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HEPARTMENT OF ASRICULTURE
OFFCE OF THE SECRETARY
WABMINGTON, B4, RORE0

March 31, 29?7
MEMORANDUM

TO: N Erskine Bowles
Chief of Staff to the President el

FROM: Dan Glickman
| Secretary of Agricultur ”"

SUBJECT: | Union Issues at the DeparMient of Agriczz}zzzz‘c

This rl:sponés 10 a memorandum from Bob Rash dated Maxch 17, 1997. Bob has asked

me 0 provtdc vou with a recommendation for responding 10 & request made by certain union
afficials for zzimeczmg at the Whire House to discoss several issues of the concern at the
Department Qf Agriculture {USDA), Specifically the unions have noted their concomn with the
reinvention anci reorganization of USDIA, with special emphasis on the Jeadership commitment t
the USDA ﬁcid service center initiative.

You sbam&d know thar | will be mmeeting in the next few weeks with Gerald W. McEntes,
International AFSCME President. The discussion will include all of the issues identified in the
correspondence with your office. Iy addition, ether issues will be discussed which have been
identified in ?zzr disengsions with his staff,

I)espu{y Secretary Rominger has also scheduled o meeting on April 16 with USDA locudd
union represeutatives {IUSDA Service Center Union Coordination Council). At this meeting,
Deputy Secretary Rominger will reiterate our strong support for tha UISDA service center
injtiative. Thic Deputy has been direetly ovcrscczng thess efforts and will be able w fully inform
these mdmdgz als of opr acrivities and key issues of concern.

| : ‘ :
I would alsu note that USDA has a successful Labor-Management Partnership Council. 1
visited with the Couneil at its last meeting and discussed my views on the need to move forward
joinily with Iinion participation on a number of issues at USDA.

My recommezzd:mnn is that you defer consideration of the request for scheduling a
meeting wuh the union officials unil the conclusion of the ongoing discussions noted above with
me and D;:Quty Secretary Rominger, While the issues raised by the unjons are significan, they
should be fully addressed ar the Department prios to a meeting st the White House,

!

F‘ieas% let me know if I may provide further information.

cc: Bob Ir\‘ash, Office of White House Personnel
Bmcé Reed, DPC
Elaine Knmarck, Office of the Vice President

AN GQUAL CPEDRTLMTY EMPLOYER
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, THE WHITE HOUSE
; WASHINGTON
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March 17, 1097

}
MEMORANDUM

i

|
i
i

TO: PAN GLICKMAN, SECRETARY
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FROM: BOB J. NASH
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND
DIRECTOR OF PRESIDENTIAL PERSONNEL

SUBJECT:  Union issues at the Department of Agriculture

Attached is a letter that § think T sent to your office regarding unien issues az USDA. Severa!
winon leaders are asking for a meeting with Erskine Bowles and myself’
1

Would you please prepare a paper for Erskine on how you would recommend this 1ssue be
bandled? We need to respond to this request for 3 meeting.

BINwvdp

wer Bruce iiegzd‘ DI’C/
Liz Mmﬁ?ya;* PPO
Elame Kamarck, VP Office
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Lecomber 20, 1996 }

W““ y

Tor  John L Sweeney -

National AFL-CIO President \‘ W
Washinglon, D.C. ‘ @(O' PY

Johln N, Slul‘(iival}t Raobert M. Tobias
National AFGE President ) Natianal NTEU President
\dehill{,iﬁl‘l D. C! Washimpton, 12.47,

i
Gerald W, Mcﬁnl}:e B Conntinglung
International AFSCME President . Mational NFFE Presuleny
Washingles, i).CE Washington, 1,0

i

Refr  Union Coordination Councit Letter 2atcd Ogiober 25, 198h

As representatives of USDA employees [rom the various organized stades, it has bocome neecssary 1o ask for vour
assistance an 8 very imporiant and critical matter, Recently, our USDA Service Center Union Coordination Council
comtacted e former Whitehouse Chiel of Stafl) Leon P, Panctta aud the Rivector of Ofiicst Presidential Persannel,
Robert §. Nash, A copy ol this letler is atlached and a copy was provided previousty 1o yout office for your
mformation and roview, |

Todate, we have not received a response to our request from gither the Chiel of Stafl nor the Director of Otiicial
Presudential Personnet, Your assistunce is needed in'seeuring a respanse and cstiblishing a meeling with these i&y
indtviduals as requested in our letter of October 23.

As mdicated in our letter, the reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture is in surious jeopardy
unless iimmediate corrective actions are taken. The USDA rearganization is a cornersione of the government
reinvention and reorganization process and is a model for many of the other agencies, We canng afford to fel this
process (ail. As Union miembers we represent a coalition of the verious Federal Umons that represent owr USDA
agencies and the emplayees al the front fines ™ - ow fiekl olfices. Whio kuows more about how pur programs

operate and how they can be delivered 1o our rural customers thae the federad employees who are located i these
field offices? -

JE I PSP ———
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. Mativnal Union Presidents
USIDA Reorgamzation
Decenber 20, 1990

Page 2

We ask {or your ASSlslazzw as our Mabenal Uniun Leaders i elevaung the LSDA National Service Center
ffrzphmwuffz{zzm I}uffrlme 1o 2 tovel which will bc acen, mdable ,vzd IL,S]‘\>¥ sible un‘) 1o the ()&.&z'l:ifii} of
- H bas becomce apparent thal 1l expene)

cicv'iicd tor such il %wei much oi‘ti:c L,z“{f}’k rcorg&nz?’ziwn wm 12;1\«, Z yeen in vain and mil h:m, Cost tiz:., Amenmsz

Taxpaycr mithons ol dgil nfs Our mission ad the d{,lzw.,z*} ol our fodernd progranis 16 vur yural customers is
suffering and in many cases has stopped. Customer service dwindles cach day. Many of our federal employecs
are losing their Jobs because of the downsizing efforts, but many of these job loses are unnecsssary mnd can be
prevented i fhis Servige Ccnlu Implementation Initlative can be clovated 1o a position inwhich they will bie
hicard. We alse ask [or V{}Lz’ r hielp in securing a neoting in whish we as the Union Coordination Cuumﬂ gan moct

o e e, i b e ——————— ety

et 15 O
with the new{lz;c? ol btaif Lfsium Bowlus, Raber! Nash and othier key Whitchouse oTTic ﬁl whe g ‘xmnagm

T ——

with the reinvention and reorg,amzaiwxz of government. T T
e e TR memmmuem s e f»« i ‘ H
H
‘§>mcuc.1v g

o) St

DONALD G. GEARING i Chicf swy{;
AFSCME Local 3929 . W?shiﬁgz{z&

_Cnbbedrlal 1:.{‘&:/_

G LANCE SMITIT- Viee Prosident
NEDR Local 871 - Toxas

Moy [T\ g0l | * Nissse 0. Boaduoe,
MARY MOORE - Co-President , PERESA BONADUCE - Vice President
AFGE Locat 3499 - Cylorado , - NFFE Local 108 - Arkansas

) Ebres

CLYPHE W.EVANS - Viée President

y \chje:rsey G L fopd 285
VICKH ‘?%&% { Steawvard

THOMAS D. ROGERS - ‘:Jme President

NFFE Local 1585 - Mi};ziTna HEFL Local Qzeavon
LINDA 1. BURNS - Presidet GLORIA B KER ¢ ohies Steward -
NITE Local 758 - Washington AFGE Local 3354 - Kansas

Atiachment:  Lhwun {}chmi Signature Page
Eiclosure: bn ion CO{}gl’(}I[mi[O"l Council Leller
H

e Mr Al Gore - Vice President - Washington, D.C.

M. D Gi%ckmsﬁ}, Secretary of Agricutivee, Washington, D.C.

M. Richard Rominger, Deputy Secretary of Agriculture - Washington, D.C

Ar. Robert S, Mash, Rirector of Olficial Presidentdal Personnel - Washington, 12,0
Mr. Brske Eiuwl};s, Uhief of Stall'- Washington, 0,.C



Nationat Usion Presidess < *’%wi:::t‘
USDIA Reorganization :
Desember 20, 1990 : *
Page 3

THE FOLLOWING UNI{Z}N OFFICIALS AND REPRESENTATIVES SUFFORT THE EFFORTS AND
CONCERNS OF THE UNION COORDINATION COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVES OF THE SERVICE
i CENTER IMPLEMENTATION INITIATIVY

A (}M}an ”?’(/( ERY w, LTS

NFFE - Prostdent Laeal 7 . AFGL - M esiday Local 33584
Dregon [ S1. Lawis, MO

7RI M, wazmz:msxv BERMICT 7 Wi LA
ATSCME - Dresident Local 33?0 APCGE « Co-fresidoar Loop) 34599
Washington, D.C. " Colemdy
STEVE BEASLEY ICE BOWMAN .
AFSTME - President Loca) 3976 NTEL - President Chapter 204

© Wrashington, D.C, é - Kaumz Ciiv, MO
283 RALL. AN
AFSCMI - President Loos! 3925 ] NFFL - Prenident Lo C:ll 1585
Waslangton, 12.C, : Montam
BETTHE AL VAN MICHABL K, XLEIN
HEPE Prosident Cocal 108 NEFE Peosigdag Logal $71
Asksusas . Texis

!



Oonbey 23, 1994

The Honorabile Liﬁ(};‘l P, Paneifu FAX - 207156-2883
Chiel of Stall .

The Whitchomsse |
Washington, 1€, 20502

M, Bober FoBash

Asgistanl to the i‘ra;;\;iglcnl

Daector of Official Presidentinl Porsonnd
Oilfics of i’z’cs%tlcnlipl Persgel

153 Ol Exeeutive Office Buildiog
Washington, 12.C, 20302

FAX «« 282-456-2259

' %
Paoar M, Paoelin and My, Masly

The raorgrmzz:zzmn af the Unred Statey Bepartiment of Agricafture b in serions trouble wuless immediate
ciErgctive actions zzfz:f tkeen, The cornersione of the Administration's ¢ffors in govorament refnvention
conld fait on the cirrent puath that USEA kas vow faken, We npologize Tor the fongth of this tstter, bt we §
e coneeens oxpressed T s leder see of the stmost importince Lo the well beiag of the Uniled States
DBepurtmont of fxgi“imiiw‘a, and #y associsted reovganization and remvention, The information that we have

addressaed In Uns cUrrcsp{mdcrzu, is needed to fully understand the adidressed problems and the concerns of the
wnicng st we rep; cscnl

?

*

Lask force limi is clwrcd by {Ercgezy L. Cuarnifl. {}r% 15 2is0 Lhe Exeontive Officer of the N'llionz} ¥FAC
zsmzzzzzzllu, Thixi mm wvar (he paist several mouths bas had employes sput Fom various USDA agencies. The
Farm Serviee A;z,u}ay {F5A, Nulionil Resovrees Consersaiion Service (INRCE), and the Ruea! Dovclopmenl are
the key spencies and Smployess that g Snvolvad with Uis implementation tean, The mission ol s task foree is
1w dovetopment, implementation, and mprovenent of our USDA Servise Centers that are koeated within each
glate. The goals ui‘f.h%% team, in puineeship with peopie and conrnuntiios, are to delver ageicaliuead, rucal
dovetapaent, and mmu o resources programs with a continuity and gquulily of service thiat exceeds customoers'

gxpostalions asnd «2&2;&\5{“& the maxinuny efficieney possible in delivering these programs,
impiemeoiation nflizi, Service Centers B

by the Seerctay {11 Agriculiure,

The ereation and

v and conliue (@ be a conmitment by vur currest Administration and
Wi, Qlickoous fias followed this commiment so the bighesi passible service can
b detivered W owe customers -- Rural America, (hrough the ides of "one stup shopping.® The Service Center

concept fulfills thy vision and commitgnent of the Adminisication and the Scerdary and continues 1o follow s
direclives of the Vice Prosidents Qoverament Redmeontion ang Reform,

As anton members sepresenting AFGE, NFFE, and AFCSME, we were seivaied by the National FAC 10 represo
the uirion oeganized states as a ficid poivt of contact. Our purpose is to ptovide nforvation, suggestons, and
soncerns directly from the Geld 1o the task fore regarding the Survice Conter coneept. Que sole as union

ropresentaiivey alse fuifills the Presidential Brecutive Qreder T2871 that mandates iprasved abor and
management relitions Gwough partnership.
+

As represcatatives of USDA eaployees froat viarions states, we [CIU 1 wiss seeessaty (0 CXpress Qur grve congsern
about i status of he Service Conters, Over the past several maaths we Bave come o readize tat ageney beads
atud souw stule offwisls of the respeciive agencies apparently are not conunitled o the Service Center idea amd its
ctfocts (o improve Rual Americs. o some cases, many state officials ave complolely ignoriag the divectives from
the Suerctary of AgriceRure and are nol committal 1o (he suecess of the Sorvice Center concept, This appours (o
be gven mare Huewith agency officiuls i Washingion, Que eoyployecs tad (the union sepresantatives ave
swerkad bnwrd and difigently to make the USDA reorpanteation and the Servies Comors o suceess 0 meel the segd
ol Rural zﬁzm:z‘iz;:li As Bederad cuaplovees, woe do oot wanl s congept (0 1%
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Servive Canter huplermetation Team
Qululier 23, 1996
Page 2

A serious comgrn o our employess that is now very evident and continues to grow i the kek of emphasis aow

buang gloced on the Scrwc;c Cenier haplementation Teaa's mission, This task toree fias worked hard o develup

amlnitiate crestive ideals and provide direction for the suceess of 1he Service Centees within our stgtes, Our
aguncy heads continue to igaore and fn most cases, avold the reconuncadations made by this group. USDA has
crgrended o considerable amount of tane aud the [xpayer awicy o nwitals (hix task Qe amb L o vesty (o
ot use i beraficial information amd recommendations that ure being made vegarding the Serviee Centers,
Unfortunately, many, of our top agency heads sond state ofiCials srw st considerisg the recommaendations that
bave and are being made by this grovp. 16 bas come lw our attention that sy of the key wembers of this task
larve lave b Tarassel, retabiated aoinst, and thewr carcers Bve Been hveatenad beausy of gelr participation
aned selivitios whihe serving on Uis feamy Thee Bave baen many good idesls and solations crafled mnd
fift:vmzmndcd by ihi% 3,{{}1;1} Mnny {;i’iiiaﬁ& ideals have heun the :Iilu;i result Uﬁliftl!’l’l]iliii}ﬁ zm.j

one of the primaey motives for these negative nctions is the hchef thiat certatn oﬁmmis misy {ose power ar xh'st an

agency sy pol be ihe "lead” agency, There is one question that our employees axke daily — Whs hus lappensd w
TEAN LSDIAY :

H

As represeatatives of cur field employees aad as membans of the Sorvice Canter Implementation Tem, we fee!
that our input iz valuabie {0 the suceess of the Service Conters, The value and pecessity of 1the Servies Conler
hnplemenation Teamn must not e ignoecd or allowed o he destroyed by the few agency huads thal fwd tey
woukl inse power oriinﬁacuce with their own parlicular agency o other oloscly sssuciated agencies, We feel the
success of ihe ficld Service Centers, as well a3 the suwrvival of cor agencies as a whole, i5 conlingent upon keeping
the groups wl tisk forees such as the Service Center laplomentation Team alive and well, The mombors of the
Service Ceater binplemestation Team, along with other stniluely created task Torees, are being negatively
impacted by thoir own agencies ss well ay by associote agoncies. The menburs of the Service Conter
Ienptementation “Team were delgiled froms Lheir current jobs and reproseated their ugencies on this task fores,
They Bave been told by their owa apeacy officials and oihers that they will be dasoled whea they return Trom
their detidd,  How ean employees serve effectively on @ special assigament such ag the Survice Cunter
tplementation Tenm and SO aitanmpt o lollow the comaitmunts made to U American Public by the Presida
and e current Administration rogarding the seform and retevention of government? This seads a clear gignal (o
allof our cipleyees (bolly in the Oell and in Waskinglon), to pur ruesd cuslomers, and Lo the taxpayer that USDA
agencies are vgaily aol sorious about the reorganization ws s Service Contors. We ask that you lool into this
matter amd make sure that s sk lorce and otlier speoini grougs similarly comuitied to thie success of our
USDA rourganization survives and continues in 1he true spint and capgocily to wiich they wore originally created

To accomplish this, we suypest that the Service Coster Implensentativn Team with its members in
Wasldngton, be placed o s fong term permanont appoistment to this task fosce, The e should be

iy aeesantabie and divectly responsible yolely to e Seeretaey af Agriculture senl riof o the
. i
respective ::gc:wy heseddy,

This warghl x,iumzzizk, antl avoid {he censtant harussment and tucals seceived by the fask foree membuees by agency
heads amdt ofliials, ; This would also provide the boclang ey the Service Cender tapleneststion T employees
st ave that would provent the reconunendations being made by this g grouy frea beiag "watered dow” by
ageney heady and officials. Currently the recommendations mude by this team ae not properly being presented in
eir trie forsy and 5pmi o the proper officials. We ask that you stronpdy consider onr reconwnendation, Unless
somelhing is done, mzr USDA ren g:zmz,lilon wiil have bu.n 3 vads and Lhe ovigisad inteat and goals of s
UBDA roor uumlxm amd reinvention wiil nover be mel. The Amenicas taxpayer and wmore espechly our Rueu!
Cuztemers sud I't,du EH mig}k}%w will qygie he burdened with an sanccessiry expanse and soneperforming
apency. Oor USDA aguencies will oncg again sot suceeed i mestmg the neads of onr costomiets - Rornt Apwrica
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#Ar, Loeos P, Daoctia aml Mr. Robert J, Nash
H

Service Center bnplahentation Team
Geteber 23, 1996
Pupe 3

We also usk thet a personal meeting be scheduled (o weer with us und the other members of the
Serviee Ct*;m*r {fmplemrentation Tamm o discusy theye matiers io wore detail and present solutions ter
Hre proldem,t We suygest that this meeting with you and ather koy offictals (Whitchouse and Ageney)
B \rifg‘ih:fu!f:r Juptigsreye 7-8,- 1997 i Washingron, D.C. We would prefer un carlicr meesing day if
pussile, Butowe realive and wnderstand that yenr sehednies are very fill at dos time, I your

schestules siwnhf penmit an garlier menting date appropricty vremmpeaseads cin be made by us aad
the Seivice Center { inplementution Tenm.

The stions wanl fo work with the Administration sad s the proldems now cecurring within the USDA -
parganiation, We \ya:*.i the reorganization aud reinvention process f be o seceess and Lo meet s origined indent
aud goais, Mepefully, with your support and assislance i ¢ and will be dove. ther federsl enmployess and nmon
representalives ae 100% conunsittad 1o 5 successiiul USDA wporganizalion. Withowt your suppolt it ruay be

Becesyary o sook 353!}5151(1‘:{3 from the Senute Agricohiure Commitiue and olber Kuy Congrasgionsd grauos,
E *

W ysu have any guestions or commals, please direet them o Bou Geering of the Fares Service Ageney in
Washingion, 2.C,, o unions poim of contaei. Do can bu reachad al 202.720-3681, Heowill be able 1o secure
any sdditionat wlor s‘zznzmn that you may degive or Wyan Bave any guestions Don will be able 1o piovide the
ACCUSSAFY ANSWIrs. Am:zzguuwza for our prapused meling i Jvmsaey conovraing mesting Limes, iravel, and
aceorunodations can’slso be made tlwough Bon, Plcase note that 0w wnmon represeatitive trom Gregoo lag
recently taken @ position with rasther fodersl agency and we are Surrently 0 1he prociss of appoint

ng e
repingement, |
- : i

Sincerely, ) 1 )
MARY MOORT: % TERESSA Bowxm}c i LANCE sm il
AFGE Locat 3499 WFFE Local 108 {\:i‘?ab LOCAL 574
Catorads f ) ATkansas TEXAS

Lo

93 %

;ZM osd A /@ MW

CLYLE EVANS TOM ROGERS FOM MAZIRBO
AFGE Loval 2831 MEFFE Local 1585 AFGE Loval 283]
New jersey ' Muontana MNow Yk
{vacint)
WEFE Locad 7
Orepon
[y

. Al Ginig « Viee Prosiduni of the Uniied Stnies, Washingtan, D40,
(FAID ii!ickm:m + Seerctsty of Apnisuline, Washiugtos, 13,0,

Gy (,.miiii

1

Chiiipeeson o the Scrvice Come boplomonation Yomm, Washinglos, 13.¢,

H
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Inmate Accused of Collect:
Internet Child Pornography

By NIN& BERRSTEIN

dn » Faderal grand jury Skl
mien: unsealed vasterday, » Minseso.
t§ prison inmats hes been chasged
with consplring £o wolbect wad trede
i3 poannography vie the intavnet
& prizon computer,
inmate, George G Chamber
. 87, 16,2 convicted pedophille
whose 1ole iz the prigan comipiiter
-eperatinh, was ceporad in 1 froms
pige artise In The New Yark Thnes
an Muv. 33 1935 The articie desit
with & [3f of dwusands of children
that hud been sseretly complied, ane
notated end stoved altug with a
cathe of chiid somogtaphy in the,
prison Soasputer ased by M Chas.
bertals, .
The st of children does aot Flgure

A case that raises
extraordinary issues,
prosecutorssay. |

in e indiztment handed up by the
Minneageis grand jury. but R wilibe
uged &% in M. Chamber.
Lain's teiat, sald & doires oiosk 1o Lhe
. Ssvestigation whe spole on sondition
of sponymity, r. .
m;rxh . ::.riy Immmt 1994 sé‘gt?;:
as iy .
he way 8 prisbner #1 (he Minnesots
Correctional Facllity st Lisg Lakes,”
Mz, ChEmbertialn wind 8 prison oum-

riee and the lavernet o obialn <hlld
sy from gnadl towns a8 northern

sernography, wied Z-mall throngy’
&3 aNONYMous retualilng sarvice By
Fimand 10 disouss with sihars bow 1o
avold detmotian, and [Rusassed aAn
optlca? disk comtalning 287 visuat e
pietlotis of rinses engaged in searl-
3¢ expilleit zonduct, !

“THiS ¢ase ralses extranrdinacy
et tsmely soues,” United Stutes
Atarnty Devid Liiehang ¢8i¢ ves-
terday. “The ides thet 2 prisoner had
this kind of agcexy (o thw internet,
nd was 159 10 collect expiich <hlld
porsegraphy 2ad communicate wih
ofhers on how 0 ke it 18 Emost
upbellevatie™

v, Chamberiain has been it pris-

of singe 1879, but hls aduil sistary of
sé-reiatad feionles began when he
vk 1§ xud spans A 10.aear priod
panchated by prisas terms in &tl}rﬂz

——n
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" ing i el chlidees were on e, Shan

" tarly teens, St most were glrls Yo

Althoogh mvere recev readizgs of
e shoed bave heen lncomousbee,
experts i the Hold say that the ovh -

B I asking e Agriciiure

deiigs suggests transnisside spongl- . ¢
o encephalopitty. The coalition
alsio noted that mad cow ¢isense had
been experimuentally Inducet in pigs.

tieme of the 1979 stides from the hops.

sk count of conspiracy to distrillite |
child pornography and one count of
passession of child pornegraptsy, Me.
Chumberisin faces upto 15 years in
prisan, a $250.568 Sng or both. . .
Adrer finding the pornography and -
the far of childean, corrsctions offl
cials prought him up on disciplinary
charges, seaking m extenid hlg prison
stay. Bu i Chamberinin denied
frvolvement And Bismad anaihie - .
mae W the same Jisonanaus ¢om-
puter programming and 1eiemnackei
business.  An  adminigteative
hearing board found the ouse un-

7. Chamberfain has bezn the ar.
get o 2 Federal crimins! lovestigs.
tioe: singe the Est and the o= pors -
sography were discovarad during an
guiside sudit of the camputer Opers.
tion i the fall of S04 .

it takes & long vime detstf and.
analyse & hand drive when one faise
move ta% destrny grivical avidence,™
3z Lillehavg said. ;

ta the alterroxth of e sesle]
avut The liss, the Minnssots Deparis
mant of Corepction was Hooded with
inqulries Srom worried parents aske

\

saty. He said that the sgency was
“re avidente that srgues lor hroud-

entisg what we g doing ™

ity considermtion™ The problem

caalition asked today shat hoge bt Comsumer Policy Institule of Qo Salwty and lngpection Sérvice, said
Ho tase of misd cow ditsase has Py Stephen ¥ Swllol, Grecior of

Hogs hive Deen sxsladed becanse ~ever bewu detedied in the Hulted  thogenter for veterinary medicine ot

Earfter this vear, the Food amg  the Govérmument says i has no evic  Stases, buf & das sffiicted more then:  the PDA. said the agancy "would

Burt, % spokeswoman. said. Tha de-
parsment st up A wnlliree momise
and ok from LS00 and 15,600 alis,
A gdid, ’

£hlidren on the sriginal Lst were

154,000 cattie v Britein stnow M was  tekéd the ewvidence presewted today

e use of protedn from ol tnxmisly
in the feaxf of 2oy foodt 2nima),

Minmesota They ranged rom bables
pne memth i to childres i thedr

rween ) and 12 Toe st contained
suth parsonal detalis a3 “atehikey
Kids” oure® and TLitis Ms.
prgeant winner,” spparentiy oos.
pitnd from oeal sewspapar articles.
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Febroary 12, 1997
MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT %
From: Secretary Dan Glickman m\—"d
Subjeet: Seasonal Base Plans for Southeast Dairy

1 read Congressman Norwood’s letter to you on seasonal base plans in Federal milk marketing
orders and want to let you know the background and status of this issue.

