1993).
Farmers with the least modern farming operations—in the simple mechanization category—were significantly more likely to remain in farming
throughout the fifteen−year time period; in fact, this was the strongest effect.
It appears that farm operations that were most advanced were more economically successful in the longer term, but least advanced farming operations
had more stability. It could be that farmers with simpler farming operations,
who likely are producing to meet their own needs rather than for the market,
are more emotionally invested in their farmland or hold onto their farm holdings as a means of maintaining a sense of identity or status. However, it
should be noted that stability alone cannot be equated with successful adaptation to the market economy. It is quite probable that less modern farms survived because they did not tie themselves to the market and did not engage
in the expense of investing in modern equipment, techniques, or additional
land. We may find that such farms continue to disappear over the next several years if the farmers running such “subsistence” level operations retire
without passing their land down to future generations.
With regard to my second hypothesis, concerning engagement in market
production during the four− to five−year period immediately following the
transition as well as in the longer term, education was a strong positive predictor of having a farm contract for sale in 1993 but was not a significant predictor of having a market−oriented farm in either 1993 or 2003. Among all
levels of mechanization, only high mechanization produced a significant
result, positively influencing the likelihood of farms being market−oriented in
both the short and long terms. Therefore, having the most advanced mechanization level appears to be an asset for economic success. Thus, it appears
that while the least advanced farming operations were most stable, farm operations that were most advanced were more economically viable. It seems
probable that those farmers who had the most modern operations in 1988
were in fact already market−oriented to some extent in comparison with farmers with less modern operations, and thus were in a more advantageous position when the economic climate shifted to a market economy. In effect, indications of farm productivity, such as employing more farm workers or owning more farmland, signaled that the farmer was already potentially a “minor
capitalist” even prior to 1989 (Gorlach 1997).
With respect to my third hypothesis, concerning positive evaluation of
change shortly after and well after the transition to a market economy, results
were again mixed. Those who were older were generally more likely to positively evaluate change (across 1993 and 2003) and those with more produc-
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tive farms were also more positive in their evaluation in 1993 (with some
variation depending on the measure of change). Farmers with more advanced
farming operations in 1988 were more negative in their evaluation of change
in 1993 even though these groups were likely to be engaging in market production, but such findings were not consistent across all measures of change.
It could well be that their efforts were not paying off. Net of other predictors,
those who continued to farm in the short term (between 1988 and 1993), as
well as those who were still farming fifteen years later (in 2003) were significantly less likely to be positive in their evaluations of change. This makes
sense given farmers’ position of disadvantage relative to other groups.
It will be interesting to see whether such negative evaluations of change
among farmers remain consistent in the future, although such attitudes could
be confounded by concerns about the impact on farmers of Poland’s entry
into the European Union (EU). As a social category, farmers, along with
other groups more disadvantaged by the shift to a market economy, have
been shown to be significantly less likely to support Poland’s membership in
the EU; such opposition likely stems from the feeling that this group will
become even more disadvantaged (Wilk and Shabad 2002). In a study of
Polish citizens’ attitudes toward joining the EU, Slomczynski and Shabad
(2003) found that those who were more negative in their views of socialism
as well as those who were more positive in their views of the current system
were more likely to favor EU membership. Considering that farmer status
decreases the likelihood of positively evaluating transition changes, it would
make sense that those who have remained in farming since before the transition would be especially negative in their view of EU membership. Now that
Poland has EU member status, it continues to be important to investigate how
farmers are faring in light of yet another stage of agricultural restructuring. In
general, one can expect to find that not only might farmers benefit less from
EU membership than other groups, but that some farmers—such as those
who have invested in more modern, productive, and efficient farms—may be
better equipped to deal with the new agricultural standards and increased
competition that such membership brings.