} :
The authority to operate these plans, which reward producers for shifting production from the
spring to the fall, when milk is often in short supply, expired on December 31, 1996, We fought
to extend the authority in the 1996 Farm Bill as well as in our appropriations legistation but were
unsucccssful Efforts to extend this authority tn the FY 1997 omnibus appropriations measure
also failed. |

We will seek leglslatnvc authority again this year. Usually, the Department must conduct
rulemaking before it implements changes in Federal milk orders. However, we have drafted our
current legislative proposal so we can simply reinstate the previous seasonal base plans without
going through a new rulemaking and thus avoid any delays. The proposal is in the clearance
process and will be sent 10 Congress as soon as possible,

Senators Cochran, Coverdell, and Helins recently introduced legislation, 5. 277, to accomplish
the same outcome as the Department’s proposal. While the Department has not taken a position
on this legislation, we would be able to support 1t if some technical changes are made o that it
achieves effectively the desired result. We will be providing Senator Cochran with these
changes. Congressman Norwood has indicated that he wants to introduce a similar bill, and we
wiil provide him technical assistance.

The A{imini‘sirati{}rz supparts seasonal base legislation because it encourages stable milk
production anci results in higher dairy prices for dairy producers in marketing ordoers with
seasonal base plans,  Five marketing orders in the following 16 States had seasonal base plans
at the end of 1996: Pennsyivania, Delaware, New Jersey, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky, Indiana, West Virginia, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Arkansas. Dairy producers in the following 9 States market milk to handlers
who are repulated under these orders: Missouri, Vermont, Ohio, Texas, [ilinois, Michigan,
Florida, New Mexico, and Oklnhoma. There is strong interest in reinstating scasonal base plans
because mafzy dairy producers in these Staics were expecting the higher returns received under o
seasonal basie plan. The lapse of these plans is creating financinl hardship on these producers.



Administration support of this legislation would be well-received by the States that have had
ssasonal base plans tn thetr milk marketing orders. However, Congressman Sienholm, ranking
Democrat on the House Agnealture Commiitee, has not supported legisiation to extend the
seasonal bage plan authority in the past. While scasonal base plans do not have any adverse
effect on dairy producers in other regions of the country, these regions, particularly the Midwest,
have not supported such legislation, and are likely to object to the Adminigtration’s legislative

proposal,

i

I will keep yéu posted on our efforts,

H
H

'
i
f
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_ fLHARLIE NORWOGD
o oot - 1071 Digrmey
o Srontia

February 5, 1997

The Honorable William I, Clinton-
1600 Peansylvania Avenue

Washington, DC
Dear Mr. Prestdent,

Last fall the milk excess base plan expired. This will have a
significant negative impact on dairy farmers throughow the
southeast. I would appreciate any help that you might be able to
provide, Secretary Glickman can certainly provide you further
information on the subject.

I look forward to working with you in the future. If there
is anything I can do for you, please do not hesitate 10 let me know.

Sincerely,

(05 05D

Charlie

M. (st m.!m é;
La‘dgt. oﬁ wfz e
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e / T J\ Glauthier
02/13/97 07:41:11 AM

Record Type: | Record
|
To: Sylvia M Mathews/WHO/EOP, Bruce N. Read/OPD/EOP, John L. Hilley/WHO/EOP
cc: Franklin D. Raines/OMB/EOP, Jacob J. Lew/OMB/EOP, Rebecca R. Culberson/OMB/EQP

Subject: Request for Information on Dairy Prices

Sylvia, the attached email responds to the question you raised earlier this week about dairy prices.
This was a response to a comment from Rep. Norwood to the President. If you need additional
information, please give me a call.

------------------- Forwarded by T .J. Glauthier/OMB/EQP on Q2/13/97 07:35 AM

L

Daniel D. Heath
02/12/97 06:17:55 PM

----- ™ iR

Record Type: |, Record

To: T J. Glauthier/OMB/EOP

ce: Ronald M. Cogswell/{OMB/EOP, Mark A. Weatherly/OMB/EOP, Alecia Ward/OMB/EQP
Subjact: Sylvia Mathews’ Request on Dairy .

The President has requested background on Rep. Norwood's comment to him that a "milk excess
base plan" would have a positive impact on dairy farmers in the Southeast U.S. Mr. Norwood is
urging legislation to reinstate a provision that expired last year. {I'm sending you a copy of his
letter to the Prlesident.}

The comment !reflects a broad and perennial dairy industry theme, dissatisfaction with the Federal
pricing of dairy'( products. It is provoked by the 25 percent decline in prices from September to
December 1996. (The 1996 annual average price was a record high, and even after the drop prices
ramain above levels of most years and recently have risen.) The price swings rasulted from market
forces (high feed prices, and farmers® responses), but the Federal milk pricing regime is seen by
the dairy indus:try either as the underlying problem or the solution to disenchantment with prices.

More narrowly, the "milk excess base plan” refers to a former scheme in the Federa! marketing
order system for the Southeastern U.S. to smooth seasonal swings in milk production and
corresponding'price and income effects of the milk price cycle. This “seasonal base plan” paid
farmers higheri'-than-norma! prices throughout the year for a "base” level of production established
in the months of short supply, but paid below-normal prices far "overbase™ production in the flush
months. The effect was to generate more milk in the Southeast from local supplies in the short
supply perigds, and to boost incomes for Southeast dairy producers, The scheme was authorized
in past farm bitis, was officially supported by the Administration in the 1996 Farm Bill deliberations,
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Many dairy producers are concerned about the recent decling in milk prices, and Secretary

Glickman hasisaggested that the issue may be raised during the National Governors Association
meeting. Despite reaching record highs during 1996, milk prices declined sharply in the fourth
quarter. The price of 40-pound blocks of cheddar cheese on the National Cheese Exchange, for |
example, fell by 30 percent between early Ociober and mid-December. Over the past few weeks,
milk prices have strengthened - but dairy state Governors, Senators, and Members of the House
are still pressing for Administration action. The Department of Agriculture has taken several
steps to strengthen milk prices, as described below, but has resisted establishing a price floor as
some dairy intercsts are advecating. A price floor would be incongruous with the Congressional
mandate embodied in the Farm Bill, and would pit regions against each other since some are
disadvantaged by price floors.

Q:

A

‘What are you going to do about milk prices? Are you willing to establish a Floor
price for milk?

I am aware that milk prices declined sharply at the end of last year, and that the
Department of Agriculture has alrcady taken several steps 10 strengthen milk prices,
zﬁciﬁémg »
v ?tzrcizzzsmg £5 million worth of cheese for use In domestic food assistance

; pmg,ramss in addition fo the aceelerated school lunch purchases already underway;

* Surmulating exports by reactivating the Dairy Export Inceative Program for
butterfat, which bas been idle since mid-1995; and

. ! Working with private voluntary groups to boost the flow of dairy products into
‘international food assistance programs
f
In add:ition, Secretary Glickman announced on January 29 that he is taking steps {o
a(idres;s concerns raised by dairy producers about how milk prices are caleulated.
falso }.mdersiand that prices have strengthened in recent weeks. So | hope we can
continue (0 work together to address the concerns that have been taised.

1 pfésm:i on a price support: As instructed by Congress in the Farm Bill, we are moving
away from price supports and toward a consolidation and reform of the federal marketing
order system. Milk pricing is complicated and has heen subject to extensive government
intervention over a long period of time. The Faom Bill instruets us to reform this entire
pricing system, and it’s best to consider any proposals for a price floor within the context
of reforming the federal marketing order system. I am confident that Secretary Glickman
will continue to work with the industry to address vour concerns in ways that are
consistent with the thrust of these reform policies.]

¢



S o,
CELOL 12U 5IFY ESUM SEUNBIANY R %qggéfﬁw

@\

/

TME SECHETANY 3F mmcaw;.m: ‘ﬁ \éJ;p G.WJ
T %

JURGE 99 85:53 FROP:
o1y w%:g:

was MOTRM, G.C.
EGROO DG

October 13, 1995 : , W
Tow-et QM N
ammamwm pe, 1 % l/

FROM BAH GLICKMAN

RE: FOLLOW-UP TO OUR MEETING REGARDING CONCENTRATION ISSUES
' !

The following briefly revicws the concentration issuss that we discussed during our
recenmt meeting, It includes 2 summary of ongoing Departuent of Agriculture actions as welt
as a review of the currently-identified options avallable 1o the President. The issue of
“concentration” is a key source of contention and discord throughout 1.5, rural areas, but
parucularly in the Midwest. Farmers and ranchers are deeply concerned that increased:
corcentr8ton has Tesulted in the control of marketing and wanspoTtation optim by a salset
few, thetely rcsznctmg marketinz alternatives gnd profit margins for tarmers and ramhera

L IDENTIFICATION OF PROBILEM AREASN

We have ideptified several problem’aress comoerning concentration which relate to
the Department of Agniculture,

-Packer Concentration .
Packer concentration {s a key concern 10°beef, pork aud Jamb produsers: Although
the primary media focus has been on beef production and to some extent pork production,
all three species have been significamtly affected by the reduction of the number of
packmgheuscs in the United States. Extonsive medie attention has been famscé on packet

concentration and Its possible negative impact on beef prices.

|

-¥erticol sud Horizontal Integration

Vertical and horizontal integration have significantly affected production agriculture,
particularly hog and poultry production. Poultty production is already highly vertically
integrated, but there are specific issues of concern such as farmer-processor contracting
relationships and an increasingly limited number of processors with whom poultry growers
can ¢ontract, Many claim that the pork sector is moviog in a similar divection toward
vertical integration as processors are percelved as relying roore on contracting arrangements
and for larger hog oporations rather than smaller producers. By providing a "captive supply”,
the growth of large operations is perceived by some as sceelerating the movement toward
vemcal mteg@tlozz and the resulting deinise of smallcr indspandent producer family farnis,
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Vertical and hoﬁmn:a! imtagration, as well as the trend towards larger operations
have also had significant’etwironmental impacts. " The increase of large poultry and pork
‘operations in states such as Jowa, North Caroling, Missouri and Minnasota hsve drawn
extensive media ettention and public concern particularly in regard to the impacts of theso
aperations on air and water, While these States are  trying to address these pmb!mu, the
growing nurmber of large operations remains controversial, ,

e

-Railroads
Farmers and local grain elevators are very concerned about the lack of availability

[ of Failcard for grain shipments i the Midwest statss. USDA has s report that is ready 1o
be released which indicates that railear shortages can have a signifieant effect on the price
farmers reczive at their local grain ¢levator as well as impact U.S. competitiveness in the

wurid markclt

The agricultural comumunity is also conceraed with major mergers in the railroad
industry. This coucesn is shared in many arsas of the country besides the Midwest.

IL 2}’80? ONGOING ACTIONS

Packer Concentration Study

The Department is currently completlng 2 starnutorily mandated packer cancentration
study. It is, expected 1o be ready for releasc by the end of the year, Thbe study’s broad
objective is 10 examine causes and impacts of meat packing concentration. The study should
increase the Department’s understanding of the changes in the competitive forces in ihe
beef and pork packing house industry, and improve USDA’s ability to monitor the industry,
thereby improving enforcement of the Packers and Stockyards Act. . Preliminary results
indicate that there will be Irisufficient data t identify packer concentration as the cause of
talfing beef and pork prices 1 prodcers. This outcome will bo controversial and many will
likely criticize the study for its failure to directly relate failing producer prices to increased
packer concentration.

_~Administrstive Actions Against Packors
The Departinent recently Gled an adninistrative action alleging & violation of the
Packers and Stockyards Act against IBP, Inc, the largest packer in the country. The
Department’s action alieges that IBP cuntracting practices placed maoy ranchers at an unfais
disadvantage because they were ynabie to receive similar contracts,

1II.  OPTIONS FOR THE PRESIDENT

Establishiment of A Conceatration and Integration Cogunission e
The President could direct the Secretary of Agriculture to esrablish a Cornumission
tQ zmmcdmziy iitvestigate the identified aspects of concontration as well as vertical and
horizontal integraifon. The Commission would be charged with specific dutics and deadlines
to casure a meaniagful and timely outcome. The charge would include & micw of statutes,
regulations asd USDA policy guldance and recommesndations,

i

!
!
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Page Three

The thrant afthnﬁemmfuuwmdébewidmﬁfymwhcmtbcbepmmaf
Agnmim or the federal Governmeuot, licks the necessary statutory or regulatory ttmiu to)
address the’ {mphmtwus of concentration and integration on farmers and tanchers.

Rauwad Morpers
President Clinton could release USDA's study demonstreting the irapact- of railca?
{_shortages on prices and competitiveness. This study is completed and ready for release. (It
should be noted that a draft of the’ studywas u!xwwa by persons outside of USDA, and the
study was the sub}ect of one article in the Des Muines Register several weeks ago.

The President could also dircct the Secretary of Agriculture to sddress agricultural

transportation problems. This could _begia ly tlze Secretary hosting a roundtable with
rallroads, graii elevitars, farmers, processors, and others o sddress short term problems.

The outcoms of the roundtable could be to establish an agricultural transponation edvisory
committee which would anslyze the longer term transportation needs of American
agriculture,

IV.  ANTICIPATED ACTIONS

Senator Daschle is expecied w introduce Jogislation on Wednesday, October 18 wo
direct the Secresary of Agricultare 1o establish a commission' 10 immsdiately investigate -
/packer-concentration. ; Senator Daschie has iadicated his support of the Saczemy acting

without adoption of the legislation.

During a speech before the National Press Club on Wednesday, October 18, I would
indicate my, growing concern about packer concetitrstion and integration and the
Department’s intention to move aggreasively 10 address these issues.

]

On Ccetober 20, President Clinton could! then direct me to immedintely establish the
Commission. The Pregident’s direction would include additionsl details regarding the charge
of the Commission and the tmeframe.

[
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April 22, 1%97

TO: Bruce Reed, Director
N mawestlc ?olzey ﬁaan&zi

FROM: . Arthur Campball Deputy Under saaxahary
Pollcy and Plannlng, Rural Development, USDA

"RE: ‘=gﬁA Report on Rural Policy aAnd Stratagy Development®

aﬁt&¢hed is "A Kﬁpart On  Rural. Policy And Stratagy
s Bevalapm&nt” completed after numercus consultations. The report is
“an initial attempt to present.a framework for refining a long range
national pallcy over the coming year. I am soliciting final
comments from key individuals such as yourself, who have a strong
interest 1n rural pulicy, and whose input inte the final document

I feel would be valuahle.

1 hépe to finalize" tha raport within the next few weeks and
would appr&aiate your comments by Wednesday, April 30th. If you
have any g&agtlcns, or would like additional information, please
feel free tc call me at 202~720-4581, or my assistant 3Alicia
Petersen aﬁ,zaz -630~056% . - '
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A Report on Rural Policy

Art Campbell

Deputy Under Secretary
Policy and Planning

Fax: (202) 720-2080

E-mail: acampbell@usda.gov
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DRAFT

PREAMBLE

The {;fzmeé States Department of Agmcuiturc (USDA) was charged in 1980 with leading the
devciopmcnt of a national rural policy and szramgy, and reporting annually to Congress on
progrcss toward their implementation. During the ensuing years, various policy reports have been
prepawzi but none has comprehengively addressed the rural challenge, fully reflected the
lessening role of agriculture in rural America, nor adequately defined ways of implementing
policy. ‘This report seeks to identify critical challenges to rural development, and emerging
opportunities and policy directions for overcoming them. The report also proposes to refine the
cors pohc} directions which bear the greatest promise, and to build them into a national roral
&evelopmm strategy comprised of broad based state stiajegic plans, and a national strategic plan
for deizvermg coardinated federal assistance to rural development.

The purpeses of this repor, therefore 2re: to set forth the broad outlines of a national rural
policy; zo provide a framework for enmhanced intergovernmental coordination towards its
zmpiememazmn to communicate to the Congress and other policy makers key problems and
challenges facing rural America; and, to provide a process for refining the policy positions and

for developing a national strategy to implement the policy.

|
The report draws upon consuitations with 2 broad range of private and public sector individuals
and institutions including representazives of private foundations, universities, community-based
nene pmﬁt organizations, private companies, state and local officials, and various depantments of
the federai government {see Appendix - A, Summary of Censultation). The report also draws
uposn zz;pm from six rural forums held by USDA Secretary Dan Glickman in the spring of 1995,

Emerging from these cunsultations were the following themes:

Rural development must be driven by local initiative, visioning, and giznning
The Federal government should facilitate empowerment of local initiative
Increased flexibility and authority are needed to tailor feécrai programs to local

conditions and needs :

Accountability in the development process is essential

Collaboration and coordination are needed to expand capacity

Rural development poiential 1s limited by lack of capacity
Fragmentation of Federal effort limuts its effectiveness

"Z’arge:ing of scarce resources is needed to obtain desired resuits
Lack of equity capital and business expertise are barriers {0 economic

development.

RN Y e

R .9 e .
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‘ INTRODUCTION

Most chservers will agree that no cohereat national rural policy exists, but that significant changes
m rural America - i agriculture, in its demographics, in its development patterns, in its
econamy, and in the adequacy of present policies and programs to effectively address this new
reality of rural America -- almost demand such 2 national policy. As times and conditions

changed, policy changes emerged, albeit not comprehensive policy, in legislation such as the 1986
Farm Bill which provided state directors of USDA Rural Development with greater flexibility in
{iezemiriiing how to spend nationally allocated resources, and in administrative procedures. But
the rurai paim}r and program architecture and structure are so antiquated, nothing short of a

major rcvampzng of poizz:v it appears, will have much impact,

This report zseks to sketch the brozd outlines of a national policy with the understanding that
its details must be filled in by the people and institutions of the country, if it would reflect
uniierstandmg and uniqueness of regional character and state and local capacity. Therefore this
repon szar:s S pwccss that is 10 be completed by a national intergovernmental, public and private
effont tojrefine the policy and then set forth strategies to implement it. The object of this follow-
up process is to blend the resources and capabilities of the public and private sectors; and to place
those in the service of a grand vision of rural America, enunciated and embraced by a broad

specteum of the country.

THE CHALLENGE

The challenge tn addressing the needs of rural America is twolold: first 1o identify the significant
problems in rural areas which must be addressed to assure emergence of vibrant rural
communities and sustainable development activities; and second, 1o establish a national, state
and local strategy driven by consensus from the public and private sectors,

Consuitations have concluded that the most significant problems are a fack of leadership,
resources, and consensus at the faderal fevel and a lack of appropriate institutional structure and
capacity at the focal level to deal with the {oliowing types of problems and challenges:

Poverty income correlates wath low educational
attainment and high inability to afford such basic

PovertyiLevel Ineome
requiremenis as housing, potable water and sewer,

ta
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health care and educational opportunities. And,
fow educational attainment limits earming
potential, The market does not provide basic
services (¢ households unable to afford them.
Costly governmental subsidies are needed to
induce the market to provide affordable housing and
other services. With the steep national debt and
growing budgetary concerns, resources to offset
the inabilities of poverty are shrinking. To
ameliorate the adversity of poverty level income
people must be helped to help themselves by
improving the rural economy and the educational
attainment of workers,

Infrastructure development in rural America is 2
¢hallenge because of distance, density and
economies of scale. Rural America has 80% of the
' fand mass and 20% of the population. Generaily,
’ economies of scale drive market forces to invest in
_' urban and suburban areas. A well functioning
infrastructure network (transportation, water and
, waste, telecommunications and cther public
! facilities) is critical to attracting investment capital,
and is a critical component of rural economic
t . deveiopment.

Infrastructure and New Technology

-

Local Capacity Density, scale, and absence of development

5 infrastructure make ir difcult for rural needs to be
addressed by market forces. Community based
and voluntary institutions where they exist, are
small with limited missions. Most lack  the
professional capacity, funding or technical
knowledge 10 advance community economic
development. Limited access to information and
poor leadership skills act as barriers to effective

rural development.

Regional differences make designing national
programmatic sohitions difficult. Pronounced
differences now exist among regions. The south

Special Issues/ Sub Regions
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suffers from high rates of poverty and low
educational attainment: the Grest Plains from out
migration and job loss; and the Northwest from
sensitivity to depletion of natural resources.

. Crafting national policies and strategies to aid rural
: . development within regions, while supporting
national interests, is a difficult policy challenge.

&

Developing Institutional Consensus Fragmentation of responsibility for rural issues and

: different perspectives on rural problems make
mstitutional consensus hard to achieve, especially
withun the federal government. Because rural
development programs are administered by
governmental institution with more dominant
agendas, they may not get concentrated attention
from policy makers, Also the interconnectedness
of issues is not readily seen when those tssues —
health care, social secunty, and education, for
examples -~ are outside of the purview of a given
institution with a limited rural focus, such as the
Congressional Agriculture committee.

A VISION FOR A NATIONAL RURAL POLICY

Rurai ‘policy should articulate a vision of the ideal common good for rural America that is
beéieyéble and shared by a wide range of Amencans, Its practical cbjective is 10 develop
sustainable rural communities where rural citizens can live a good and prosperous life. Achieving
this obiective requires wise use of natural resources; using knowledge, capital and labor to add
value to raw agncultural crops; more effective education and technical preparation of the people
of rural America; expanding economic and trade opportunities; and, strengthening the capacity
of local communitics to, in partnership with the federal government, continue development over

lime;

The clements of a visian include:
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Strategic Processes For Implementation
i .

Rurai policies should guide development and implementation of rural strategic plans.
Funds and resources alfocations should support projects and strategies envisioned in such
plans. Investments will be made primarily in building local capacity rather than just using
subsidies to temporarily ameliorate adverse conditions. The Federal government will help
facilitate development and tailor resources to local needs to the maximmum extent possible,

while preserving national interests.

&

Community Empowerment and Self Reliance

Rural policy will be vested in the ideals of seif refiance and empowerment. It
recognizes that local civic capacity and participation of community restdents are
indispensable to sustainable development, Rurai policy envisions 2 partnership

with people in rural communities 1127 shifts the focus of governmental assistance
programs from government compliance and procedures to meeting the developmental
needs of rural people and communities, Federal policy supports the development of local
leadership with strong technical skills to build local capacity, This policy seeks

to find ways of moving rural communities from competition 10 cooperation.

The Ne{v Technological Revolution

Rural policy acknowledges the importance of new technology 1o rural American’s
zztcass to information, new educational approaches and the delivery of services, such
as health care. Qur policy is 10 increase aceess to critical technology for all rural
r::s:denzs It emphasizes the importance of education and leadership development
tl}mngh greater use of programs such as distance learning through institutions such

as secondary schools and community colleges.

We must rethink what rural America should become. In rural America, neither governments, nor
market forces nor the voluntary non-profit sector can alone create the basic opportunities
required for a good and fulfilling life. Ideal rural development will require a spinit of
collzboration, coeperation and shared responsibilities.

H

EMERGING POLICY DIRECTIONS

i

Historically, government has provided assistance to rural areas through categoncal programs

aimed ar such issues as health, housing, ‘transportation, and veterans' affairs. Legislation
beginning in 1972 and running through the 1996 Farm Bill has attempted to provide a more

3
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campr&?hensive and collaborative spproach 1o rural development.

Recently, federal policy sought to operationalize the ideal of empowerment through the
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Community program. Other {ederal policy adjustments are
cmphzszzmg making the federal government serve rural comraunities better. Out of the budget
crunch’ anising from federal deficits, more attention has been given to achieving impact without
increased spending, Increasing private sector participation, targatmg resources to geographic

areas and populations with special needs and conditions, and investing limited federal dollars

with a greater sense of strategic direction have emerged as sensible approaches. The 1996 Farm
Bill in fact required USDA Rural Development to develop state strategic plans for the de}wer}

of its resources within each state,

The dominant policy directions emerging from recent years are: empowerment of local initiative, |
flesability in delivery of federal programs, increased use of public-private partnerships, targeting
of federal resources o areas with specicl needs and conditions, and more attention to alternative
uses of agricultural crops as a base for rural economic development, These policy sotions are
viewed as the core of a rural policy framework and are discussed in more detail below.

?Gi,lCY DIRECTION: AUTHORITY, FLEXIBILITY, LOCAL CAPACITY, AND
; EMPOWERMENT

Although not always done effectively, it is commonly agreed
that successful rural development requires the initiative of lecal
people and communities. Local initiative implies Jocal

: commitment, Jong range focus, community visiomng ana

' ownership. Empowerment involves people and communities

developing the capacity 1o help themselves,

But the local capacity in many poor areas of rural America is
weak and largely underdeveloped. Small communities, without
‘ full ime development staff or resources for consulting
* assistance, often cannot effectively compete in the grant
application process. Another disadvantage is often the fack of
effective local leadership,  Such needs have been recognized as
significant barriers 10 development by rural residents

themseives,

POLICY: The policy will be to deliver alf programs aad
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assistance in ways that support empowerment of rural
people and communities, In the awarding of federal
resources, administrative priority will be given to
communities who demenstrate that projects for which
funding is sought, are based upon local plans prepared with
input and guidance from a broad aod diverse section of the
leea! population. Innovative actions will be undertaken to
assure the easiest possible access to federal resources by

rural pecpie snd institutions.

Federal staff will be required to engaged focal initiative and
will be evaluated on how well they work to provide funding
to implement projects that are part of local plans. Federal
resoarves will be invested in projects with the greatest
potential for sustainability. The federal government will
package resources to address local capacity needs, as well as
the cost of specific infrastructure projects. In all aspects of
rural development, the palicy will be to conduct training
and skill development exercises that involve nen-federal
gavernment people from the public and private sectors.
This cross-entity training should increase understanding
among the different sectors and promote wider
cooperation, collaboration and partnering.

The major federal empowerment effort underway is the
Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community (RZEC)
program. To apply for designation communities were required
to develop strategic plans with input from a cross-section of
focal citizens. Early indications are that the federal requirement
that all segments of the community work together is having a
positive benefit on the community. People have developed
greater understanding of their communities and are developing

teadership skills by participating in the process.
%

USDA Rural Development proposes to distribute its funds
pursuant to the Rural Community Advancement Program
(RCAP) provision of the 1996 Farm Bill which provides local
flexibility to better match up the expenditure of resources with
locat needs. This flexibility increases the federal ability to
respond positively to local assessment of needs and thereby
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increases the empowerment of rural people and institutions.

Extend to state and local governments the suthonty 10 make
substantive decisions, and the flexibility to railor development
efforts 1o address unique local needs and conditions.

Invite rural residents into training and skill development
exercises conducted by the federal government.

Revise grant and loan application requirements to minimize the
application burden placed on rural commursties, Develop a
computer-based system o achieve the virtual consolidation of
ail rural development programs and make the system accessible
to rural communities, possibly through cornmunity colleges and

secondary schools.

Develop a federal strategic plan for federal government ~wide

delivery of resources to rural communities. This plan will
address issues such as; single applications, management of
projects by a single {ederal agency involving multi-agency
funding, and technical issues such 23 a single environmentat
review. Preparation of this plan should help increase
ceoperation and collaboration among federal agencies in
program delivery, which should help mitigate the burdens smail
communities expenence in applying for federal resources.

. Encourage flexible focal plans tied to pantnerships and
collaborations

L Commit to suppot and facilitate local initiative by
providing fechmcal assistance and training

. Promote skill transfer and the sharing of technicai
gxpertise among commurnities

. Simplify lean and grant applications

* Encourage decision making for project development and
implementation at the local level

* Draw on the EZ/EC model to engage, empower and

enable rural commernities
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. Promote and require broad based plans which are
agreed to by all Federal rural agencies, and

. Encourage local institutional development and
leadership

COORDINATION, COLLABORATION AND
PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

Sniall models of operation are cropping up here and there within
the federal government. Numerous public- private initiatives are
providing affordable housing and assisting with community
econoric development. These, notably, involve banks,
foundation« and private corporations, These partnerships usually
focus on a societal need and bringing busimess pragmatism and
know how to its alleviation. The objectives include a mixture of
altruism and recognition that strong copununities make for

strenger markets.

The Pacific Northwest Thmber Initiative involved coordination
among govermment agencies t help this region make adjustments
to the local economy caused by restrictions placed on the

harvesting of timber in the arga, Through regular communication
over proposed development initiatives the agencies were able to
successiuily blend financing to quickly get projects unce: way.
The mere identification of projects allowed the agencies to spot
ways.of participating in deals brought to the collaboration table.

POLICY: The policy in the delivery of federal resources is to
have a designated agency take the lead on rural projects
where funding is coming from muitiple federal agencies, to
arrange federal participation and to minimize the burden on
the applicant to package similar resources from different

agencies.

The federal government will identify and eliminate barriers
to the coordinated vse of federal programs.
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The federal government will encourage local communities to
work across political boundaries to create local strategies for
broader geographic areas so as to mitigate obstacles to rural
deveispment such as sparse population, small markets and
limited management eapacity within local governments. The
policy objective is to create critical mass far development

through cooperation on a larger scale.

The policy is to build incentives into federnd funding
decisions, first, and later requirements, for iocal and sub-state
strategic planning with broad-based participation from the
public and private sectors. One objective of this pelicy is to
pramate broadening the base of investrnent finance beyond

public sources 1o include private wealth,

A well documented history has been established describing the
fragmemation of federal development efforts. The Report of the
National Performance Review recognized the importance of
collaboration and suggested increased emphasis on
itergovernmental collaboration,

The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community (EZ/EC)
program 1s revealing considerable energy and force from a ground
up, locally led planning and development process. Numerous
reports indicate the EZ/EC communities have uncovered a strong
civic resolve from the required collaborative strategie planning
process that did not previcusly exist. Applicant communties not
receiving designations as EZ/ECs are having success in
implementing their strategic plans.

The United States Depariment of Agriculture’s Rural
Development Action Team, (REDAT), which is comprised of
representatives from all USDA agencies has a mission to improve
propram delivery of the Departinent's resources through
improved collaboration and cooperation.

The consultation process of preparning strategic plans followed by
USDA Rural Development has laid the groundwork for increased
collaboration and parnering. This planning served as an
interactive tool for USDA to get exposed 1o new ideas and
establish the beginnings of new parnnerships.

In the digtnbution of federal funds |, 10 the maximum extent that

g
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current law allows, give prionty consideration to projects that
inchude partnering, leveraging of resources, c¢ojlaboration and

cooperation.

Pursuant to the reguirements of the 1596 Farm Bill, establish an
imeragency working group to establish and manage rural policy
and coordinate all federal rural development effonts. Such
coordination could potentially lead to uniform program
applications and expedited access by communities to all federal

agencies.

Continue and expand USDA strategic planning, to better engage
state and local entities in 1ts enlargement, refinement and

implementation.

Facilitate focal community economic development by bringing
together local stakeholders and the various sources of resources,
1o plot development strategy. Early federal involvemnent can
maximize the impact of federsl investments by assuring thai local
strategies undersiand federal prionties, goals and objectives.

. Commit Federal resources to encourage strategic planning
and to engage local commumties i collaborations.

" Provide incentives for paraering and resource leveraging,

& Provide technical assistance to rural develupment
initiatives in the early stages of coilaboration

» Rewrite legislation and regulations to permit the use of

loans and grants for project pre-planning and development
expenses

il
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ENTREPRENEURJIAL GOVERNMENT TO
AMELIORATE BUDGET CONSTRAINTS

Adding to this dilemma is the realization that most

federal programs are designed to address very specific problems,
but are not as effective in the comprehensive assistance needed to
eliminate structural problems brought on by decades of poveny

and other disadvantaging conditions.

The Administration’s National Performance Review
clearly
articulates a mandate for reinvention. Government must review
its processes, abandon those that are outmoded or irrelevant, and
adopt modern business pracitces. This also means empowenng
managers o manage their resources and be held accountable for
results. Sioular themes are appareat in the Government

 Performance and Results Act (GPRA). In different ways, the

Administration, Congress, and rural stakeholders are saying that
government should act more entreprencurial,

POLICY: As a matter of policy, USDA, the lead rural
development agency, is reshaping its husiness pracesses to
become more of a development agency rather than just a
provider ol loans and grants, Employees’ performance will

‘be evaluated on how well they actively assist Joeal

communities with development as well as manage risk
asseciated with lean-making,

The private sector and some state and local goverrunems are
modernizing their aperations by empowering smaller unts,
identifying and Bistening 1o their customers, and setting geals that
can be measured. The federal government is actively moving into
this new field in a search for ways to more effectively utilize

rE3QUrces.

Qver the last ten vears private, non-profit philanthropic
organizasions have markedly changed their approach. A stricier,

12
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business-like discipline has been adopted and applied. “Tough
minded” philanthropy has taken root regarding private non-profit
organizations. More attention is now paid to the preparation for
“development readiness” in conununities. There has beena
recognition of the importance of soft, up front money in assisting
communities in this preparation for development. Now, a3 a
result, scarce capital funding is being used more wisely, There is
an emphasis on partnering and bringing multiple participants into
a project, Leveraging of funding is essential. This community
based, private sector approach is showing remarkable successes

STRATEGY: Expand and reward the development by federal personnel of
innovative partnerships with the private sector, to provide basic
services and development opportunities to rural communities.

Establish management tracking procedures to assure that
outcomes desired are obtatned,

Build in greater flexibility into management procedures to allow
focus on obtaining the desired end product instead of slavish
adherence to bureaucratic process.

Train employees in the elements and process of comprehensive
rural development 1o demonstrate how mirastructure programs
connect to and serve a comprehensive rural development strategy.

Revamp program procedures to eliminate, to the greatest extent
practicable, barriers to entering into partnerships with potential

private seclor partners.
POLICY DIRECTION: TARGETING ASSISTANCE TO AREAS GF SPECIAL NEEDS

A variety of rural areas have special needs that current programs,
procedures and approaches do & poor job of reaching. Some of
these have intractable poverty, which has not abated over the
years in spite of extra federal focus to relieve . More thaa five
‘ hundred counties have remained persistently poor with a poverty
rate of hwenty percent or higher over several decades. These areas
have infrastructure needs greater than many other rural areas, but
also have the least local institutional capacity 1o develop viable

13
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strategies to arpive at solutions,

POLICY: The policy is to target loan and grant resources (o
areas of special need as a way of bringing concentrated
attentien to chronic conditions which refuse to yield to

narmal activity,

Demonstration projects involving the private and public
sectors will be organized to address selected areas with special
needs. The intergovernmental working group will manage the
coordination of federal resources to these areas to maximize
the impact of federal investments,

Aside from the rural EZEC program, water and sewer loans and
grants are targeted to Colonias, impoverished commurties
occupied by Mexican- Americans, which are situated along the
border between Mexico and Amenca and to native Alaskan

villages.

USDA Ruratf Development acting through a cooperative
agreement with the Housing Assistance Council (HAC) is working
to prepare a strategic action agenda to address the colonias
problem as well as .nose of the Lower Mississippi Delta region.
Two private sector entities, Bank of America and the Ford
Foundation, have jotned USDA in this pantaership 10 provide
funds 1o prepare the action agenda. Valley Interfaiu, o Texas-
based non-profit community organization, is leading the planping
effort in Texas. The objective of this effort is to structure new
approaches and financing arrangements to these chronic poverty-

based congditions.

Set aside targeted funds for poverty concentrated areas as well as
other areas with special needs. Enter into partnerships with pnvate
sector institutions to bring comprehensive development assistance
to these areas 10 augment federal respurces.

Work with local communities, directly and through cooperative

partners, to encourage wider collaboration within states 10 achieve
results within targeted areas. Through the interagency working

14
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group package federal assistance to fund development strategies
prepared for these areas. Convene sub-state regional and state
public and private entities to help design and implement such

sirategies,

Coordinate research from the public sector to help identify market
eptions for targeted areas that are viable and sustainabie,

POLICY DIRECTION: AGRICULTURE - MARKET ORIENTATION

H

f

CURRENT EFFORTS:

Over the last 40 years farming emplayment fell from almost cight
million workers to just over three million. The number of farms

declined from 5.8 million 1o 2.1 mullion. Rural area employment
is now dominated by the service sector, as services account for
50.6 percent of rural workers while farming accounts for only 7.6

percent.

But the agriculture sector remains an integral part of rural
communities and the American economy. Agricultureisa
significant part of U.8. trade markets, contributes to the health
and welfare of many underdeveloped countries and supports a
number of nutritional programs that provide a healthy, nutritious
food supply to the needy in the U.S.

Welfare Reform, changes in Farm Price supports, siifls in the
rural employment base and in pepulation distribution will
sigmificantly alter the role of agricuiture in rural Amenica.

POLICY: The policy will be to maximize the use of research
and {echnical assistance to develop marketing alternalives to
offset fluctuations which may occur in farm income doe to
the impending cessation of price supports,

The Federal Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act of 1996
{FAIR Act), represents 2 marked change in Federal production
agriculture policy. This act accelerates the reduction in Federal
government influence over agricuitural production and prices. It
supports the trend in making agriculture more responsive to global
market forces. Specific agricultural sectors, including sugar,

15
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peanuts and milk, will be dramatically affected. Price suppor
programs that have been in effect since the 19305 are being
removed. Over time there will be an increase in the volaility of
: farm sector incomes. Farmers will be free 10 make their own

decisions over the best allocation of resources 10 maximize their

InComes.

STRATEGY: Promote agricultural exports and provide information on risk
management techniques and opportunities 10 assist the transition
of agriculture to a market orientation, Actively develop foreign
market opportunities in under-marketed areas such as Affica.

. Develop 3 clearinghouse for foretgn market information 10 maich
. new market leads with potential domestic suppliers. Underiake 2
f concentrated initiative to persuade farmers of the need to

’ understand and use modern risk management practices.

; ; ® Continue efforts to uncover and expand foreign markets
; L Continue 1o promote international trade, breaking down
protecticrast barriers
; 1 Create 2 central clearinghouse for international
agricultural trade opportumties
4 Provide technical assistance concemning risk management
tools and techniques
. Ensure that strategic plannming recognizes the important
role that ‘agriculture bolds in specific small communmties
and regions.

We propose to evolve these policy directions into a national rural policy and a national strategic
plan for rural development comprised of individual state plans and a national plan for the federal
government 1o engage and work with the intergovernmental and public.private initiative reflecied
in these plans. By bringing people from all walks of rural life into the strategy development work,
we believe that the likelihood for engendering broad support for the policy s increased; but more
importantly, the chances for smpiementation are enhanced.

We cnvision the work outlined m the section below being undertaken over the next twelbve to
twenty-four monghs.
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. FRAMEWORK FOR A NATIONAL RURAL STRATEGY

A nationad rural strategy means that all of the country is covered; it does not mean that it is drawn
at the national level. We propose a national strategy comprised of individual state strategies laid
out in state plans for rural development, drawn up with broad-based public and private
participation, and relying for implementation on a collection of partnerships and funding strategies

-involving the public and private sectors. State strategic plans drawn up by USDA Rural
Development would be linked with these plans. These plans should reflect regional differences,
tocal flavor, and solutions carefully tailored to local character and uriqueness.

We call for and will vigorously support the following actions:

STRATEGIC PLAN FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

i

A strategic plan for a comprehensive intergovernmental collaboration to support

rural development prepared by a working group convened jointly by the White
‘House Domestic Policy Cousncil and USDA

IZ’RIN(ZI?LE:S:

Sustainability should drive all rural development efforts

Federal program procedures should be adjusted to encourage
private participation with government in developing rural solutions

Federal rural assistance programs should be virtually consolidated
through the use of computer technology, to the extent that
accessing and using the programs place no undue burden on

potential applicants

Federal agency jurisdictions over rural assistance programs should
be rendered transparent to rural residents and instituttons who use

these programs

[t is desirable io alter the federal program mechanism 1o better
support development strategies that deal comprehensively with a
broad geographic area as opposed to just supporting projects, one

at a time

17
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Local strategic plans help provide many of the elements required
for locally dniven sustainable rural development

Public/private support of local community strategic planning
involving sub state planning districts, national and regional
intermediaries, private foundations, and local govemments is

“desirable.

ACTION:  The Secretary of Agriculture will convene an

interagency- working group to provide guidance and
support to refining, managing and implementing rural
policy, The working-group will be tasked with the
responsibility of developing the strategic pian for
federal assistance {6 rural development.

BROAD BASED STATE PLANS

States shall develop broad based state plans for rural development
prepared with broad participation from the public-and private sectors.

These ;:iians should be hobistic, encourage flexible approaches, allow communities to crafl their
own solutions, widen the focus of rural development from just agriculture to natursl resources
and the environment and the nop-farm economy, and involve the public and private seviors in

their preparation.

PRINCIPLES:

State plans should be linked 1o federal rural development plans for
the state,

Rural programs should be flexible and should allow conununities
to crafl their own solutions.

Rural development efforts shouid emphasize natural resources and
the environment as well as agricolture

Resources should be targeted 10 sustainable projects which are
supported by careful assessmemt of needs and which support

federal policies.

18
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Multi-county collaboration should be encouraged

Government Performance and Results Act {GPRA) requirements
which emphasize sefection of the most important tagk and
obtaining the desired outcome should be adhered o,

Outreach and technical support from universities, State Rural
Development Couneils, Councils of Government, and USDA

Extension Service should be encouraged.

ACTION:  The Secretary will issue a call for the development of plans for
rural development to the siates and offer the assistance of
federal offices and the Rural Development Councils to

facilitate their deveiopment,

NATIONAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT PILOT INITIATIVE

Establish a pilot project to demonstrate innovative ways and means of delivering federal
support to help impfement a broad-based, multi-county or multi-state strategy to promote rural
development. The interagency working group will be tasked with developing and managing the

implementation of this project,

PRINCIPLES: Broad area strategies which cluster rumal development
efforts to achieve scale and critical mass are important

strategies which should be supported. They minimize the
adverse impact of sparse populations and weak markets on

rural devetopment,

Greater effectiveness in the use of federal resaurces can be
achieved by coordinated planning.

19
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The policy positions established in this document will be refined and/or expanded dunng the

course of the foregoing described work. Additionaily, a comprehensive set of recommendations
for accom;:ixshmg the proposed actions — including federal participation in implementing the
broad kzsad state strategic plans, new legislation where needed, and, the creation or strengthening
of organizations - and an assessment of the resources nceded to effectively implement the

rccomrnezzéatzom ‘will be developed.

; SUMMARY

|
The current effort to consider development of a national rural policy began in March, 1996 with
a meeting of federal and non-federal interest groups including corporate, foundations, community
based orgamzatwns and universities. In September the President’s Domestic Policy Counal in
con;unz;tzaz; with USDA Rural Development convened a working group of federal agencies. The
N’&tzo:zai Rural Development Partnership hosted a forum in January, 1997 for non-federal interest
groups to comment on what they thought was important to their rural constituencias and how the
federal government should respond. Also daring January, 1997, USDA Rural Development state
directors from the states of Mississippi, North Carclina, California, North Dakota and South
E}akota convened meetings of small groups of non-federal interests to offer suggestions about
issues and challenges a national rural p{}iicy should address. A survey was taken of federal
agencies to determine the type of activities in rural areas they were involved in.

This report is another step toward a comprehensive national rural policy. We have listened 1o 2
wide vanety of interests and fully realize the magnitude of our responsibility. Developing a rural
policy and strategy will need to mvolve rural communities themselves, federal agencies, state and
Jocal government representatives, and the private sector both non-profit and for profit. The
proposed follow-up process to this report should include these interests in developing a shared
vision, common goals to work on and a set of strategies to achieve the goals. This body of work,
when completed, will constitute the rural policy and strategy called for in the statutes and
hopefully provide the galvanizing vision for rural development widely believed needed.
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Sectién 2

Rural Development

Rural Amerlca once primarily agricultural, is now very different from region to
region. The rural economy has long been more non-farm than farm. Although some
of the Nation's 65 million rural Americans still live and work in agriculturally
dependent communities, most do not. During the last 20 years, the percentage of the
rural workforce employed in farming has declined from 14 percent to about 8 percent.
At least 80 percent of rural residents are supported by non-farm employment.

Neither the farm nor the non-farm portions of rural America are islands unto
themselves. The viability of one augments and supports the viability of the other. For
example, more than 40 percent of farmers work off the farm more than 100 days
during the year. Rural America needs a healthy agricuitural sector but it aiso must
have health clinics, affordable housing, sustainable agriculrural related ventures, water
and sewer systems, fire stations and town halls, and businesses and industries.

Rural places still lag behind their urban counterparts as measured by a number of
economic and social indicators. Chronic problems in Rural America persist, including

Median Household Income
$35,000
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lack of employment opportunities, poor housing, high poverty rates, high illiteracy and
low levels of education, lack of development skills within the local governments, a
general lack of institutional and organizationa! infrastructure, and a lack of access ©
credit. ' :

: .
Thirteen percent of rural Americans have incomes below the poverty line, which
almost matches the poverty rate for central cities. Rural poverty is particularly
pervasive and persistent within several concentrated geographic areas, such as the
lower Mississippt Delta, Appalachia, Indian reservations, and along the U.S.-Mexico
border.

Lack of affordable housing remains an especially acute problem in rurat areas. Poor
non«mctroﬁhouseholds frequently pay more than they can afford for housing and many
families pay more than haif of their annual income for housing. The last national
census indicated that 3.8 million very-low income households were not able to find
affordable units. There is ¢ growing reliance upon used, poor-guality mobile homes.

Another facet of the rural housing problem is homelessness. [t is well known 10 exist,
but is largely invisible. The rural approach to residential instahility involves doubling
up, moving frequently, occupying substandard housing, or illegally siting manufactured
housing. The primary issues contributing 1o rural homelessness are directly related (o
the overall need for rural development, affordable housing, economic support of the
working poor, and assistance to prevent the loss of adeguate housing. '

Not all aréas are in difficulty. Some ryral areas are growing or stable because of
tourism, in-migration of renrees, and industrial and government relocations.  But other
areas, facing remoteness and economic disparities, are suffering population declines.
And, young people continue 10 leave rural areas.

As a maver of policy, the Federal government should commit to the principle of
focusing much of its limited rural development resources to people and places with the
greatest need for development. These are the 500 persistently poor counties, those
sections of the country where the trajectory of poverty and economic depression has
historically headed downward: the Colonias of the Southwest, the Delta of Mississippi,
the Appalachian region, and the Native American lands.

Federal efforts must avercome past duplication and fragmentation in the delivery of
resources for rural development, USDA commits 10 leading this effort. This will
involve coordination of Federal activities and the utilization of USDA's extensive field
network to facilitate Iocal rural initiatives.

!
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W/nvesting in Rural Economies

Issue

As we enter i}}e 21st century, the principal challenge facing rural economies is to build
the capacity 1o survive and prosper in the global marketplace. This means creating
sustainable new businesses that generate strong and rising incomes for workers and that
can help reverse the downward economic spiral that plagues many regions. Current
public policies provide neither enough tools nor the right mix of tols to attraci
financial capital fot rural economic revitalization.

Discussion

Rural America is served by a wide variety of financial institutions, including & sound
system of community banks and the Farm Credit System--a network of cooperatively
owned banks which finances farms, farmer-owned cooperatives, rural utilities, and
some rural housing. Although these institutions generally satisfy the normal credit
needs of farmers and others in rural communities, some specialized but important
forms of credit and capital appear 1o be less readily available than in urban areas. In
particular, business start-ups and other high-risk rural ventures tend to be underserved.
The greatest needs are for equity capifal, secondary market capital and credit, and
xnfrasmcmm and economic development financing. A recent study by the American
Bankers Association identified a number of problems in rural credit markets, including:

‘1) a shortage of lendable funds in some areas, 2) a lack of a secondary market for

economi¢c development loans originated by rural financial institutions, 3} the
unavailability of sufficient equity capital for financing rural businesses, 4} a lack of
technical expertise in economic development lending, and 5} a failure to é.nppen
intergenerational transfers of existing farms and community businesses,

| . .
At the National Rural Conference in lowa in April 1995, President Clinton and
Secretary Glickman heard overwhelming support for efforts to promote investment in
rural America. It is imperative that the 1995 Farm Bill expand rural economic
opportunity by ensuripg rural communities have the tools to atiract capiial,

Guidance
To ensure that adequate financial resources are available in underserved areas, the

Administration proposes the following:

. Utilize the resources of financial institutions in rural areas to help capitalize
Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs). CDFIs offer capual
and technical assistance to low-income communities, the areas most lacking in
::apuai Despite great potential for promoting economic development in rural
Amema CDFIs currently face limited funding.

.
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Expand credit availability by encouraging the use of the Federal Home Loan
Bank Systemn's general advances program and lower-cost Community
Investment Program for rural economic development.

Implement regionally based one-stop capital shops to provide comprehensive
financial and business technical assistance to firms in rural areas. The capital
sﬁops would be geographically dispersed and tailored to address regional
(including cross-state) needs. They would aggregate the expertise and resources
of USDA, the Small Business Administration, and other Federal agencies;
coordinate with regional financial institutions as well as local and State
g(l)vemments; and serve to focus regional economic development efforts.

I
A;uthorizc commercial banks to underwrite municipal revenue bonds.

Authorize bank holding companies to devote a small percentage of their assets
(e.g. 5 percent) to venture capital investments, including rural investments.

In addition, the Administration will form an interagency working group to make
specific recommendations for legislative changes. This group will draw on the
expertise of the private banking community as well as representatives of the
Farm Credit System, Farmer Mac and other organizations to examine options

‘for rural credit. The working group will complete its recommendations within

tl'jle next 45 days.

I
;
I L
|
)
|
}
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B Targeting Programs to Those Areas
of Greatest Need

Issue | :

Traditionally, fmmi development programs have been delivered on a “fiest-come, first-
served” basis.  Too often, this has ensured that rural America’s poorest and most
isolated communities have gotten the fewest resources, The Administration believes
that this disparity should be corrected. *

Despite me.Cc;ngrcssional intent embodied in the Rural Development Policy Act of
1980 to provide the Secretary of Agriculture the authority and responsibility to address
the full spectrum of rural development needs, there is a need for mechanisms and
incentives at the Federal level to encourage participation of other Depariments and
Agencies in rural development efforts. In addition, rural development programs, like
most categorical programs, are (oo restrictive and oo narrowly focused to provide the
enough flexibility 10 respond (o the needs of most rural communities.,

H
Discussion
USDA initiated the State Rural Development Councils as a means of bringing all of the
rural development players within a State to the table 10 resolve problems with Federal’
programs, ¢climinate stanitory and reguelatory barriers, and cooperatively respond o
State and local needs, While there have been some successes in this area, such as the
Kansas Rural Development Council developing a single application for all federal rural
water finance programs, more needs to be done to encourage cooperation among the
Federal departments,

Currently, the mix of funding for various rural economic.and development programs
often does not match locai needs. Inits FY 1996 budget, the Administration has
proposed the Rural Performance Partnership Initiative (RPPI) 10 provide the flexibility
neceded at the State level (o adjust the mix of assistance under varicus programs.

4
With RPPI, USDA has developed an approach that enables its field structure 1o deploy
financial and technical resources to initiate development projects. RPPI represents 2
change in the culture of Rural Economic and Community Development that gives staff
the direction and authority to work with State and local officials on development of
rural ventures. RPPI can eventually become a conduit for the coordinated delivery of
other federal égenﬁ:ies’ funds to rural America.
The Administi‘a{ian also found that resources can be focused on selected geographic
regions with positive results, This approach involves concentrating artention on a
selected area and addressing the problem by: combining public and private resources,
targeting program resources, and coordinating the delivery of resources from other
Federal deparuments and agencies. This is the premise for the Empowerment

e
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Zones/Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) program which also starts with locally
determinedfpiarzs jotntly developed by business, local governments, civic organizations,
and other community-based organizations. Regional initiatives can create the
framework for support and implementation of local development strategies, but should
not create new regional economic development planning structures. Planning should be
at the grassroots level, with broad participation from both the public and private
sectors. Regional initiatives can augment Jocal efforts through technical assistance and
improved access to Federal and State resources. They need 1o be based on
partnierships.

Guidance -

. A very high proportion of rural commurity development assistance should be
targeted to chronically economicaliy distressed communities and places facing
economic distuptions. Examples include:

. Pacific Northwest Timber Initiative-USDA has the lead role in
developing financial assistance initiatives to mitigate the effects of the
declining timber and fishing indusiries. In the FY 1996 budget, USDA
has earmarked $85 million in direct loans, guaranteed loan and grant
programs, including business development, community facilities, and
water and waste disposal programs.

+ | Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) and
Champien Communities--USDA has the lead responsibility for the 3
Empowerment Zones and the 30 Enterprise Communities authorized by
| the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 The FY 1996 Budget
| includes earmarks totaling $125 million in a variety of direct and

I guaranteed loan and grant funds for business development programs,
rental housing, community facilities and water and waster disposal
programs.

The Delta Initiative--USDA should take the fead in a ?edera%«%zéze»imi
initiative focusing on poverty alleviation in the region covering the lower
Mississippt River and surrounding areas,

b vt A ——— s o =

+* | The Great Plains Initiative--USDA, in ¢ooperation with other
governmental entities, should create a redevelopment and environmental
improvement program for the Great Plains based on the '
recommendations of the newly created Great Plains Commission.

v e mmen o, . T ——— | — y——h o 12 T i
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The Native American Initiative--Native American governments are to
be given special consideration when working with USDA programs,
program funds or cost-sharing. This Admimstration has made improved
retations with tribes a high priority and created a multi-departmental
effort 10 design new approaches to Native American economic
development.

i .
The Colonias Initiative—-The poverty of the Colonias areas along the
U.S. - Mexico border is profound. USDA has spent 575 million over
the past three years, primarily in water and sewer improvements in this
area. But the effort pales in comparison to the awesome scale and
severity of need. Here, USDA proposes to launch a more focused
initiative with the sense of urgency that is normally reserved for natural
disaster relief. Using its rural coordinating responsibility, and its new
approach 1o investing typified by RPPI, USDA will work with HUD and
other departments of Federal government to address the Colonias '
problem.

The Appalachian Initiative--While Federal, State, and private
organizations have been at work in Appalachia for decades and there s
evidence of improving conditions (especially in counties covered by the
Appalachian Regional Commission), significant areas of this
predominantly rural region remain isolated and desperately poor.

To coordinate mral development efforts, the following steps shouid be

The Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act should be amended
to-incorporate the provisions of the RPPIL

The Rural Development Policy Act of 1980 {1980 Act) should be
amerled 10 authorize joint financial participation of various departments
in projects, demonstration or pilot projects, and in the support of the
State Rural Development Councils. Many Départments wishing to
participate in joini ventures, including financial support of the State
Rural Development Councils, are unsure of the authority to do 5o
because of other provisions of law.

The 1980 Act also shouid be amended to require that a single application
for financial assistance is sufficient for projects in which more than one
Depariment or Agency participates.
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The 1980 Act also should be amended to provide authority to enter into
cooperative agreements with States when i is mutually beneficial to both
the Federal government and the states. Presemly, cooperative
agreements are authorized only for research and education,
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llmprovifig the Information Infrastructure
for Rural America

§

§

issue
A modern, sophisticated telecommunications infrastructure will mean more jobs,
mmproved cducation, and better health care for rural communities. Earlier in this
century, public:’pf;ivate efforts enabled farms and rural homes throughout America 1o
get access to electricity and telephore service, Similarly, o develop and mmplement a
modern and affordable information infrastructure in rural America, we will need
public/private ;:az:merships, an infusion of largely private capital, and effecrive
coordination of policy.

H
Discussion -
A national information imfrastruciure {(NIT) will have dramatic and lasting effects on the
65 million Americans living in roral communities. Already, information technotogies
make medical services more accessible and less expensive for rural residents. Farmers
get vital information such as commodity prices and weather information through
telecommunications. And rural schools that are connected to the information
superhighway use computer nerworks and distance learning to enhance education,
Unfortunately, mainy rural communities today are not in 4 position to take advantage of
these new opportunities, For example, while almost 80 percent of libraries that serve
cities of 250,000 or more people have 2 conneciion 1o the Internet, ondy 17 percent of
rural libraries do,| Moreover, many Americans living in rural areas find it prohibitively

© expensive to use the Internet and commercial on-line services because they must pay

for a long-distance call 1o the nearest “point of presence” of their network service
provider.

USDA's Rural Utilities Service (RUS) lends money to sroall rural telecommunications
companies and cooperatives to build advanced information infrastructure; for every
dollar RUS lends, borrowers invest $4.50 of their own funds. In FY 1994, $12.2
million in RUS funds generated more than 3500 miflion in federal loans and foan
guarantees; those foans and loan guarantees in turn leveraged $2 billion in private
investment in rural telecommunications infrastructure. In a typical vear, RUS
borrowers will use the limied federal subsidy to provide initial elecommunications
services to 62,119 families, install 6,000 miles of fiber optic facilities, and purchase
214 new digital switches.

RUS also operates a Distance Learning and Medical Link Grant Program, which has
already given hundreds of students attending rural schools in 28 states access to
previously unavailable courses, and has established medical link facilities for more than

P
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a hundred hospitals and clinics in 19 States. Proposed for FY 1996 is a new $100
million loan program to finance Distance Learning and Telemedicine projects
throughout t_hc country.

The Natmnal Agricultural Library (NAL) is a reservoir and disseminator of
information on all aspects of agriculture and vural development. NAL 15 the
coordinator and primary resource for a nationwide network of State land-grant
university libraries and USDA research libraries that serves Federal, State and local
officials as well as the general public, The Administration’s FY 1996 budget requests

‘a $1 million increase for the Electronic Information Initiative to further NAL's goal 10
. become a fully electronic library.

Other Federal agencies also provide support for rural telecommunications, The
Department of Education (DOEJ), for example, is working to provide
relecommunication linkages among all classrooms across the nanion. The National
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA), with the Department of
Commerce, makes grants 10 rural schools, hospitals and local governments to improve
their service delivery through advanced telecommunications. And the Rural
Teiemedicine Grant Program, managed by the Office of Rural Health Policy at the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), is developing ways to increase the
cost effectiveness and quality of telemedicine in rural areas. With USDA as a partoer,
these agencies ¢could afford to fund a larger number of meritorious proposals.

[

Guidance

The National Information Infrastructure will be built, run, 2and maintained by the

private sector, but State and Faderal governments have key roles 1o play, particularly in

the area of telecommunications policy, regulation and procurement.

* In telecommunications reform legislation currently before Congress, adhere to
the principle of universal service by ensuring that rural Americans have
affordable access to the National Information Infrastructure. Provide for use of
universal service funds to equip rural schools and hospitals with
telecommunications devices and services.

*® As USDA connects its field offices electronically, explore ways 1o leverage this
procurement (o encourage network service providers to locate "points of
presence” in rural areas. Work with states to identify regulatory policies that
will make access to on-line services more affordable.

* Accelerate USDA efforts to deliver services electronically and put on-line
information of particular interest to rural Americans (2.g., data on domestic and
international markets for agriculmral products, soil data for natural resource
pia:}z}iﬁg% and information on integrated pest management).
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Emouraéc USDA to partner with NTIA, DOEd and HHS and pool resources to
fund meritorious proposals in rural areas.

Enhance efforts 1o expand USDA's technical capacity 1o use new informarion
and communications wchnologies, through training and intergovernmental
persomc§ transfers.

Increase training and technical assistance on rural telecommunications and
information infrastructure by the Cooperative Extension Service. Explore
making information infrastructure a "National Initiative” under CES.

Continue 'to focus the Rural Utilities Service on cutting-edge
telecommunications technology.

Designate a limited number of "information gramt™ universities that would
function as modern-day analogs 10 land grant universities in areas of rural
poverty. The federal government would award grants on a competitive basis to
colieges and universities that provide telecommunications access to rural
residents, ranging from telemedicine and distance learning to telecommuting.
The federal government is itself 3 major source of data and information that
could be inade accessible to rural businesses and consumers in this way.

Privatize the Rural Telephone Bank; the resulting ability 10 leverage the net
worth of the Bank will mean a strong and continuous source of finarcing for
rural ielecommunications.

Estabfish a Rural Telecommunications Clearinghouse to demonstrate "best
practices” and thus minimize duplication of effart in building rural
tclccamumcatmn systems. .
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WmImproving Housing in Rural America

H

lssue

There is a significant lack of affordable housing for home purchases and rental
properties for many rural citizens,  There also is a growing need to rehabilitate the
existing stock of rural housing.

Discussion

The quality and availability of safe, sanitary, and affordable housing for low- and
moderate-income families in rural areas is vital to sustaining economic viability and
growth., The programs available through UUSDA's Rural Housing and Community
Development Service (RHCDS) help those needing assistance in rural areas. The
programs are vital components of the community and economic development mission.
With diminishing Federal rescurces, RHUDS will expand initiatives 1o leverage
additional public and private capital to sustain the improvements in the availability and
quality of housing for rural families. The recommended changes would occur outside
of the Farm Bill process, since these programs are not under the jurisdiction of the
House and Senate Agriculture Committees.

Guidance =

L4 The guaranteed rural housing loan program can be enhanced by
expamsding the current lending authority of RHCDS to offer more
diversified lending products to consumers, including the ability 1o use
the guaranteed program 1o refinance existing direct single-farily housing
loans, The 30-year, fixed rate mortgage is overwhelmingly favored by
borrowers in a low-interest rate environment. However, more
innovative products such as 15-year, adjustable-rate mortgages, bi-
weekly mortgages, and participation loans, would allow RHCDS © meer
the needs of consurners faced with high or fluctuating interest rates, and
offer products similar to commercial lenders that would encourage
incréased participation of other institutions such as the Federal National
Morigage Association.

»* A home buyer sducation program for applicants and existing borrowers
should be developed.
i

P ,
® Authority should be provided to use the puaranteed loan program to
. encourage the graduation of direct borrowers to comunercial credit,

[ U —
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llmpméing Water Quality for Rural Americans

i
Issue !
Maore than | million Americans live in rural areas without safe drinking water in their
homes. :

Discussion ‘

USDA's Water 2000 igitiative aims to target public and private investment in safe,
affordable drinking water to unserved houscholds in order w improve the health,
productivity, and economic opportunities of rural communities and control the long-
term public costs related o drinking unsafe water. This effort is a partnership between
USDA, State agencies, non-profit organizations and citizen groups,

Guidance .

. Change cligibility requirements for loans and grants. Present
requirements for the lowest interest rate are restricted to health or
sanitary standard eligibility. The requirements should be expanded to
include incorne levels,

. Increase funding for grants to construct water facilities: An increase in
the authorized grant funding level would enable poor communities to
build water facilities and implement pollution prevention efforts such as
well head and source protection at an affordable cost to rural families,
Consideration should also be given to authorizing 100 percent grant
assistance for very-low Income communities experiencing financial
hardship, provided that these communities can demonstrate their ability
to operate and maintain the system.

- Expand the technical assistance and training grant program to provide

funds to help rural communities and organizations identify and evaluate
economically viable long-term, regional solutions 1 providing safe,
affordable drinking water 10 unserved families and those who may be
served better by regional supply systems.

® Eliminate duplicate National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)

environmental reviews, Legislation is needed to authorize Rural Utility
Service to-accept State NEPA procedures to satisfy Federal NEPA and
related laws.

;

i

bt A

Administration’s Farm Bill Proposal 31

L o e



4

|

‘

mDeveloping Business Activity

Issue |

Employment is the key to economic prosperity. Unforwunately, many rural areas have
a very limited economic base and, when there are declines in that base such as have
occurred in the mining, forestry, and some manufacturing industries, unemployment
and outmigration accelerates, Economic shocks often have a much more pronounced
impact on rural communities because of their undiversified economies and the Hmited
financial and technical resources they have for coping wiih unexpected change.

Most rural: communities need to find ways to diversify their economic base for more
financial stability and growth, New approaches, including promotion of value-added
industries,. are needed to nurture busingss development in rural areas.

Discussion
The characieristics of rural areas--remoteness, low population density, lack of complete
infrastructure--makes business development in rural areas difficult. The low income
and lack of employment skills also keep new businesses from starting in rural areas.

: [3

The lack of economic diversity in many rural areas limits economic opportunity for
rural residents and makes communities vulnerable 1o economic shocks affecting
individual industries. For example, there are 556 farming depemdent counties that are
generally remote, predominantly rural, and sparsely populated. These counties have
been losing population through cutmigration.  Shrinking populations jeopardize the
viability of existing businesses, discourage new investment, and strain local
governments” ability to provide vital public services. Another 146 counties may be
¢lassified as mining-dependent and vulnerable to declines in oil, gas, and coal markets.
The narrow economic base in many rural places limits employment oppornunities,

Some stcpé have been taken to foster business development. The Administration has
proposed increased funding for the business and industry loan guarantee program, from
$250 million available in 1994 1o $730 million for 1996, Furthermore, the
Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community inittative provides substantial
incentives fm’ job creation in designated areas.

Pm(iuctmn of value-added agricuttural commodities is a potential rural development
tool that can also support farm incomes. Efforts to locate value-added processing in
rural areas where raw agriculturat commodities are produced can provide needed rural
employmcfgt opportunities, first in the start-up phase when there is invesiment in new
plant construction and later once processing goes on line. Unlike manufacturing
industries which must compete globally against low-wage suppliers, value-added
industries that build on the advantage of locally supplied agriculwural inputs may be a
more sustainable rural development strategy. Furthermore, value-added and high-value
products are the fastest growing segment of U.S. export trade.
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The location of value-added processing today is largely the result of historical
relationships involving technology and economic factors including economies of scale,
labor supply coz}dizions, and transportation costs, and the structure of demand,
However, these relationships have changed over time and may now provide
oppormanities fcz; rural development through value-added processing.

Research into new uses can conmribute to the rurai development process. While
traditional value-added processing must compete with established processing capacity,
valuc-added processing for new uses can establish a niche right from the start. This
requires an on-going program to develop new uses and new crops suitable for rural
processing. Ethanol is an excellent example of successful large-scale value-added
processing which has provided rural jobs. Milkweed production for floss used in
comforters is an'example of small-scale value-added processing.

¥

Guidance

New efforts are needed o externsd business development activities in rural areas. These

conld inclade: |

. Provide funding for agricultural extension offices and other organizations that
would undertake activities known to support business formation and expansion.
Funding would support delivery of techmical assistance to businesses,
development of business incubators, and establishment of manufacturing
networks, Funding would be on a competitive basis.

» Maintain an on-going research program to develop new uses for agriculnural
commodities that have potential for value-added processing in rural
communitics.

. Suppornt f.?cllabczraxive economic and technical research involving federal, state,
and private parties 1o identify viable products for local processing.

. Support human capital investment in the skills needed in value-added processing
and 1o provide supporting infrastructure improvements.

4 Support providing {inancial and technical assistance for rural businesses that
develop and serve export markets for processed agricultural products. This can
be achieved by earmarking a portion of the funding or establishing statutory
priorities, under existing programs, For example, the President's FY 1996
Budget includes $50 million in direct loans in addition to $750 million in loan
guarantees under the Business and Industry Loan Program and $90 million in
direct loans under the Intermediary Relending Program. A portion of this
funding could be targeted 1o export linked businesses. Technical assistance
could be provided through existing grant programs, such as Rural Business
Esterprise Grants,

?
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FederalzRural Development Pollcy Since 1972

| In the last 20 years, rural life has wz:::essed a series of demographic,
geonomic, and political changes that increased the complexity of rural
problems and the difficulty of implementing proposed solutions. The

. rural.population expa

nded then contracted, the job buse shifted, and

 five administrations a!ttmfed agendus. With ts‘:a' establishrent in
1992 of the Rural Development Administration marking a new Federal

s comtmtitment o rurad development, a review of

the past two decades

. may provide some perspective and context for new ideas and actions to

I come,

i

HE 1570°s marked a critical dzzmga in the orien.

tation of Federal rural policy from the poverty

focus of the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions to & focus on the effects of rapid urban growth.
Although most Federal rural policy in the 20th century
arose from convern: about declining rural popuiations,
the policy of the early 1970’s responded also to a
growing sense of the insurmountability of urban prob-

lems, punctuated by the urban unrest of the late 1960's.

Language in the Agriculture Act of 1970 underscored
this motivation for & Federal rural development policy.
Congress committed itself &0 "a sound balance between
rural and urban America,” which it congidered “so
essential to the peace, prosperity, and welfare of all

. our citizens that the highest priority must be given to
.the revitalization and development of rural areas.”

. Shared Goals, Opposing Strategies:
“The Nixon/Ford Administrations and the .
Rural !C)tvelopmmt Act of 1972

‘ The Nixon adminisnazian entered the rural develop-

ment policy arena with two primary proposals. In his
State of the Union addms in January 1970, President
Nixon roted the need' to *riot only stem the migration
o urban centers, but reverse it." He sed a rural
revenue-sharing plan that would earmark Federal
funds for rural development. The Nixon administra.

tion also proposed the creation of a new Cabinet de-

partment for community development, part of a com-
prehensive reorganization of the executive branch into
four super-departments. The Department of Commu-
nity Development would have brought together corm-
munity faciiities and infrastnucture programs from the
Departments of Agriculture, Transportation, and Com-

‘merce, as well as most of the Departrment of Housing

and Urban Development.

"Arye Eifland is o historian With the Agricuiture and Rwal Economy
Division, ERS,

Al

Nueither of these two proposals survived Congress,
however. The New Federalism, of which the rural
revenue-sharing plan was a part, evoked fears that
focal governments would control Federal funds, and
the Cabinet-devel reorganization plan saggested to
many a super-bureaucracy even more unwieldy than
the one it would replace. The Community Develop-
ment De;mtment worried rural development advo-
cates in particular, because it appeared that urban
programs, with their larger constituency, budget; and
bureaucracy, would dominate the new department.
Instead, majority support in Cangress lined up behind
what becamne the Rurat Development Act of 1672
{RDA), in which funding remained 3 federaily con-
trolled categorical grant system and the Department of
Agriculture ermerged as the designated leader in the
Federal rural development effort.

The RDA increased credit to improve facilities and
infrastructure to promote small businesses and indus-
trialization, expanded programs for soil and water
conservation and pollution contrel, initiated Federal
financial and technical assistance for rural fire protec-
tion, and supported increased research and extension
programs focusing on rural development. The RDA
authorized a new Assistant for Rural Devel-
opment (William Erwin), who formed the Rural Devel-
opment Service to carry out the Department’s new
responsibilities. While the RDA embodied many of the
Nixon administration’s expressed goals for rural areas,
rejection of the administration’s revenue-sharing and
reorganization proposals led to a lack of cooperation
between Congress and the administration in impile-
mentation of the act, ‘

The Nixon ard Ford administrations did not hide their
preference for State and local direction of rural devel
epment policies. Congress stopped an attempt by
Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz in 1973 to delegate
rural developrment funding decisions 1o State govern-
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ments. Also that qyw, in response v fiscal stress, the
Nixan administration began efforts to reduce the Fed-
eral budget and proposed to rescind funding for a
number of rural development programs. Congress
restored that funding, but in 1974 President Gerald
Ford ordered a second impoundment of funds. By
1978, accusations surfaced that the USDA had not
taken its responsibiliies under the Rural Development
Act seriously. But| Assistant Secretary Erwin defended
the administration’s implementation of the act, report-
ing that all appropriated funds had been obligated and
insisting that delays in funding programs reflected
careful preparations before initiating new projects.

As a result of the divergent positions of Cmgress and
the Prasidents, both Nibcor: and Ford, national rural
development policy remained limited. Congress in-
chsded provisions for grants to rural communities in
the Housing and Community Developrment Act of
1974, which created Community Development Block
Grants. Similar provisions in the Local Public Works
Capital Development and Investment Act of 1976 guar-

anteed funds to rural areas for local public works, But .

the comprehensive, coordinated Federal rural develop-
.ment policy advocated by supporters of the RDA never

emerged.

Rural Renaissance: New Policy Questions
for the gm Administration

Y

Meanwhile, 2 startling démographic trend came to
light in 1975, Demographer Calvin L. Beals, of the

USDA’s Economic Research Service, reported a rever-

sal of the rural-to-urban migration pattern that had
prevailed in the United States since World War IL
Although the rural or normetro cotinties with the
greatest population increase were located adjacent to I
metro areas, nonmefro counties remate from metro

areas also gained population at a faster rate than metre

areas.,

Beale identified such factors as decentralization of
industry, increasedd rural employment in trade and
service industries, slowing losses of population in

‘agricultural and traditionally Black counties, the rise of

recreation and retirement communities, and the expan-
sion of State colleges and universities as responsible l
for the increases in rural population. Beale noted,
additionally, a preference for rural or smalitown living
indicated by urban respondents to & national survey of
residential preferences. Improved transportation and
communications systems, as well as increased employ-
ment ppportunities, finally allowed individuals and
families to choose to live in smaller communities. I

The consequences of these changes for rural develop-

* ment policy were twofold. On the one hand, interests

wishing to redice spending suggested that rural

America had begun to thrive again on its own and so
needed no special Federal attention, On the other

hand, interests advocating a stronger rursl policy

claimed the changes showed the effectiveness of Fed-

eral rural policies and required continued intervention

to help rural counties cope with an influx of popula- '
tion. Conflict between these two poinls of view fueled

R "’..Z,'«.
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* debate on the qnesticm of Eedera! mral ;lelcy for the
~mext 15 Years. ",

Advocates of a federally directed rural policy expeﬁfzéd
advancement of their cause with the election of Demo-
cratic President fimeny Carter in 1976, Carter initiated
a study of rural development policy by the Rural De-
velopment Service that concluded the Federal rural
'develcpment effort consisted of programs, rather than
policy. The study recomménded substantial reorgani-
zation within the USDA, and even across Cabinet-Jevel
Departments, and 2 more explicit focus on policy and
goals. The study also recommended the developnient
of State ardl local government capacities to support
and coordinate the large number of rural development
efforts funded by the Federal Government.’ The Rural
Development Service had operated m.izzing schools for
rural leaders since its establishment in 1973, but the

new recomnméndations encouraged funding of “policy ~

‘management staffs” to help States Ieam to administer

- Federal pwgrams U

' Y '
ln response 1o the study, the Carter White House is-
sued a series of Rural Development Initiatives to ad-
dress complexities of funding local programs, while
the administration continued © work out more perma-
nent solutions ke reorganization and increased fund-
ing. The Initiatives, one of which appeared every
couple of months fwm Qctober 1978 through June
1979, focused on such program areas as health care,
water and sewer facilities, transportation, energy, and
cormununications. Af the same time, the merging of the
Rural Development Service into the Farmers Home

© Administration (FmHA) in 1978 indicated the promi-

nence of housing loan programs within the Carter
rural development strategy. In March 1979, Secretary
of Agriculture Bobs Bergland offered additional Federal
assistance ta State and local governments by establish-
ing State Rural Development Coordinating Committees
made up of "appropriate USDA agencies, other Federal
agencies,; State agencies, colleges and uriversities, and
private organizations.” Secretary Bergland also estab-

- lished a USDA Rural Development Coordinating Com-

mittee "as a vehicle for coordinating rural development
policy and activities within the Departrent of Agricul-
ture and assisting State committees with their rural
development responsibilities.” Although the Carter
administration stressed the need for a national rural
development policy, the Federal approach to rural

-development policy continued to include a strong

orientation toward facilitating efforts by local gormmu-
nities and State agencies, rather than imposing national

: snlutions,

The Carter adminismtim’s compr’ehmiw pelicy and
program statement appeared in December 1979 after 2
years of consideration. The new policy goals focused
on praviding for “basic human needs,” fult mpley«»
ment opportunities, population management, and “re-
sponsible use” of natural resources and the environ-
ment. Pursuit of these goals would follow a set of
principles oriented toward recognizing State and local
priorities and powers, encouraging private investment,
developing the capacity of State and local governments
to obtain and use Federal funds, and targeting funds
"to dissdvartaged persons and distressed communi-
Hes." This new policy thus combined the poverty
focus of the Kennedy/lohnson rural policy with the
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State and local dlmi:tlon of the Nixon/ Ford New Fed-
eralism.

Reducing the Federal Role: Fiscal and Policy
Restraint by the Reagan Administration

- Culminating the Carter era of Federal rural develop-
ment policy, the Rural Development Policy Act of 1980
required the Secretary of Agriculture to develop na-
tional goals and strategies for the achievement of rural
development, established the position of Under Secre-
tary of Small Community and Rural Development, and
reauthorized the funding of rural development re-
search. The 1980 act acknowledged some lack of na-
tional direction ard coordination inherent in the 1972
Rural Development Act md reqmred & more carefully
focused effort.

Fnﬁowing the election of Ronald Reagan in 1980, how-
ever, White House commitment to a federally directed
rural development policy evaporated. Within months
of taking office, Secretary of Agriculture John Block
.asked for deep cuts in the Departiment’s budget, in-
cluding slashing of rural development funds within the
FmHA and the Rural Electrification Administration
{REA). Although Congress refused to make those cuts,
rural development programs still shrank. Federal
spending on rural development programs within
USDA dmppesd by zmarSQ percent during the 1980's.

Seczemyﬁ}mk did mtz& the Office of Rural Develop-
ment Policy (ORDP), in October 1981, t coordinate the
Department’s resporibilities under the Rural Develop-
ment Policy Act of 1980, ORDP announced its official

rural development strategy in February 1983 ina re-
port titled Betfer Country: A Strategy for Rural Develop-
ment in the 1980’s, The Reagan administration’s rural
policy focused on the benefits fo rural areas of general
geonomic reforms already implemented by the admin-
istration, including tax relief, regulatory reform, re-
duced Federal spending, lowered inflation and interest
rates, emphasis on international trade, new job-training
programs, and the consolidation of categorical grants
into block grants for flexible administration by local
governments. Specific rural development policies
continued the administration’s overall theme of in-
creased local and State control of funding and reliance
on the private sector (0 initiate economic recovery and

. added an emphasis on agricultural policy as a central

component of rural development, as well.

An ORDP update of the R&agan administration’s rural
development strategy in 1985 reiterated the sirategy of
encouraging private investment and job creation, re-
turning government res tiex to local communi-
ties, training local officials to "meet the chatlenge of the
expanded role of local government,” and focusing
attention within the Federal Government on the impact
of national policies on rural areas. ORDF reported that
“much of rural America seermns to be sharing in the
prosperity and economic progress of the 1980°s."
ORDP acknowledged some pockets of difficulty, partic-
ularly in manufacturing and farming counties, but
rmaintained that a continued national policy of econom-
ie growth would bring recovery to those areas as well.

Many rural advocates in Congress still viewed QRUP
as a cover for Reagan administration neglect of rural
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needs, Evidence suggested that the 1981-82 recession
had hit rural areas rauch harder and much longer than
urban-areas. Moreover, the farm crisis of the 1980
continued unabated in many areas in 1985, Congress
refused to continue funding ORDP, and the office was
abolished at the end of 1985,

A farther reduction of Federa! aid o rural areas came
with the end of local revenue sharing in 1986, Reve-
nue sharing, begun during the Nixon administration,
returned a portion of Federal tax receipts to State and
local governments for spending at their own discretion,
within specified program limits. The Carter adminis-
tration had renewed the Federal revenue sharing plan
but ended the State component in 1980, as State fax
revenues began 10 increase with inflation and Federal
budgets began to rise rapidly, alse the result of infla-
tion. Local revenue sharing, however, had continued
through the early years of the Reagan administration,
helping local governments'to support development
activities of their own design. 'Loss of these Faderal
funds created a crisis for some local governments,
forcing reduction of services and curtailment of eco-
nomic development plzns

The Reagan administration, in 1988, acknowledged the
economic difficulties experienced by rural America,
Secretury of &gﬁm?m Richard Lyng, who had re-
placed John Block in! March 1986, issued a Six-Point
Rural Regenvration Initiative in May 1987, designed 1o
invigorate the Department’s rural policy. The initia-
tives committed the Extension Service to'increase its
emphasis on rural education and training, organized
Rural Enterprise Teamns at the State level to assist com-

munities with business and employmaent problems,
created a Rural Information Center at the Nadonal
Agricultural Library, increased research on rural devel-

‘opment topics, and redirected FmHA Business and

Industry Loans toward job creation in communities
with high unemployment.

A 1988 repori by the Office of the Undersecretary for
Small Community and Rural Development noted that
population migration had returned 0 its former rural-
to-urban pattern. This reversal reflected the loss of
manufacturing jobs and accompanying service oppar-
tunities to increasing international competition, and the
toss of employment and business opportonities in the
Farm sector as a result-of the farm crisis.  Although the
overall rural economy had diversified throughout the
1960's and 197('s, the economic troubles of the 1980's
indicated that most rural areas still dependad on a
narrow range of industries,

Secretary Lyng appaintad a new Nazicaai Adlvisory
Council on Rural Development in August 1987, and
that body issued its “Final Report to the Secretary” in
January 1989. While acknowledging the continued .
imporiance of agriculture in the rural economy, the
Council noted the need to emphasize the nonagricul-
tural aspects of rural development, going so far as to
sugzest the Department of Agriculiure be renamed the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. The

‘group still insisted State and local governments should

lead in rural development work, but also suggested an
increased role for the Extension Service and an effort
to make the Department’s rural development programs
better known on the local level.
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Cooperation, Innovation, and Information: The Bush
Administration Renews the Federal Commifment

Under the new Bush administration in 1989, Secretary
of Agriculture Clayton Yeutter appointed a Rural Revi-
talization Task Force that recommended 17 specific
actions to "enthance the effectiveness of USDA’s rural
development efforis.” Yeutter focused on streamlining
and targeting rural development efforts, rather than
increasing funding or initiating new programs. In
January 1990, the White House released its initiative on
“Rural Economic Development for the 3's.” The initia-
tive had six elements: {1} a Presidential Coundl of
“farmers, State and local officials, rural business ieaders,
and high-tech industry representatives 1o advise on
Federal rural development policy; (2) State Rural De-
velopment Counsdls to opondinate already existing
Federal rural development programs; (3} a series of
rural development demonstration programs, funded
from already existing budget resources; (4] a rural
developraent information and technical assistance
hotline; (5} targeting of Federal rural development
funds 10 programs determined to provide the "maxi-
mum net economic benefits”; and (6) a Working Group
on Rural Development within the President’s Economic
Policy Council. :

Congress pined the rural development arena again
with the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade
Act of 1990, which included a tHile on rural develop-
ment. Provisions within this act authorized a rural
development partnerships investrnent program to-
support local investment; State rural economic devel-
opment review panels to make recommendations for
program funding: and programs to improve telecom-
munications access for rural communities. To carry
cut this activity, the legislation authorized a Rural
Development Administration within'the Department of

. Agriculture,

At the end of 1963, agiong-awaimd report by the Na-
tional Commission on Agriculture and Rural Develop-
ment Policy, mandated by the Food Security Act of
1585, addressed the guestion of future rural develop-
ment policy. The report emphasized rural economic
diversity; the need for improved information en rural
concditions; the importance of a comprehensive ap-

proach and better cocperation among programs; the
necessity of fexibility, innovation, and experimenta-

tion; the fundamental role of education in rural devel-

opment; and the value of a strategic approach to rural
development policy goals. The new Secretary of Agri-
culture, Edward Madigan, incorporated Hwse recom-
mendations in his rural development strategy report
for 1991. ; - »

By early 1992, the Bush administration’ s rural develop-
mzent pohcy had begtm 1 take shape Thir President’s

Rural Development Perspectives, vol. 9, no. 1

- eneed fiscal stress from reduced revenues and in-

Council on Rural America had prepared recommenda- I
tions 0 the President to be released in July 1992, Sate
Rural Developmaent Councily piloted in eight States
showed promise and the administration planned to
initiate couneils in additional States. The Rural Infor-
mation Center at the National Agricaltural Library,
established in 1988, had expanded its information

network te incorporate cooperative projects with a I
number of Federal agencies, Following negotiations to
secure appropriations, the Rural Development Admin-
istration opened its doors in fanuary 1992, promising l
increased coordination of Federal activities on behalf of
rural development.

Uncertain Legacy, Fromising Future? l

Rural development policy since 1572 has followed a
rather frustrating path, repeatediy reaching a compre-
hensive set of national goals and a coordinated strate-
gy for achieving them, only to find a new set of politi-

cal and economic dircumstances as attempts at imple- l
mentation begin. Efforts bomn during the era of Feder-

al intervention in the 1960's confronted the New Feder-
alism of the Nixon/Ford administrations, while the I
demographic and economic progress of the countryside
was not recognized until the mid-1970s. The arter
administration’s support for a federally directed rural
development policy was compiicated by worsening l
economic conditions and pressures for Federal fiscal
restraint.  Almost by default, healthy State economies
and their governmenis took more responsibility for
camrying out the rural development effort, gaining in
the prexess the techmical and leadership capacity for
implementing programs on their own.,

Yet the improved capabilities of State and local govern-
menis confronted another obstacle as the serious reces-
sion of the early 1980's ended the economic expansion
and population growth of rural areas. At a time when
State and local governments might have implemented
rural development programs and strategies, they faced
falling revenues and rising costs, restricting their fiscal
capatity to pursue rural development. By the time the
Reagan administration acknowledged the economic
problems of rural areas, Federal capacities to provide
relief had been eraded by rising deficits, and the ra-
fional economy itself had begun to weaken.

The early 199('s have witnessed further weakening of
the national economy. The prospects for increased
Federal funding of rural development programs have
not improved. State and local governments experi-

creased expenses accompanying the 199091 recession.
Yet it may be that the 19%('s will present a renewed
opportunity to bring improved State and local capaci-
ties intp concert with available Federal programs.
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Although economic difficulties have not disappeared,
support for Federal fundmg of rural development
remains.
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Poverty Is
Persistent

In Some Rural
Areds

m the invisible poor of Ap-
palachia’s Southern Highlands

. the former black tenant fasmers in
the old South and the Hispanic farmwork-
ers in Texas today, poverty in nwaf areas
and small towns often martches or ex-
ceeds what is found in large central ¢it-
ies., While farm poverty is now a small
share of 1l rural poverty, historical con-
nections 1o farming play a role in some
poor populations. Most areas of persist-
eng, poverty can be classified in distine.
tive racial and/or cultural contexts,

Nearly 23 percent of all nonmetropolitan
counties had high levels of poverty at the
beginning of the 1990's, compared with

- 4 pereent of metropolitan counties. In

nonmetro countics of persistently high
poverty, the poverty rate was twice that
of all other nonmetro countics.



WWW??%

Rurak Development

Defining & Measuring
Persistent Poverty

Very lyw income can stem froms many
circumsiances. Some capses imay be pore
sonal, reflecting poor health, or 2 family
siluation such as failurs of an sbsem
spousz: 1o provide child support. Ciher
cases resilt from economic events, such
as # faciory shutdown. Bt much pov-
erty is Iess event-specilic, and is related
instead 1o long-established factoes such
8 the lopaey of race discrimination, or
the stucsure of regional sconomies
where even fill-time workery eam only

Given these varying conditions, pertodds
of very low income may be only tempo- .
rary for many people, ended by » change
in personal circamstances or by A new
job, Forothers, low income may by of -
iong durstion.

For entire areas at well, the durstion of
poverty can vary. A rofal gnd small-
town community may hiive a carent
high poverty rate only becanss of a poor
year for faurm income. Asset levels may
remain high, and incomes may rise the
AL yeRr. g

Conversely, there are rumerous rursl ar-
eas whee poverty has been peesisently
high for decades. Rurst sreas are defined
in this article as nonmetropatitan coun-
tieg--Counties with populations of lass
than 100,000, County-ievel census data
can be used 1o identify noametropolitan
couties that had high poverty raies in,
zach of the last four censuses, 1960 to
1990, In this article, such counties are
écf‘mﬁasiwmgpuﬁmty{zﬁgﬁw-
ey, A county with a high incidenve of
poverty is defined as having 20 percent
or more of its popalation living i boase-
holds with poverty-level inGome,

Statisticians measure the size of the pove
erty population by comparing total
monty income 10 & povesty threshold
that varies by size of the hoosehold. Pov-
ety theesholds are adiusted annually by
the Conmsumer Price Index. No aliow-
ances for regional vantagons in costs of
living are available.

L -,y || R B - st w
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Mustrative poverty income tuesholds
from the 1990 Census are: less than
$6,451 for a person under 65 living.
glone, $8,343 for a two-person houschold
with the head under 65, 2 512,575 for
der 18 years, Income includes wages and
salarise sexd other exrned income ay well
as that recgived from cach wansfer pay-
ments sach as Socisl Security, public as-
sistance, retivement or disability income,
or child support, While the threshold -
measures paverty after the receipt of cash
assistance, it excludes ihe cach valne of
such prograsms as public housing, food
stamps, and Medicare. Thuy, tha det
mmmxmm
mmwmemmxm
who would be poor without public i
come support.

Amoag nonmetrn counties, 540 have had
poverty levels of 20 percent or move in
each of e last four conxgszs. Thizie
acarly & fourth of all nonmetro counties.
The nations! incidence of poverty was
13,1 peroent in the 1990 Census, based
an 1989 come, up slightly from 124
pacent iy 1980, For nonrmend sress, the
figure of 16.8 perceniin 1990 wasa -
somewhat greater rise from 15.4 percent
in 1980, The poventy rate in nommetro
counties of persistently high poverty way
28.7 poreent, twice that of ab other now-
metro countiag (14,4 pereent).

A map of prrsisiont poverty nonmelrs
counties shows kirge sumbersin e -
coastal plain and highlands regions of te
South, along or near the Rio Grande
ﬁmmmwiumh.pumo{

are ot found in the Northeast or on ihe
Peeific coust, and are rare in the Com
Beit. In ssrme of demographic and end-
wral geography, the vast majority of the .
counties fall within four types, They are
counties iny which the source of the high
overall poverty raie is primarily in the
black popuiation, tie Hispanic popuis.
tion, the American Indian or Alaskan na-
tive population, or the populatia of the
Southern Highlands,

-

Areds of high Black poversy i 285 of
the counsies, the high overall poventy ratz
reflects conditionss in the African Ameri-
can population. Thess are counties either
whers blacks are a majority of the poer,
or where 2 high incidence of poverty
among blacks produces an overall county
e of 20 percent ox more,

These counties ae i the hearg of the old
agricultural South—0n0e dependent
mostly on cotion. Blacks ke up 67.5
percent of 21 poor pessons in these coun-
ties. Rural poverty hisd been endemic
among blacks in the past, when they
were principally small.scale wnant firm-
2eg, Comparstively few blacks today are
will invelved in agriculture, however,

cither as farmers of lshorers. But, al-

living
mnr:.:mmam
uinmsopuminmﬁmﬂm@f
these counties and less than 30 percent in
only two of tham,

The sreas dominaied by black poventy
have several features typically associated
with low inconse, such a5 s high ratio of
population to workers, eardy childbesr-

these comnties have m vspeciaily high
percentage of children ender 18 whose
familics are not beaded by 8 maried cone
waim},amﬁmﬂyw
sociated with low incone snd welfare
dependence, Somme 29 percent of the
black haxsehalds do oot have a matr ve.
hicle—a condition iikely caused by pov-
exty but which also hinders cenployment.

A striling feature in many of these coun.
ties is the vast difference between pov-
exty rates for blacks snd whites, In 1990,
persisient poverty couties in Alehams,
mmmmm
vesage poverty rates of 51,4 pereent v
blacks, comprared with 13,4 percem for
whites, reflecting social and economic
conditions thay are still radically different
for the fwo racial groups, On the mare
indusirintized cast const, in the Carolinas
and Virginia, the biack poverty countics
havean povesty eae of 37 per-
ceat-for blacks snd 116 percenm for
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whites, bt nowhese did the rate mach 30
percent for backs. All indd, blacks make
up 675 percent of the poverty population
in the counties charneterioad ss black
poverty aress, whils comprising 40.3 per-
cend of slf persons, i

Areas of high Hispanic poverty.pes
sistent poverty coumties where low in-
come oocurs primarily in the Hispanic
pogstiation sre in Texas, New Mexico,
and Colorado. Within the 73 sach coun-
ties, 76 perceent of all poor persons #re
Hispanic. Muny of thess counties gre on
or near the Rix Grande, where Mexican
seulements alveady exisicd when the
US. acquired the land. The conmties on
the Mexican border in Texas include
many tecent immigrants, whilo thase in
New Mexico and Colorado have few,

Other areny with high Hispanic povesty
ates reflect the exiensive migration of
Mezican Americans o High Plsins coun-
tiex ax Dyrmworkers over the fast two gen.
m&wﬂnm&
imrigamd agricultore. Over thne, many of
these people have remained in the Plaing,
but have moved Into other occupations.
Becanse their in ths popula.
mum&ﬂymﬁgz&mﬁhﬂ
aymmkfmmﬁaﬁyw&
&mm .
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Hispanikt poverty countics as a group do ‘

mmmhiglminddmmofmyof

. the socioeconomic messures shown 1o be

associated with poverty. These countics
are, however, well 2bove nonmetro or
metro areat a3 a whols in the mtio of
population 1o workers, men who lack full-
time year-roursd work, adults who did oot
compiete high school, youth who have
wmmmamm
ng.

i
The Plains counties with high persistent
poverty are the areas where poor familizs
are most likely to wirk in agricglnme, In
1980, 29 percent of alf employed Hispan-
ics in these coamties worked in agricul-
ture, compared with only 7 percent of
nonmetro workers ragiorally. For men,
&emmmammmdm
to40. The vastmajorily were Aot opers-
tors but hired fasmworkers (91 pement),
an occupation charscterized by low
wages and seasonality of work. In the

Hispanic poverty counties of Texas, pov-
vty has been more widespread than
wonld be expected frons per capita in-
come fevels, becanss of the manner in
which incame is distributeed,

Arm af high poverty among American
Indians and Alatkasn Netfves.—There
were 35 counties and oquivalenis in 1990

where low income levels smong nstive
* Amesicans—Indisns

and Alacksn Na-
tives—-are the souree of persisient pov-
exty. Quiside Alsska, all affected
counties contained fncian reservations,
except in Oklahoma whees they encom.
pass former reservations and naticas. In
the Alaskan areas, the residents are prin-
tipally Eskimos,

themselves averaging 5.9 percene. Most .

serionsly, over three-fourths of the poor
fre severely impaverished, with incomes
less than 75 percent of the official pove
erty level, Some 26 percen: of the entire
popatation fiad seversly low income even
icluding all forms of cash sxsisnce,

With limited work availability and below-
nvemnge abor force work-
ers in the Native American counties have
2 much higher level of dependents per
worker than Is troe i othier yornd areas.
In 1990, there were 312 pexsons of ali
sges per 100 empiayed pecple, conpared
with ratios of 227 in tomnetro commties
without persistent Migh poverty, sod 206
in setro areas. Pursher, gmong nsen who
bad smployment in 1989, only 35.2 per-
cent had full-tims yesrround work, com-
paresd with the norm of 50 percent in the
US.asawhole.

Poor people in Native Amecican persist-

‘uﬁmmﬁh&wamm

fram those in the arens of
Slack and Souther Highlands poverry.
In poor households in the Jater greas
|, there are two children wider 18 for every
wwnﬁaymaudw But in the Nz-
tive Amexican arcas, poor children out-
ouraber poor older people by four to one,

2 Rural.Developmel

In pars this reflects the low sverage age
of Native Americans in general, given
thelr above-average family size and the
foweer Jife expectancy, Among other {2
Ky are the comparsiively bigh mas of

childbenring among younger women (w
dey age 25), which adds more members
o fumnilies whose eamings are sull low,
andd the relatively low perceninge of Ind
ss who live alone in old age.

Southern Highlands i fourth large
bloc of nunmesro countes with chronic
igh poverty is in the Southern High-
fends, mostty in ihe Cumberiand Plaess
memmmyofﬁwm

s rinosities are fow, and 95 percent of
the poverty it in the whitz population,

A smisfactory explansrion of why in.
come levels for the white pupaiation in
thear counries remain so rmch lower
than those elsewhers is chusive, The to-
pography of the area offers Lmited farm.

-hspom Settled by people of

the arca bas remained ex-
mymmwaw

parts of the Southemn Hightands became
regurded ot an earty date s Isclaed, cul.
tally divergent, and poor.

Conditions in the modem era lave not
Bern static, mmwmm
Smckies areas of the Southem
a3 have emerged simost eatirely from
MWW- Butthe 106
conmsting defined hers sheve a number of
conditions that contribnts 1 currest pov.
oty levels,

In education, only 47.7 percent of the
popalation 25 years of age and over were
oot high school gradmates in 1990, This
is exceptionally bigh. College gradusiey
wers just 7.9 percent of the popxiation,
the lowest for snry of the poventy reax.
Thus, fiur every adult with a coliege ds.
Froe, there wors more (han six without 2
high schor] diplome. Qutside the persis.
=nt povesty counties the nationat ror-
metro rato was just fwo to one (28,5

o 13.5), and in metro America the
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Characteristics of Noometro Countles with Parsistemt Poverty
Parsigtont poventy oounty cassification

‘ _ T wkan ot Otwe . - Total cm:rw
! Binck Hispanic & AMlnskan m parsiston poceigtand nonMm:
i maitve Highinnda poverly poveny ounlies
I
. ‘
Populstion (1,000} E 5358 Bt 85 1,784 220 9,404 S48
Parsons in i 1470 24 90 514 e 2714 6508
poverty (1,000 .
Parosnt i sewerty: 1000 s ns 2 @& wa y; Jr g "
e Z2 29 %2 204 C7% 2 268 182
wWe . %7 348 “s nr . e Y 184
1960 =Y 11 @8z X ®’E 73 -
Peronnt i poverty "7 NA 153 285 o 208 128
by race; Wity ;
Black |, “3 - - - 84z 458 325
ndan zs - 05 - - 41 E 1
sspanic - 438 - - - 422 4
Posuisdon per 100 workees 2% 4 s ;e Foa 20 T
Oddmnwertome 4 485 s 419 &% a2
1000 woman age 1524 .
Peroart .
Maswoderawth . - @ w2 =2 T T 00 a1z
yereroungd AEb-irse wiork ’
Popiaton 1564 ‘ 17 94 28 102 197 1w us
© O withwork dsatity ' '
|
Ehcaton-—age 25 & over: . ) .
Nathjgh school gadates 411 428 . 4 ary - A28 ms
Cotege mm 109 1.1 Y 18 00 102 18.8
' Ctalelm uncer 1808 | e 20 175 ns 201 174
Kving with raried ooupie
Houswhalds with ; ue 10.1 187 128 117 2 18 9
B Mok veitcle - : -
Wiite 82 - 72 124 24 . & 2.9
Bk ‘ W - - - n7 2904 24.3
Kackamy 15 - 229 - - 09 148
Hispanio - - 128 - - - 138 10.4
|
Parsons in hotsshoids wild
icoms beiow 75 peroent - ws 23 22 204 9.1 204 w4
Dk W6 K¢ 1990, usbess olerwise indicaied.
NA = Not avelanis,

-~ w Popsitation bas sk Twn 50,000,
* Megrhecy do onal iotd doe 1U unding.
Soaprem: wsmmwamm
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percentages are nearly equal (23 0 22.5).
Many yomg people in the Southern
m@mwm:mw&
educztion move cisewhess for economic
e continnes & exceed that i other are
eas. .,

L

of full-time yesr-round work, Among
men living i the area who worked b
1989, only 5.6 percent had warked at
least SO weeks of 35 or more bows, This
i simikar to the low level of full-time
work reported B the Indimn povery arcas.

Eaming potertial i alsy hindered by 2
relatively high Isvel of wor-limiting -
disability reported by adults

physical
1664, smwmmwdmx

ties that either limited their sbility W
wmkqmmdmﬁmmﬁnsa

Other persistass poverty areat.—Ogly

an eighth of e persistent poverty coon-
e« fall outsids the four identifted types,
Many ars counties that do not quite
stie of the other types. Some hawe high
rates of black, Hispanic, or Indinn pove
m,wmwmm
mast of the poor. Others adioin Southem
Highlands greas, but ans ok past of them.
About a dozen are Midwestern com or
wheat belt counties of marginal produc-
tivity that have no urban places. The
charsoteristics of the “all other” group
tend to fall in the middle range among
peesistent poverty countiss, except that
they have the highest peeceatage of oldes
peaple among thoss in poverty 206
percent) and the lowest rate of severe
poverty (19.] percemt).

Change Since 1960

Mgrmwminmw»gmw
carenee of jevel incames since
1067 has been mads in the black and
Southern Highlands arcas. Starting at
simitar levels of poventy in 1960 (39.8
and $9.1 peresnt), those areas wers down
mors tha half 1o 27.6 snd 29 prroent in
1990, This is e major change, Howover,
al} the progress occaved fram 1960 1o
1980, In the decads from 1980 to 1990,
the poverty e i the Sonthern High-
tands srens revested to o highes level, ris
ing from 26.4 10 28.8, and the ram in the
black poverty coantics rasa slightly froens
yafed Y7

Far less inyprovenens by eccurred in the
i o Indian areas. Somewlint
Jess tham hatf their popubitions tived in
in 1960 i these arens (47.1 and
482 percent), bat the mies remain sbove
30 percent todsy (31.8 and 34.2).

Raxe! and small-town couaties of high
persistent poverty accounted for 29.2
percent of the 208l POcE DOTNEIY POPR:
Iation ins 1950, a somowhat amalier pee-
centage then in 1960 (32.4). Thush
must be sressed that they do not don.

enty
self-generaind progress. #
base and imposes 2 poverty of services.
mwg@mamwm
sakes it dilficult 1o sitract new jobs
other than thoss of fow skills and modest
wages. And the distinceive racial and/or
cultural context of reost of the persistent
Wmmamww
cannot be solved without ad.
dressing their specific problems.
[Calvin Beale (262) 219-05357 )

-
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Rural’ Aareas are enjoying widespread population
gains in the 19983, This sarprising reversal is based on
several new ‘greﬁds, Lower fertility combined with heavy
migration from cities is crdating thriving rural counties with
fow children,;!’arm jobs remain scarce; today, rurat growth
depends on commuters, retirees, vacationers, and manufactor-
ers. The result could be a long-term return to the country.

H

by Kenneth M. Jobnson

and Caivux L. Be{zfa‘

he re-.fivai of growth i ru-
ral America is ong of the big-
Fesi dazzz:zégraphic stories of
the 19805, Three in four
nonmetropeiizan counties
gained population between L340 and 1994,
& §lunaing remrsaiff(}iiﬁwing a decade

Kenneis M. John scm is @ demagrapher
and professor of socindogy ot Loyeda [ni
vargity of Chisago. {alpin L. Begle i
the senior dempgrapher at the Economis
Besearch Service ofthe U5, Deparbmend
af Agripulture in Waskington. D.6.
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of rura) decline. Now the pace of rarl
growth seema to be acesierating, and the
impiieations fur business ars substantial,

More than three-fourths of Americans
live in the sation's 837 metropolitan coun-
s, b 81 percent of the nation's land
area is in ite 2,304 nonmetropolitan coun-
tigy. For most of this century, net migrs-
tion from aohmaetro o melrs aresn has
naen u constant demographic trend, Dar-
ing the 19805, for sxample, nonmetys-
politan counties—thaose without an urhan
hub—grew by only 1.3 million peogie. for
an gverage aniual growth rate of 0.3 per

L



~ " “

PGNE T E AL AR SOLRIMG)

>3 AE TR S AT STE B LLE]

Americon Demographics / luly 1095 47



%Wu{ ol

Gomg to the C U ntryl

Threein four mnm:mpa&mn couniies, aré growmg* aThezhmam
* reason: people are moving in faster than they're mm:mg outly -

: Han connties growing and peroent
it mmm,zsmwxmms o
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e#ni. Meanwhile, metr:opolitan counties
gained 21 million peopls, with an aver-
sge annual growth rate of 1.1 percent.

Now the pattern is changing. Nonmetro
caunties gained 8%0.0¢0 residents between
April 1950 and July 1982, And the latest
gstimates from the Consius Burens show
that the new trend is getting stronger,
4s fohmetro counties gained about 1.2 mil-
lion people from July 1990 {6 July 1994,
The nonmetro popuistion of the U5 had
g0 average annuasl growth rate of 0.8 per-
sent betwean 1950 and 1984, “Thisg s still
not s fast a8 the 1.1 poreent growth rate
in the metra popuinstion, but the gap has
nareowed considerably.

Population in nonmatro aress has al-
ready grown more that three limes as
fast in the 1990s as & did in the 1980s,
The rurrent growth gpurt is rooted in
long-lerm seonvmic changes that favor
nonmetrs areas, along with the strong
conviction of many Amerinans that small-
towr life is better than big-city life, Non-
metro counties also graw rapidly in the

48 ZKoartcss {%emaguﬁkifs / duly 1995
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15705 for many of the same reasons Lhat
fuel their growth in the 1990a. [ now
appears that the rural hard times of the
1980 wers only 2 brief reversal of g fun-
damenial population shift,

FEWER CHILDREN, MORE MIGRANTS

The rural rebaund of the 1990 iz fucled
not by births, but by more rural residents
staving put and some metrapolitan resi-
denis moving to small towns and rural
homes. Specifically, 55 pereent of non-
muetrs growth between 1990 and 1994
came from net gains in migration. This
represents ancther change In long.gtand-
ing trends.

For most of this centary, the "natural
increase” of births minus deaths has
driven modest growth in America's non-
metro pepilstion. At the same time, met-
ropolitan areas have been growing rapidiy
through naturs! increase, the set inumi-
grasion of farmer rural rasidents, and
international immigration. Betwoen 1928
and 1970, the nonmetrs population grew

by only 8.8 million, while metros gained
more than 88 million residents.

fn the 1978s, the direstion of migra-
tien shifted toward nonmetre areas.
Nenmetro natural ingrease diso contin-
ued, and the result was that nonmetry
counties grew faster than metro counties,
Then the ¢raditional patiern seemed to
return, Nonmetropolitan areas lost nearly
14 million rasidents to sut-migration in
the 19803, They galred 8.7 million through
nztural increase during this decads, but
natural incrsase in nonmetro areas was
slower in the 1980s thah it had been in
previous decades.

Now, a2 2 new wave of migration fuels
rarsl growth, noametrs natural increase
is slowing even further, In fact, the nat
gain to rural sreas from migrants betweoen
1999 and 1994 (3.1 million) was greater
than the aet gain from matural incresse
{875,000),

Betwean 1990 and 1994, an estimated
556 npnmetre counties experienced natu.
ral decrease, the demographic condition
where deaths outnumber births, County.
leve! aatoral decreane is more common
mow than 8t any poind in U8, history,
Moreover, preliminary sstimates for 1863
and 1994 suggpest that ag many as 700
counties may now be experiencing natu-
ral decreaae. Moat of these connties are
iosing population, such as those in the
northern (irest Plains. Dut others have
rapidly growing populstions due o in.
migration, such as those io the Flerids
retirement helt.

The unprecedented level of natural
decrease in ponmetrs America results
from threp intervelated trends. ¥irst,
many aenmetro sounties have zean de-
cades of sut-migration by yousg adulty
soupled with the “sying in place” of cidey
residents, Second, the traditionaily kigher
birth rates of rural women have been
going down, while those of urbgn women
kave been increasing. Third, rural women
usually kave children earlier than their
urban pears. As a resait, the aging of
baby-boom women out of their prime
childbsaring years reduces hirths in -
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Rural Rebound Redux

Nonmetropolitan counties are gaining population in much of the nation,

except for the Plains states.

i {nonmetropolitan counties with population gains and losses, 1390-94)

Population growth
B Loss
["] cain 0 - 3.00%
B Gain 3.01-6.00%
Gain 6.01% or zbove
Metro

U.S. nonmetro
average = 3.01%

Seurce: Consus Burwou snivmatnn

ral areas first. {f this trerr1d continues—
and it appears that it will—it will be a
significant turning point'in patterns of
nonmetro population gro{vt.h.

COMMUTERS AND RETIREES

The new rural migrants are not moving
out to work on farms or get away from
civilization. In fact, a new pattern of ur-
ban development is one of the main rea-
sons for the rural rebound.

During the 1880s, major metropolitan
areas developed commercial and employ-
ment centers at or near thgir outer bound-
aries. These "edge cities,” often with sub-
urbs of their own, exist a;t some distance
from the old central cities. As a result,
84 percent of nonmetropolitan counties

that are adjacent to a metropolitan area
gained population between 1990 and 1994,
and 73 percent had net in-migration. The
net migration gain in adjacent nonmetro
counties was 2.6 percent in 1990-94, cora-
pared with 1.3 percent in the metro ar-
eas themselves.

Other rural migrants may be getting
away from it all, but they're bringing their
money with them, Of the 190 nonmetro
counties designated as retirement desti-
nations by the USDA's Economic Re-
search Service, 99 percent gained popu-
lation between 1990 and 1994. These coun-
ties are concentrated in the Sunbelt,
coastal regions, and the Upper Great
Lakes.

Mear-universal population gains were

also seen in nonmetro counties where the
economy is based on recreation. Of 285
counties in this category, 92 percent

In an unprecedented
number of counties,

deaths outnumber
 hirths.

gained population and 85 percent gained
migrants. Many rural recreation counties
began attracting migrants in the 1970s,.
continued attracting them through the
1980s, and are still gaining in the 1990s.

Many counties with recreational ameni-
ties also attract retirees; 101 recreational
counties also fall into the retirement cat-
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egsry. These reerostion-ratirement coun-
ties grew by 12 percent betwaen 1985 and
1044, .the fustest pace of any economic
greup in the USDA categories.

Papulatisn gaing ware more modest, but
stil widespread, in nonmetro counties that
depend on manufacturing fm{l government
Jjobe. (Y the 306 nonmetre manufactur-
ing cuanties, $8 percentigained popula-
tion and 75 percent had net in-migration
bugpween 1990 and 1994."Manufacturing
eounties sre most common in the South-
aast und near the Great Lakes. Of the
242 nenmetro government counties, 37
percant gained population and 73 percent
hart net in-migration. Muany of these ulso
contuain state prisons or universities.

There are 269 nonmetro counties where
30 pereent or more of the lund is teder-
ally owned. Many of these are in the West,
and many are also classiffed a8 recreation
or retirement counties. Ninety-four per-
cent, of these federal-land counties gained
population in the 1990s, snd 88 percent
saw net in-rmigration, mzzinly by younger
people and retirees who yre aitracted by
the soenary and meuntain recrestion.

‘Three ather types of nanmetra coun-
ties ure registering widespread growth.
Eighty-six pereent of the 3R] egunties with
# lgrge proporiion of the work foree com-
muting to jobs in other counties are graw-
ing: mast are adjacent Lo metro counties.
Eignty-four percent of the 323 nonmetre
caunties where the economy is based on
service-sector jobs are growing: many are
also siassified as recragtion or retirement
covaties, Inthe 381 counties that depend
of fedaral transters such as Social Secy-
rifw payments, older people and those with
W inRomes are RUIIETOUS. Thres-quar-
rars af shese “mailbox economy” couns
ties are growing, and £6 percent are gain-
ing migrants.

The nonmatro counties least likely to
grow ar¢ Lthose where the seonomy is
based on traditions] rural enterprises
Only 47 peresnt of the 358 nanmetrs coug-
ties dependent on farming sre growing,
ung just 44 percent are gaining migrants,
Of the 146 eounties that depend on min.

H
i
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ing jobs, 63 percent are growing, but only
47 percent are gaining migrants. But even
in such traditional rural counties, growth
is now mare widespread or logses are
smaller than during the 1930s,

The poorest and maost remate coun-
ties in the U5, are not joining in the new
land rush, Moere than sevenin ten of the
535 rural counties with persistent pov.
erty are growing, but enly 33 parcent
are gaining migrants. Al 35 pereent of
the 407 “lew-density counties” {with
fewer than six residents per square miie;
are growing, but only 45 pereant sre
gaining migrania.

The fagesi-growing nonmetrs countles
are located in the Mountain West, the Up-
per Great Lakes, the Qzarks. ports of
the South, and in rural areas of the North-
east. Only about sne-fourth of ail non-
metropeditan counties are still loging popu-
Latian in the 1550s, and these are concen-
trated in the Grear Plaing, Wastern Corn
Bels, and Misstssippi Deita.

LONG.-TERM GROWTH

The rural slowdown of the 10865 was a
response Lo 2 5ot of national economit con-
ditions that included a prolenged rural
recession, » {arm crisis, and faster job
growih in metrs aress. is retrospect, i
now seems lkely that these conditions
caused a shori-lerm interruption in a
general nonmetropalitan growth trend
that began in the 19705,

Demegraphers huve developed severs!
theories to explain the sudden reversal
and growth of noametrs zreus in the
15783, aug they have struggled to explain
the revarsion to melrs dominance in the
1588s. One of the most persunsive thes-
ries {3 the ides of deconrrentration. which
prediots  long<erm and gradual dispersal
of the 1.5, population into smalier, less
densely setied nities znd towns, This
deconcentration is driven by technologi-
eal changaes. the deciine of industrial jobs,
anid other factors that make distance a
iess impartant factor in the organization
of society,

Fppulation change from 1970 to 1594

teve Daniel walthed the snow
and g pn Ugovision iagl
winter, AL37, the Basion
native bas aded Hs New
Englang ronls for the Golgen
State, Stove inves Mg new Ble in Califprnty,
wherg fie Kayeks on wegkends, socializes with
& diegrss group of itends, and holds 3 key
post with soltwars glant Silicen Graphics.
“it's 5o upbest that i¥'s rioleulous,* he s5ys.
1% this ragily happening to me?

Ten years sgo. Danisl Sould have repre-
sented 2 typical imarstate migrant in Amerita.
Bul ntw ' mimsudl. Culs in teders! defense
sperging 3ag other economic inlis have been
crugd to Caiitornia, The migration tige -
rgugrsed inthe ?é%ﬁs; and magazines have
iovtully reported the snd of the Pacitic drean.
Middte-ciass lamities Ned Salifornia for poinis
a0rih and east, adding o fast grawth in
smaiir states Bke Wastington, idshe, and

czzﬁé'mis-hals besn battered. by rots:. . -
tinos, fires, sarthguakes, unsmpioyment,
conyestos, orime, high taxes, and wildly
flzciuzting rm?ne prices. But now 1he

_ gconomy is perking up, a7d there are early

indications that Californiz is making &
comeback. . - T LN
Fewar.peopte Jeft California in 1994 than in

1993, aceording to a survey of ten major

_+ movers by the Amerlcan Movers Confersnce.

Automodita registrations shaw 3 similar
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patiern, acoosding 10 Semapraghic analySIs.  years Of QUL-migration were two yaS offer and early 19805, She- says inan the; v
And aconomist Jor! Kotkin savs Ul numbers - (he recession slarted.” be says. "I's very oigar L economy impioves, it's gannhus{ers again. It
frons the U-Hau! Corpdration show 2 nat in- that migration follows but fags the sconemy: I - geems like trem’s: 2 makeun }afi{br SO
migeation tar Califondy in 1884 it was other things, y;}tz would have s@8R- Domestic migration aut of califorma may te
Kolkin, 2 sanigr toliow af the C&:fiiﬁf tor the _peopie leaving right wrzen the recession hit.© tueting rural gromn in Oregon and ldaho byt
Hiow West, says e flow oul of California was . California had a serious ecencmic downtura . it dogsn't have much inpact on the aation’s
never a8 big a5 “the Easterners”™ would have when the rest of the coustry was improving., . largast state, The American #Mavers Londer-
vou hetieve, “Thers was 2 net out-migration, Why would anybody move Nere for a job?* * gnee fmures for 1994 show 95,517 psopie
which wag very small, giver the totad i the past five years, Calitornia's ngt e . MYONING. {mt and 54,278 moving i, Thesa s
pupulation,” 16 says. “The migration out of growth due to migration— M "y 1 nt sigaiticant numbers in’ astate,

sgw £npiand was much worse.” Those
seapie who st were retinoes
and ess-educated workers
who couldn’t hack the
recession, Katkin says. Me
cites 3 1993 Rand study that
showed for every 10 peopis
aver age 30 who feft Galitornia,
gight unger 3ge 30 movad .,
“Whe's going 1o move hera?™ |
asks Kolkin, whe s based in Los
Angeiss, T¥ounger. bettar-

B of 32 millian.peaphs. "Wa getse
macrz more growth o naturl s,

' mcrwa amt tortfga m grzmw .
M st mmm;;zma P HE

4 ng&m{&am ?wwis 3
Rl mwmm&?&?a’ﬁ&@ﬁmﬁ
. P Gl ifgenia, kam 1?:31 tzze
{Zah?a}m;a zirnam zs stz i alm
Lasz ysaf* ha says= "’fd‘e :

iwim a qzsy mr Texas* Tha

ERL fitrnd Hun b Al

#dutaied people whp can gez ;9?:3’ . ! ,M T gu{ saem a waak nr sn (nm
ins the Kind of econnmy Caitornia 1, : » and then szzzi,jfum«amund aﬂﬁ-me ma back
20w has—enterizinmant, . e, o o i ca%calatzd tn,' satziracang thig RRERSY ,~
sotiware, blomesicine, ﬁi&is&a&ggyf s y:zaimai incraase: {tamhs mimzs ﬁeams} fmm"*‘ Ce i Stave rianiel is another trua«hlue_gallforn»a :
international trade " e b&havar’.‘;.l'ne weathers lhe hast." ng says"" ’

nmi the paunle in Bostnn weru sa nmanhr : \
Faupla hm dre 3 iitt!a more paﬁm*a limg' «
N mare, \fnmard&h nldrtg,’i""l’ha caJt"nf a iazziﬁ L

Kotkin belioves 1haf any sxodus out of:* M
Cafitornia was gwmiy ewmzm ¢ So does
Stephen Levy, foander azxd dzzwc: ‘of t?:s :
Santer for fha Cummmg szuéy of tha '
Califurnia Econorny m F’ale le, "Tﬁe l:ng
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From Farming to Fun -

Bural retirement and recreation counties are hot; farming and mining counties are nol.
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Rutirsment 199 10.7% 99% 9.4% 97% 1.4% 69%
Fades) lands 269 2.8 34 23 86 .7 87
Recreatiomst . 285 T3 32 5.9 85 1.9 '}
Masutactariog 506 16 88 1.8 14 1.7 31
Cammuting : 281 54 8 3.4 38 1.8 83
Gaveramant 242 43 87 1.3 73 3.0 82
Service \ 3 5.8 84 £3 74 1.5 72
Honspesisiiand 484 X & 2.8 72 1.3 17
Trancter ! TS 1.8 75 2.8 66 1t 67
Poesrty 535 3.2 71 8.5 53 4 84
Mining 145 21 83 2.1 &7 2.0 78
Low deasity 467 43 54 1.8 x5 28 88
Farming 556 1.3 47 .9 44 13 56
Total nummetropuitan 2,304 9 4 2.2 63 .7 76
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appears to be fallawing the path of decon-
cantrating, sithough ecanomis conditions
pradured a detour in the 18805, 12 s also
pessible that metro snd nonmetro aress
have reached a kind of equilthrium, sp that
shert-term chaages in the ecynomy, poli-
tics, und ealture could produce big shanges
in rigration patterns. ,

Since 1983, the pace of job growth in
aonmetro areas has baen faster than job
growth in meire areas, sccording to the
Eeonormic Kesearch Service, As a resuls,
young pevple living in rursl aress have
nad lass of aa incentive to go o tities o
find jobs. Alse, widespread concern about
crime, pollution, and povr-quality urban
sehools have persuaded rural vesidents to
$tay put while persuading some city resi-
dants 1o leave, ‘

Rursl businesses saw significans gains
in sales during the firss wave of the rursl
rehound, Wal-Mart, for example, besamae
the nasion's largest retaiier by expanding
rapidly in senmetropolitan areas through-
out the 1970s and 15805, In the 19905, rap-
idly growing rural aress are dealing with
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sew kinds of growth that vreate new
opperivnitivs for buvinesses,

Rurgl governmenta in areas of rapid
growth are more likely to axperience
fiseai erises as new, more sophisticated
residents demand higher levels of
servics. Private businesses may il
the gap by offering trunspertation,
education, and bealth rare where gov-
ernments cannot. Health cure is an
especially thorny problem far rural
retirenient areas, hacsuse doctars
zruf hospitals are still concentrated in
mzjne urban areas,

The deconcentration of America
could marginaily slow the growth of
lerge shopping malls while it helps
satalog and ondine retailers. Nimbie
retaiiers who uge demographic and
economic data o identily emerging
rursl growth centers will also ben-
efif.

Rural growth may alse creste new
kinds of political conflict. In statag
guch a5 Texas, Idabe, and Montang,
envirpamentaiists and old-timers are

£
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watching witk dismay as formerly open land
is carved up into Bh-ucre ranchattes, The
people Heing in these hotes are in the van.
guargd of a new trand, but the reeal rebound
ig rooted in an oid-fashicnsd Ameriean
dream-the dream of & better lifs in a new
land, »

Behind the Mambers In this article, the words “ra-
rod” and "neamatropoliian” are wsed interchangeably,
slong with the words “arban” and “metrapeliten.” Fig-

" ures on bkl pepaiation, births, deaths, snd net mi.

grauon cooe from the decennial censuyen snd thy
Fadoral-Btate Cooperstiva populniion estimsates se-
ties of the Censux Burean. The typology vsed 10 clas-
sy countiss by econnmic function was developsd by
the Fromamiz Hesearch Servies of the US. Depant
ment of Agricolture, The rezreationsi ciamifivation
wes Jeveloped by the authars, The 1843 dafinities of
wstropoiiten areas is used for al} peimts in time. A net
of B9 gguation shifled Som nonmateo 1o mutro slamss
batwezn the pravigus (1935 definition and 1993 so
she authdrs” comstent use of the 1983 definitian ve-
sultk in greaier nonmetyo loeses during the 15208 and
slower nonmetss gaing in the L990s, For more infor-
metion, contast Kenneth M. Johnses ac (3421 308-
3461 and Cabvin L. Beale st (202 219-0482, For s lovk
2t 1985.99 trends, see *The Hural Rebouad” Amers:
can Demogrophics, May 1352, pepe 24, For & map of
natuest decreane, sae “Birth Takes & Holiday,” March
1893, page 64.
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Witliarm A, Galston

Rural America in the 1990’s

‘! Trends and Choices

Shifts in the nationat anﬁ.intmatiami economies have reduced the
demand for primary W1.S. producis and eroded the comparative

advantage of rural America. New technologs

require less labor and

have mjﬁce& agriculture’s and manufacturing’s shares of rural jobs.

These trends restrict policy

options. The future of rural America

on the choices made among available options and the collective
action (political, civic, and market) used to implement those choices,

1

HE difficulties rural America experienced in the

198(Ys are in large measure the product of vast

shifts in the national and international econo-
mies. Three trends are prominent: increased produce
tivity and a decreased demand for labor, decreased
demand for {US. nonmetro-produced) primary prod-
ucts, and, finally, decreased government investment,
These changes determine available policy options and
recessitate the coordinated efforts of all levels of gove
errunent as well ag the private sector in determining
and implementing policy options. These trends are
briefly discussed below, followed by a prescriptive

solution. '

First, remendons advances in output have been ac-
compiished with evershrinking amounts of labor.

This is a familiar phenomenon in US. agrivulhure,
where productivity growth has resulted in a dedline in
farm aperator labor. However, somewhat less familiar
s that this laborsaving trend also exists in manufactur-

ing.

Second, pritmary products, the strength of rural econo-
mnies, are now a less significant share of the economy
because othet countries increased their agricuttural and
materials output in the 1970’s and 1980z, reducing
their demand for US. goods. Domestic demand for
primary proxducts has also declined because US. pro-
duction has shifted toward servicesector activities.

Finally, U5, investrnent has fallen behind that of our
major competitors, and future investment promises to
be hard to come by. Additional public funds will be

William Galston by curvently serving as Deputy Assistant o the
President for Damestic Pollcy. He is on leave from the University of
Msryland, College Fark, where hie is 2 professor in the Schoot of
Poblte Affairs. This ssticle is based on his speech ai a sonferanes
temmemonating the 3k snniversary of RS, Washingion, [X0, April
4, 1991, 1 represents his persanal views only and is not istendad s
& stetemenst of sdministrstion polivy.
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difficult to obtain, and pressures on (and struggles
over) existing resources will likely intensify. Conse-
quently, there i3 likely to be an increasing demand for
more efficient, less bureaucratic forma of publicsector
activity--a process David Osborne has called "reinvent-
ing povernmant”

As a result of these trends, and the need o compete
more effectively in the international economy, public
programs that can be justified as investments in long-
term productivity and growth will have a decided
edge. Rural strategies will have to be defended as
contributions to overall national well-being, not fust in
place-specific terms. National and local interests may
not always converge. For example, human capital
investment {a persorespecific strategy} makes eminent
sense &5 a national strategy, but it will not suoceed in
staunching the cutflow of trained young people from
rural communities unless rates of retumn to human
capital are simultaneously increased tn these communi-

ties {a place-specific strategy).

These broad trends imply that rural America has en-
tered 2 new em. The challenge in the 1990's is to
shape new strategies responsive to both enduring rural
redlities and changing national and global cireum-
stances.

Rural Comparative Advantage

To succeed, ruml development strategies must be built
on a realistic assessment of the rural comparative ad-
vantage. The development of raral America has his-
torically depended primarily on place-specific resource
advantages: land, timber, and minerals, The central
rural disadvantage-distance-~was overcome in part
by natura} features {for exampile, long, navigable rie-
ers}, and in part by publicly guided development of
communication and trangportation systems. Resource
advantages have not disappeared, but their significance

18
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has declined, given the chaﬁges in the structure of
production and demand. 1
In the 1960's and 197, ghe primary basis of rural
comparative advantage shifted from rescurces to fac-
tors such as cheap land, Jow.cost labor, relatively re-
laxedd reguiations, and weak or ronexistent unions,
Combirved with a new burst of public investment in
transportation {the inl:erstate highway system} these
aﬁmntages spurred a significant expansion of manu-
facturing in rural America: from 1960 t6 1980, the
rural share of manufacturing employment rose fmm 21
to Z7 percent.

L,
But these advantages, too) have been eroded by eco-
nomic change. The importance of land costs in plant

. kocation decisions has diminished, and in a global

marketplace with fully mobile capital, cheaper labor
can be found and employed outside US. borders.
Further, labor will likely continue to shrink as a com-
ponent of manufacturing costs, and, therefore, as a
determinant of production siting,

During the 1980', rural America entered its third
major phase. The kinds of natural characteristics re-
garded as “amenity values” by retirees, vacationers,
and certain businesses emerged as the chief new
source of rural comparative advantage. Rural places
with substantial locational assets have commanded the
Hon's share of nonmetro populatwn ard employment

gams.

Them is, however, a downside, The characteristics—
small populations and low densities-that give some
rural areas amenity value frequently limit opportuni-
ties for broad-based development. Three factors are
key. First, small size and low density make it diffi-
cult—in some cases impossible-to achieve significant
local diversification, leaving communities (and even
entire regions) highly vuinerable to downtums in their
prime economic base. I

Second, small population and low densities are corre-
lated with larger average distances between individu-
als and economic activities, raising conmmunication and
transportation costs. Third, population and density
may increase with successful amenity-based develop-
ment, thus eroding the area’s oniginal advantage.

Not surprisingly, nonmetro counties that ave adjpcent
o metro areas did better than remote counties during
the past decade. As Emery Castie notes, "the economic
weltare of the more sparsely populated areas is linked
with, and dependent upon, economic activity in the
more densely populated areas... It is not a coincidence
that the most prospercus rural areas Mave close eco-
nomic links with other parts of the world and the large
urban centers.” Thus, a gentral challenge for rural

16
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development in the 1990's will be to forge new kinds
of linkages between metropolitan areas and remote
communities. Absent such innovations, the prospects
for remote communities without significant natural
amenities are bleak,

Collective Action Fatlures

The foregoing may be misinterpreted as an argument
that the decline witnessed thmughout so much of rural

Ameriea in the past decade is the inevitsble conse-
guence of immutable national and international trends.

That is not my intention. | argue a more complicated
case: while these broad trends do set the agenda and
restrict aptions, the outcomes for rural areas reflect the
cholces made among available options, as well as the
forms of collective action used to implement these
choices.

. Rural Development Perspechives, vol. 8, no. 1



In modern societies, there are, broadly speaking, three
principal ways in which individuals can organize
themselves collectively to get things done. The oldest
of these is politics, the sphere of authority in which
the legitimacy, office, persuasiveness, or power of
soma peaple induces others to accept their judgment
and command as the basis of action. A secondd sphere,
the market has emerged since the 18th century, The
market is governed by the principle of exchange;
transactions that leave all parties better off {as they
themselves define their owniwell-being) than they
were before. The third sphere is civil society, Civil
society encompasses all voluntary associations based
on shared principles, loyalmes, or sentiments:. families,
churches, neighborhood groups, nonprofit or charitable
organizations, and so forth. E

Like the market, civil society can exist only if the
sphere of politics refrains from occupying the toality
of available social space. Markets and civil societies
are thus linked to what may be called the liberal prin-
ciple, that government should {for reasons of efficacy
as well a5 morality) be iimxied in crucial respects.

Market forces, on balance, di(i not promote rural devel-
opment during the 1980's, and the unchecked market's
indifference 1o issuss of spatial distribution was no-
where more dearly demonstrated. Nor, in spite of
heroic efforts, was rural civil society able to address
effectively the problems with which it was confronted.
Churches, communities, and support groups minis-
tered to distress and occasionally warded off worse
case outcomes, but without reversing underlyirng nega-
tive trands. The public sectdr did no better: in spite of
unprecedented spending on programs regarded as

"rural,” the Federal Government did almoest nothing to
improve the long-term pmspects of rural families and
communities,

fames Bonnen has argued tigat US. rural policy is a
clagsic example of Government faiture. The reason, he
contensds, is that over the past century the palitical
econamy of mural America was institutionalized around
key industries rather than conwnunities. For rouch of
the period, this political configuration was not too
darcaging. But in the crisis of the Great Depression,
Congress created legislation that, for the most part,
provides] selective support 1o specific groups, usually
agricultural. This evoked a mobilization of agricultural
taterest groups to defend and expand public benefits
fas Anare Krueger's model predicts} at precisely the

time that the agricuitural sector was rapidly shrm&ing

as a percentage of rural population and economic

output. The result has beenithe domination of national |

rural policy by an increasingly narrow and unrepresen-
tative segment of rural America.

!
|
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The inadequacy of rural political institutions has been
exacerbated by population mobility. As rural residents
leave their communities in search of opportunity else-
where, the rural papulation declines as a percentage of
the total population, reducing its representation in
State and national legisiative bodies. This rend was
accelerated by the ane-person, one-voie Supreme {ourt
decisions of the 1960's, which left the U5, Senate as
the last bastios of rural representation.

Another ronsequence of population mobility is less
obvious, but just as important: the weakening of inter-
na! forces pushing for change. As Albert Hirschman
has argued, "exit” and "voice” constitute the two major
forms of response to prganizational decline, Individu-
als dissatisfied with the performance of firms or com-
munities can choose either o Ipave or to stay and
speak out for reform. The problem is that the avail-
ability of the exit option tends 10 inhibit the develop-
ment of effective voice. Exit serves as a safety valve
that removes the most energetic and upwardly mobile
memberns of the community, leaving behind a stratified
mix of those who are relatively satisfied with the status
quo and those (0o old, weak, or downtrodden to mus-
ter an effective protest against it. (A mumber of studies
suggest that the portions of Europe with the highest
rates of outmigration during the 13th century were less
prone than others o social protest and violence.}

One difficulty, particularly amite in the US, context, is
that voice—collective action through politics—is labor-
intensive over an extended period and typically re-
quires cotrdinated action with others, while exitis a
once-and-for-all act that can be performed by isolated
persons or families. Effective voice faces special imyv
pediments in a country whose public culture celebrates
mobility and individualism. Stll, an indtial display of
political effectiveness can serve as a magnet, inducing
some who would otherwise leave to believe in the
possibility of local improvement. This suggests that
"public entreprencurship” must play a key role in the

. revitalization of mirs! America.

Conclusions

+

. The future of rural America is determined by a sef of

structural facts and by public choices made within thai
structure, Analysis poes astray if either of these faciors
is ignored. We must not overlook the powerful na-
tional and international winds row buffeting so many
rural commanities, but neither should we slight the
ways in which, even in the face of these inhospitable
conditions, skilled hands at the public helm can smizzi
Iy tack and move forward,

In this complex interplay between structure and agen-

¢y, it is important to maintain the distinction between
::w-im! trends and micro-level cholces. What is

i7



true in the aggregate may not be valid for individua
comnmunities. For example, within an gverall pattern
of sectoral stagnation, opportunities for local growth
may nonetheless persist. A sounder understanding of
broad developments will create a context in which |
policy analysts and local decisionmalkers can more
realistically evaluate the odds of success for each of the
options before them. Rural communities need not
always "go with the flow,” but they should at least
undefstand the nature of that flow.

! .
Consequen:es 'for Research and Public Policy

The pressures of mtemanonal competition require
productivity increases in agriculture, natural resources,
and menufacturing; reducing employment in these
traditional economic secters.  To maintain and expand
the rural job base, Tocal communities and national
policy must turn increasingly toward the substantially

" nontraded sectors of the economy, such as services for

the retiring elderly, tourism, and the siting of Govern-
ment activiies, This new emphasis is consistent with
the shift of rural comparative advantage to a third
phase, one that emphasizes amenity values rather than
natural resources m the costs of production.

ﬁwﬁmiaisisafﬁw;mbﬁcspm‘whmh has now
spread to every level of the Federal system, means that

large new rural programs are unlikely and that contin-

uing pressure on existing programs is inevitable. This
is a situation that cries ont for innovation in the basic
structure of public action. Govemment programs must
increasingly employ costeffective, nonbureaucratic
mechanisms, and they must discriminately use public
resources to catalyze action in the private sector and in
rural communities.” As one analyst has put i, govern-
ment in &se 1990’5 can steer the boat, but it cannot
row.

The continuing, pemaps even enhanced, importance of
rural linkages o meétro areas means that efforts must
be intensified to find effective functional substitutes.
Hopes for greater spatial dispersion of the service sec-
tor have proven overly optimistic. Roral policy in the
1990's mast focus on sectors, such as ‘advanced tele
communications, that can give rural conwnunities more
compiete, timely acdess 1o information and lower exist-
ing barriers to fuller rural participation in the most
vigorously growing parts of the economy.

The emerging importance of size for community
health, even cam&?niiy survival, suggests that instity-

i
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tional change i5 essential. Small rnural communities
must seek to break down political boundaries and
form new cooparative political units for education,
service delivery, and public entrepreneurship—units
that more closely correspond to the real scope of con-
temnporary rural economic and sodal life. Recent
trends suggest that only through such consolidation
can many of the smallest communities hope o survive.

The progressive globalization of advanced economies
has led many analysts to conclude that the skills and
cumulative learning of the workforce are the new keys
to competitiveness, the real sources of the "wealth of
nations” in the next century. While there is debate as
to the rate al which new or enhanced workforce skills
will have to come onstream, the basic conjecture is
widely accepted. It does not follow, however, that
what enhances national wealth will necessarily benefit
particular subnational regions. There are many rea-

sons for Jocal cormrmunities and the Faderal Govern-

ment to embark on a new partnership to.upgrade
education and training. But rural communities should
be under no illusion that such initiatives by themselves
will create local job opportunities amd stem the outflow

of young people.
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The Political E{:oxmmy of U.S. Rural Policy:

An Exploration of the Past with Strategies for the Future

Why has a coherent, successful policy address-
ing modem rural problems never been created inthe
United States? What are the current obstacles to rural
policy? What posszbie strategies and coalitions might
hold promise for develnpmg a US. rural policy?
These questions will be addressed in 2 political-
economy focus on interest group development,
behavior, and role in U.S. rural policy. The purpose
of this paper is to develop 2 strategic sense of the
terrain of rural dwciaganmt policy. Such strategic
uriderstarding is zmc of the most important missing
ingrecients i 1.8, rwal policy. This paper argues,
contrary to Reagan era policies, that a national rural
policy of some sort is needed today. -

Understanding ﬁé.'“ Past
}

in the middle of the 19th century, the United
States made a national policy choice forrural America.
We chose 1o invest major public resources in the
development and welfare of the farm sector. This
effort was calculated to prevent markes forces from
pushing “independent” American farmers back into
& rural peasamt socicty. The 1%th century United
States was 3 rapidly growing industrial and, increas-
ingly, urban nation. In the course of tis growth, the
terms of trade between agriculture aad the
nonagricultural sc(::a: inevitably tumed against agri-
culture, and the wgeifare of those in agricuiture

+ .
1 am grently indebied o William P. Browne for discussing this
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knowledge of US. interest groups, snd finsdly, for 2 criiical
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lagged further and further behind the rest of society
{Anderson, 1987} Nineteenthcentury urban indus-
trial incomes and productivity were rising, and with
them came 2 middie-class fear that the American
farmer wouid be forced into a low level of welfare,
indeed, into a European-style peasant-class existe
ence. Middle-class professionals believed that such
a situation wotitd undermine the Republic's demo-
cratic institutions, which, in turn, would threaten the
growing middie class (Bonnen, 1987, pp. 268-271).

The Agrarian Transformation
Thus, we invested in the improved productivity
and welfare of farmers. To do this, we created new

+ mstitutions. A national system of state land grant

colleges was founded by the Mormill Act of 1862 10
educate farmers (be rurzl “working cass™) and
mechanics (the urban working class). In the same
year, the U.S. Department of Agriculiure (USDA) was
established, and the original Homestead Act passed.
The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 and the Home-
stead Acis established a settlement patern and
distribvuted property rights in 2 manner (¢ assure
rapid settlement of the land with fee-simple titles in
the hands of many "indepeadent” farmers (Osbourn,
1988), Natiopwide agricuitural research {1887) and
extension (1914) institutions were evertually added
to the land grmnt sygem. land reclamation and
drainage were encoumged by laws and new institu-
tionai arrangements, We invested in the basic infra-

" structure of agriculture, developing institutions and

programs for rural free delivery of mail, rurai roads,

 gommon marke standards for farm products, and,

lmez, rural electrification, seil conservation, and
long-term, intermedinte and short-term farm credit—
all through national policy (Bonnen, 1987, p. 286},
Public policy was used to create a sucgessful eural
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elite, bullt around farming and other related agricul-
tural industrics. :

The fundamental force behind agrarian eco-
nomic development is compelling. It accompanies
successful industrial development in all industrial
nations. Fzilure 1o improve the productivity of farm-

ing prevents the transfer of fabor and capital from the

agrarian sector and eventually constrains, if not halts,
industrialization. As the nonfarm sector grows, the
demand for labor aceelerates (outrunning popula-
tion growth), labor and capital costs rise, the nation
loses its competitive edge in trade and its economic
growtt: slows--if there is no movement of labor and

- capital from farming to urban, industrial employ-

ment, Thus, not only is an agrarian transformation
absolutely inevitable in a2 successfully developed
raation, bmzmomthc consequent problems of the
transformed rural mmmunﬁy ieft behind,

What are these problems? Continued improve-
ment in the productivity of farming, with low price
and income elasticities and competitive markets
for farm commodities, inevitably means that fewer
and fewer farmers are needed to provide x growing
suppty of food. This economic transformation cre-
ates the social dilemmas and value conflicts that we
now face in American agriculture. National policy
has increased farm productivity, but political
rhetoric, since World War 11, has also promised o
save all family farms while assuring good incomes
for all. Those farmers whio have the Jeast financial
strength or are least efficient and adaptable 1o the
new technologies and new institutions eventually
leave agricuhure for other employment. In effect,
we have forced the potential peasants to the city or
at least to other employment. Most of these people
{but not all) improved their level of welfare beyond

what they experienced in farming, The next genera-
* tion after migration often had access 1o improved

education and employment. Despite agrarion rheto-
ric to the contrary, most migrants moved 10 seek
greater opponiunities elsewhere, and not begause
of farm foreclosures by evil bankcr-; or the lass of
iobs 1o technology, -

What did not happen, however, was the devel-
opmernt of rural political instinwtions and economic
structures independent of farming andd agriculture.
Farestry and mining should perhips be inciuded
with farming in this generalization. The political
economy of rural America was thus organized
around agricuiture, and o a lesser degree, forestry

and mining. Only farming was controlled locally.
These industries became the power centers of late
19th-and early 20th-century rural America, All three
were natural resource-based industries. Most public
policies created in this period were not focused or
rural communities or peopie but were indastrial
policies. Our concern in the 19th century was for
conguerning the continent and expiciting the great -
bounty of resources then unconguered and under-
developed. We paid litle or no public policy at-
tention 1o rural communities, their mstitutions and
people, or 1o the environment. This is not what the
agrarians wanted. Until the Great Depression, farm-
ers were generally reluctant, uncomprehending par-
ticipants in most of the policies imposed on them by
the karper society (Scomt, 1970).

Berween 1920 and 1978, 41 million people
migrated from US. farms—31 million sinte 1940
alone (Historical Statistics, p. 457; Statistical Abstract,
. 649}, But that movement was not just a transfer of
population. The agrarian transformation disorga-
nized rural America, eroding the base of the human
arxd institutional resources of these rural communi-
ties, including political structures, smalltown busi-
nesses, churches and schools. This transformation
first focused power in fanmer organizations and
interest groups and then, with the decline of the
agrarian secor, left behind rural communities
whose basic institutions were underdeveloped and
weak. No empowered rural community political

institutions or interest groups developed as the farm

sector declined.

Such a radical transformation of the institutional
structure of rural America might have created n clear-
eyed understanding of the resulting rural community
problems, resulting in some policy response. But it
did not. This fatlure is partly caused by the lack of

+ wellorganized rural community institutions in the

state, region; and nation 1o provide a voice for rural
socicty. The failure is also pantly caused hy an
agrarian fundamentalism, which whatever its origi-
nal validity, is today 2 myth promaoied by cynical
farm interests (ncluding many advocstes of glterna-
tive agriculture), andd by the media (Mantmaequet,
1989, Davis, 1935, Griswold, 1948}, Even countey mau-
sic (especially sinpers such as Johnny Cuash and
Willie Nelson) promotes agrarian Fundamentalism,
as Famm Aid concents have demonstrated. These
songs usually project g romanticized rural landscape

tnhizbited only by farmers on their Eirms. The reslity
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of rural life is distorted, and the trahsformation of
rural society has thus remained obscured and misun-
derstood by the larger society.

1.8, agratian policy has also undergone a major
transformation during the period since the mid-1%th
cemury. Until the Great Depression, most legisiation
enacted 10 support rural society {that is, agricultuere)
was general sovial legisiation. This legistation cre-
ated primanly public goods that were made avaiabie
10 all members of rural society. During the Geeat
Depression, however, general social legislation was
pushed into the background as Congress created the
Agriculiural Adjustment Act of 1933 and other spe-
cialized pieces of farm legislation that provided
mainly sclective goods. Selective goods provide
material benefits only to specific groups in socety,
This legisiative change had 3 greal impact.

% -

Interest Group Formation and Public Policy

In the 19th century, farmer organizations were
expressive, having only the comunon emotional or
vaiue ties of their vocation to hold them together.
Such organizations tended to be unstuibie and short-
lived, even though some were influential for brief
periods in the fate 19%th century, when decades of
depressed prices createsd a farm revolt in the form
of the Populist movement. This radical political
movement lead to the first antitrust legisiation and
o the regulation of U.S. milroads {Hicks,1961).
When legislation is enacted that provides specific
benefits to limited groups, such as farmers or even,
only wheat fapmers, and when those selective
goocds substantially affect the welfare of that group,
a sufficient incentive is also created for organizing
permanent, stable, interest groups, Such groups
appeares] after the Agricultural Adjustment Acts of
1933 and 1938, Wheat farmers and other famm
commodity producers were already organized, but
these were seif-help organizations devated mostly
to communicating with other farmers and © im-
proving farm productivity. These groups had little
or no refationship to government or public policy,
With the introduction of national commodity legis-
tation, these organizations quickly developed anew
purpose and a national presence i Washington,
D.C. They began to panticipate in policy formation

because each commodity group’s welfare wis so-

directly and significantly affected by commaodity
policy decisions made in Congress and the U8,
Depuarntment of Agriculture. Agrarian palicy has not

L

been the same since. Farm iterest groups have
become active policy participants, and the expres-
sion of ntense interest in agricultural policy has
narrowed largely to commodity policy since the
farm legisiation of the 1930s (Bonnen, 19803

Thus from the mid-19th century on, farm policy
has been eguated with rural policy. The political
players at the national level have undersiood them-
selves (o be improving rural Jife when they im-
proved farm welfare. This belief was not unrenson-
able when farm people were 50 to 90 percent of the
rural population and accounted for 2 similar share
of rural economic activity. B, today farm residents
aceount for fess than 8 percent of the rusnl popula-
tion, and the earlier belief is no longer reasonable.
Still, this belief will continue 10 deflect concem from
other dimensions of rural community welfare as
long as the power structure of rural society is .
dominated by narrow agricultural interests, and as
iong as almost all national support for rueal instit-
tions is focused on agrarian interests. Commaodity
interest groups and thelr contentious partaers in
agribusiness and the general farm organizations
have dominated what passes for rural policy since
the Great Depression. Because agrarian interests
dominate the existing institutional structure, rural
communities have great difficulty in getting their
issues on the agenda and expressing effectively any
other voice for rural policy. Govemors and various
rural professional organizations express periodic
concerns about rural community welfare, but rural
community interests have not effectively organized.
The executive branch and Congress have joined in
close partnership with these agricultural interests to
manage the agrarian policies created since the
1930s (Bonnen and Browne, 1990} This partner-
ship has institutionalized an agrarian voice for rural
America that effectively excludes other rural com-
munity interests.,

The Media's Role :

in the period since Word War 11, the medis have
become important participants in the policy process
affecting the cutcomes of U.3. policy. The farm crisis
of the early 1980s Jeading up to the passage of the
Farm Security Act of 1985 provided insight into the

< role of the media. The media influenced the public

perception of an economic and social erisis of rural
Atnerica in several ways. The medhia focused simost
exclusively on famms and on farm problems and
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created a distorted image of rural Jife, in tum

distorting the problem that policy was expecied to
address. The ulimate media event was one in which
several prominent actresses, who had recently starred
in movies celebrating the agrarian myth, testified in
Congress on farm policy. Jane Forda told Congress
that farmers were in the worst shape they had been
since ber father starred “In the Grapes of Wrath.”
Jessica lange shed copious tears for the demise of
small farmers in Mirmesota where she grew up, and

Sissy Spacek added the credibility of a good East |

Texas ¢country accenl ®© an otherwise urban-ac
cented chorus. CBS News subseguently produced 2
series featuring the farm crisis that aired during its
regular newscast. The series projected the values of
agrarian fundamentalism and focused entirely on
agricuiture and farmers, ignoring the problems of the
majority of people anempting 10 survive in 2 de-
pressed rural America,

But, the media are more dupes than villains in
this dramz. The ideological roaring of facually self-
confused but righteous agrarian advocacy groups
and radical new farm organizations drew the media's
attention to the rural crisis. Because the rape of these
groups took the classic agrarian fundamentalist form
of “save the family farm” from being gobbled up by
evil bankers and corporate America, the media, in
producing their 3G-second spots for television, be-
came fxated on farm auctions, crying farm wives,
heautiful sunsets, and tranqmi rural landscapes. The
public was transfixed, and'despite the largest peace-
time federal budget deficit iy history, opinton polls
surged with support for saving the family farm with
more public dollars {CBS, Plissner, 1987).

Traditional commodity and commercial agricul-

wral interests (which had been very quist up to this

point) proceeded to wrap ﬁamﬁv&s in these sym-
tols of the agrarian myth o conveniently provided
hy advocacy groups and the media, Traditional farm
interests cynically exploited this distorted public
sense of orisis to extract more of the usual public
subsidies for commercial agriculture from the 1985
farm legisiation. The farm groups behaved in what
they saw as a perfectly rational manner (Browne,
1088, ¢h. 4 and 5).

Althongh an increasing number of highly tever-
agedd fammers were in trouble, and the migration out
of rural America in the search for better economic
oppurunities had begun anew in the 19808 (after
tempurrily reversing in the [l:ne. 197083, the flow was

i
|

primarily of rural residents who did notlive on farms.
The rural distress of the 1980s was only partially
caused by the foss of sconomic welfare among

- farmers. The globalization of intemational commod.-

ity markets and the resulting competition are now
affecting the employment potenual of many firms in
rural America. For a decade, U5, monetary policy
and the slow economic prowth of the nation have
also hurt rural community employment. Except
where buoyed by a spiliover of growth from adjacent
metro areas or by recreation and retirement commmu-
nity growth, rural America s now in decline—awith
little or no national policy response.

The Current Obstacies to Rural Policy

What is the nature of the rural policy probiem
and its political context today? What are the obstacles
todaytodevelopment of a U.S. rural policy (Swanson,
198977 Agricultural institutions and their power struc-
ture dominate rural policy, and the meclia consis-
ently. communicate to the American public an
sgrariac myth of an idealized rural society populated
only by farm families, feed stores, and implemnent
dealers. Thus; as lang as farmers are doing all righy,
everything is fine in mural America. No vision of rural
America is needed; we have an agrarian vision, even
though it has litle relationship to the reality of
modern rural life or ‘even o the s of wxday's
agricuiture. In such a context, politicians in the

~Congress and, indeed, in most state legislatures

igriore rural sockety ankd want concrete prescriptions
backed up by evidence of political suppont before
addressing issues of rurai communities. They want
hoth 2 clear definition of any nonfamm rural problem
anct 2 persuasive prescription for what to do abowt
it. This means that Congress does not have any

« coherent vision with respectto rural society, After all,

*rural” is “farm,” and Congress has dene and contin-
uzs to do enouph {indeed, many congressmen
believe, more than enough) for farmers. For similar
reasons, neither the US. Depantment of Agriculture

.‘nor the President generally feel any need to have a

policy position or o take action on rural policy. It's
already mken care of !

It makes a difference what the public helisves:
what it believes about facts as well as about values,
These beliefs become suppons for, or obstacles w, -
specific policy goals, Besides the dominant image of
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i
rural as agricultural, usban people tend to value the
rural landscape ‘as an atractive place to visit, in
which to recreate and redax. This image holds a
positive potential for political suppon of raral com-
munity issues. However, at present urban people
probably do not consciously associate an attractive
rural iandscape and its recreation potential with rural
nonfarm people and their problems.

The factor that hardens public misperceptions
of rural society into political concrete is that there
are no well-organized national interest groups with
significant influence that focus on rural community
issues, This satuaucn is a by-product of the lack of
a viable institutional structure for rural society and
of the current concentration of rural power in farm
interest groups and institutions. A few vocal rural {in
conteast to agricultural} advocacy groups exist, but
they have never developed much real political
clout. During the Reagan Administration, most faded
away, some completely. A select few have obtained
some resources from foundation sources i recent
years and are now more active and visible again.
But, so far, this has had litle apparent effect on :hc
policy process, ?

A MultipHcity oj’ Obstacles

In the literature, the lack of a political base for
modem rural policy is attributed to many sources,
One suggested source is the heterogeneity of ooo-
nomic and social: conditions and value beliefs in

rural America. Anoi?mr is the basic weaknesses of .

focal units of gnvmmm& Even though these units
have grown substantmiiy since Werld War 11, de.
mancl for services has grown faster. But, such a lack
of political base contributes to the larger socisty's
misconceptions about the nature and needs of rural
society, 1o the confusion of agrarian with rumal, and
romandticizing farm life. In addition, farm interest
groups have gsmampteti the rural political process.
Also, in the post-World War I period, the growing
interdependence of nonmetropolitan o meuo-
politan markets and, more recently, global markets
fave blurred the 'identity of what is rural and
has made more complex the construcrion of any
vision of rural policy. Such factors are among the
major reasons commaonty given in the fiterature for

the lack of a coherent political base for LS, rural’

policy. As William Nagle puis it sl policy is
"3 policy in search of a wmzzmmcy (1584,
p. 233

N

American and Rural Vailues

American, and more especially rural, values do
not suppornt collective action even at Jocal levels.
Nowhere is'rugged individualism stronger than in
rural America. Individualism at its worst leads to
violence as a means for resolving conflicts, betiavior
which we have romanticized and made heroic inthe
westem movie and on TV where, of course, the good
guys always win. This interpretation is impostant,
because Americans now seem 1o learn most of their
history from the entertainment media (The real
history of naral America, and particularly the frontier,
demornsteates that it is the powerful who usually win,
arxd that they are not always the guys with the ehite
hrats.) Rugped individualism is equated with freedom
and tiberty (for those with power}, both as values
and as constitutional rights. Such beliefs support the
strong American commitment (0 the economic value
of free enterprise. This strong value set must be
partly overcome ¢ achieve collective action.

Reinforcing and extending these values are the
19ih-century decisions of the Supreme Cournt estab-
lishing the practice in which property rights are
assigned in fee simple. When propeny is wansferred,
few, if any, rights are reserved, either by the selleror
by the comnunity unless such rights are made
explicit in the contract of transfer. Thie main excep-
tions involve local zoning ordinances, some govermn-
ment regutations, and the vse of eminent domain to
condemn propenty for public or quasi-public pur-
poses. More recently, regulation and 2ouing con-
straints have become more onerous as population
pressures have increased and with the development
of more complex technologies which endanger
people, the food chain, and the environment, Ney-

. ertheless, the absolute atlocation of property rights

in the United States remains common practice and
often creates obstacles w-collective action. For
example, the expectations governing properny rights
for real property have heen extended to public and
private services and o govemment program ben-
efits, Many people suppose that anything that has
been allocated by government has been aliocated
in perpewiity and is part of some social contract.
Theése rights and expectations create large transac-
tion costs that must be overcome or compensated
when policies are changed. .

Collective action, however, inthe fmm of federal
subsidies and public investments ancd progmms was
critically important to the origing! development of
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the nation, for example, in the construction of
highways, waterways, and the rallroads. In the
development of US, agriculture, some have said that
*“we socialized the costs and privatized the benefits.”
These public invesiments were complements fo
private sector investments. Public investments made
faster growth possibie with higher rates of returm on

. private investments than would otherwise have been

the case, and in some cases, prevented returns so
negative and so sustained that private investment
never would have occurred. Largescale nfrastruc-
ture investments especially required public spend-
ing. 1.5, laws and other institutions were so tited 10
favor exploitation of resources that it became very
difficult to deflecy privaie sector investors (specula
tors) cither through collective action or litigation.
The values of agrarian fundamentalism and the
romantic image of rural life as an ideal society also
stood in the way of collective action on roral policy,
for reasons cited above.

Rural Development in # Federal System?

Today, an additional barrier to an effective
rural development policy is the lack of adequate

- vertical linkages among various levels of govern-

ment. Although rural éconmic problems are pre-
dominately location-specific, requiring any national
policyto be tailored 1o Jocal needs, underdeveloped
rural areas ultimately have an effect on the eco-
nomic welfare of ¢itizens beyond the boundaries of
any local government. Rural education, for ex-
ample, can impose 2 distorted distribution of costs
when graduates of rural schools migrate 1o other
states in search of better economic opportunities.
When an adequate sducation is exported the rural
community loses human capital 1o the students’
new home state. But, if the rural school under-
invests in education, it not only loses some of its
human capital but the recipient staie may be foreed
to bear the cost of an inadequately educated work
force (Tweeien, 1988, pp. 103-111). Given the
many jurisdictions of ‘national, state, and local
government which rural public services affect, the
henefits of any rural development policy {or, the
costs of continued rural underdevelopment) will be
widely shared throughout American society. This
multiplicity of jurisdictions bas both political and
LCONUMIC CONSEGUENCES.

The lack of a coordinated national, state, and
local organizing effont for 2 rural deveiopment
policy provides farm commodity interest groups
with an immediate political advantage. Farm inter-
ests are able to portray rural development 3s a one-
dimensional issue (it will be spived by maximizing
farm program spendmg) and can concentrate on
one evel of government {national) to promoic their
agenda. But, broader rural issues can only be
addressed by multiple tevels of government, thereby
creating high transaction costs for developing a
broad romi policy. As 3 result, farm interests are able
to promote a narrow agenda, and the wider rural
agenda is neglected.

This multiplicity of jurisdictions and consequent
spillovers requires the various levels of goveroment
to develop a coordinated system for sharing the costs
of a rural development policy. If there is truly 2
national interest in promoting the economic health
of rural areas, then the costs of restoring such health
must be shared in an equitable manner by national,
state, and local governments. Ironically a model of
such a cost-sharing program is provided by the
success of the agricultural programs of the land
grant system, -

-Part of the penius of the land grant system was
that it was the prototype of subsecquent cost-sharing
systems. To the extent that federal dollars matched
cach state dollar spent on agriculiural sesearch and

. extension, the national government intermalized most

of the spillover of benefits created by state-lavel

‘rescarch. Thus, the Government promoted the de-

velopment of a coherent rational research policy—
one that addressed local research needs and pro-
vided an adequate level of research invesiment
nationaily. Ina federal system of government, public
service benefits often accrue 1o persons ouside the
immediate jurigdiction in which the service 8 pro-
vided. Without 2 cost-sharing system to internalize
these benefits, local jurisdictions have fittle incentive
1o providie 2 sacially optimal level of investment in
such public services. Withowt such 2 cost-sharing
system, the establishment of a rural development
poticy that is both location-specific and national in
scope is unlikely to ocur,

The eight years of the Reagan Administration’s
*new federalism™ was inteliecually confused and
probably destructive of the society's larger interests.
This “new federalism” held that there was no legiti-
sute antional role in rurpl policy, and that lecation-
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specific scononiic development was a state and local
responsibility as was the provision of a safety net for
the poor (such as Aid for Dependent Children and
the Food Stamp programl. Federal roles were de-
volved to the states. But, categorical grants 1o states
and jpcal gc}vcrmnzms were consolidated into block
grams, and zhen block grants were subsequently
eliminated. ’I‘hus the Reagan new federalism was
littte more thanjan effort W dismantle the existing
coordinated structure of fisezl federalism by elimi-
nating the role of national govermnment (Conlan,
1988). Such a procmiwc runs completely counterto
the current state of knowledge on fiscal federalism in
the public finance literature. How responsibilities
should be distributed and what the appropriate
funding devices should be are reasonable questions,
which are in part political and in part empirical
economic guestions about the existence and nature
of spillovers from one jurisdiction to another.

Lack of Intense Rural Interests

" Rural development lacks an effective political
base, not only at the national level, bt also at state
and local levels, In the political landscape of rural
America, we do not find many already-organized,
concmtzzted mmrcsxs As a consequence, there are
few influential mtcrcsst groups working for rural
communities, cv;n at local and state levels, The
cause for this lack can be found in the historicat
development of m;cresi groups. Almost all interest
groups are formed when an intense interest flows
from lasrge-scale private sector activity benefitting
or injuring specific groups or, more frequently,
following federal or state programs that create
major selective bcncﬁts for or impose significant
LOSIA ON) SOIne mall identifiable group. The cre-
ation of the program providing significant selective

benefits {or cests) creates an intense interest, which -

leads to organization. But, so few public programs
have been created for rural America that very few
well-organized mterests have arisen, and even rarer

- are those orgamz.cd at both the state and federal

levels, Also, due to the diversity of rural society
there is no closely related bundle of issues to which
most rural pecpié responcd, arourd which they
might be Q:’gamzcd Thus, there is no natural

constitnency awund which to form a broad-hased

Faral interest grzcm;}
In ucldition, local politicians today reflect the

“current diversity of rural and state interesis. Few

:

]
i
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commonalities of interest exist among such leaders,
making i hard for them to organize arcund any
issues and all-but-impossible to organize around
broader, more general subjects. At the local level,
the politician typically faces conflicts among rural
interests, At the state and national level, politicians
typically represerns, at the same time, both rural and
urban imerests. Such a situation creates very com-
piex politics and makes it difficult to build the
political base to represent rural interests.

Even those interests that have successfully cre-
ated national, state and/or lecal organizations usu-
ally face such diverse views internailly, so that there
are few issues that bind them topether. But, some
organizations do already exist with relevance to rural
society. There are, for example, the National Asso-
ciation of Towns and Townships, the National Asso-
cigtion of Counties, the National Governors’ Associa-
tion, and the National Conference of State Legisia.
tors, plus many professional associations organized
around common local and state elected or appointed
positions, such as shenffs, mayoss, police chicfs,
planning officials, attorneys general, and so forth,
Since these groups also have diverse views and
perceive a relatively limited overlap of interests, they
also have great difficulty scting in concert. Thus, the
transaction costs of informing a decision, negotiating
an agreement, aad enforcement in organizing such
groups are high, and there is litle w hold even
narrow-issuc-oriented coalitions together. And, the
old-style broad coalitions of earlier yezrs have now
effectively disappeared from the national scene
{Browne, 1090),

Major groups with an intense and neady exclu-
sive interest in rural society include the National
Rural Electric Cooperatives Association (NRECA)
and the National Rural Heaith Association (NRHA).
The demand for electricity in rural areas is de-
pendient on economic development, and thus the
rural electric cooperatives are dependent on that

. growth for their own economic vitality, NRECA

focuses its support on infrastructuce and recruiting
industry 1o rural aress. This is an exampie of a
aational program (the Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration) established by Congress to provide selec-
tive benefits not just for farmers but for eural
communities and all their people, aroum] which
there is now an interest-group organization (NAREC)
that is relatively strong, NRECA leadership's views
have varied over the vears, and their leuders have
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found very few allies éiongside whom to fight the
rural develcpment wars, The other imerest group
with an exclusive rural constituency is the relatively

new, and still developing, NRHA. Much of the

impewss for NRHA comes from the long-standing
discrimination agamzzimrzi prople n payment
schedules for Mtzizcarc

w

Stmtcgiﬁ forthe Fm

Having suggested :hz: many obstacies that lie in
the way of effective rural policy, we will now ask
what possible strategies and coalition tactics hold
some pIomise, '

i
Some Conceptual Notions

Any recommendation for action and any deci-
SIoN 10 2Tt is prescriptive, Prescriplive stalements ane
“ought” or “should” statements, and any claim about

what we “should” do contains some set of persuasive |

betiefs about values (value knowledge). In addition,
ali such statements contain some set of persuasive
beliefs about factual knowledge, “relatively vatue-
free knowiedge,” that also supprts the prescribed
end in view. These two types of knowledge are

- processed thwough the decision rules that govem

policy making 1o produce a prescriptive statement.
Decision ruies, in tum, are made by the power that
currently dominates the relevane decision making

process. All 100 frequently, we identify only part of

this process as a2 prerequisite for policy action
{Johnson, 1988, pp. 5463, 34-103).

Historical pattems of majar (not minor) policy
mnovations demonstrate three distinet stages. Inthe
first of the three stages, a problem is broadly defined,
and an ideology or value system that supports the
genernt goal of creating rural policy is developed
This s1ep is necessary 1o persuade the public and the
power elite that a problem exists and that we ought
1w do something about i~indeed, that we have 2
moral obligation to act, Involved here are both kinds
aofknovwiedge, value knowledpe and relatively value.
free knowledge, in a strong prescriptive and ideolug-
ical form. This stage finds 2 growing public profes-
sion of faith in the moral necessity of a rural policy,
the need 10 convert the heathen—the unbelievers,

This stage is evident at the start of the nearly two-

decade-tony debate prcccchng the Agricvdwral Ad-
justment At of 1933 (AAA}, as well as a the

beginning of the long effors leading 1o the Soil
Conservation Ac¢t and other major innovations in
policy. In these cases, an adequate base of supporn
was lacking from which so large 2 policy chanpe
could have been mounted; the prerequisites were
not in place. That is the situation today in rural
policy. If thene is 10 be 7 future rural policy separate
from agriculiure, we must go through the three
stages for establishing an effective policy innovation.
Most major changes in sociztal commitments are
preceded by such a recognizable social movement.
But, many academics, especially those inclined to-
ward Jogical positivisim, do not recognize the need
for this first stage, since it is vaiue dominated,

After sufficient commitment has been mobilized,
asecond stage is reached in which the believers say,
*OK, we agree on the necessity for rural policy, and
we have mobiltzed enough societal support to get
moving. What are the realistic aliernatives foraction?
What are the alternative policy actions that might be
followed 10 achieve our agreed-on but still broadly
defined goal? This stage is primavrily an analytic and -
educational one, although it, like the first, Canalso he
one of great conflict. The second stage involves order-
ing thie expected costs and benefits of altemative paths
for action. After sufficient time has been spent ex-
ANNING OPXKAS, OO OPtIoN OF—MOre COmMMOry v
some combination of several options will evolve as
the most desirable, and a choice will be made.

At this point, the third stage s reached. In this
stage, specific legislation isdesigned, Iobbied through
the Congress or state lepisiature, and carried out. The
questions then arise, *What details do we put intothe
legistation? What organizations (for example, insti-
tutions) and what resources ¢o we create to impie-
ment our choice?

During this entire period, the scope of the debate
is steadily narrowed, increasing the odds of coming
to some successful -conclusion, even though that
conclusion is typically 2 compronize. In some in-
stances, the population (o address, convert, and
educate is very large, as was the case with the Soif
Conservation ACt, where most farmers and landionds
had 1o be persuaded 10 a substantial degree. Once
iaws are passed, the average person will tend to
accept them, although sume people will not, just as
everyone was not fully persuaded that soil conver-
sation was a good idea until after that legislation was
enacted. So, the stages ofien overlap, interact, and
are-—to some extent-—pursued simullancously,
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Thus, it is absolutely necessary to develop both
a morally persuasive value bejief base and a factually
nersuasive base for policy action. Also, in designing
strategies, one must tilor them 1o existing decision
rules{andthe power thatlies behind those) i you are

. to get beyond!good intentions in developing a

successful major policy innovation. This involves a

degree of pzagmausm that many *“true believers” find

hard 1o accept. | |

Passible New Actors

The conventional wisdom on achieving a goal
in the policy process is to form a wintung coalition.
S0 far, this has not been possible for rural policy.
But, letus cxpzare the possibilities of coalitions with
new actors. Who could be potential new actors?
Under what conditions can coalitions with such
new actors be formed? What kind of coalitions? The
only kind of coalitions with other actors that are
possible today are narrow, often single issue, coa-
litions (Browne, 1950, The broad classic coalitions
of yesteryear are no longer possible, given the
diffusion ofpc}mm Congress, the executive branch,
the political parties, and the other centers of govem-
ment. The only possibility for coalition now lies in
organizing around specific, natrow issues. Thus, it
is not possible to form 2 broad-based coalition
behincd rural policy as a whole.

Two sets of potential new actors might iw
considered for strategies for new rural policies. They
are the environmental movement and central cities.
The environmental movement is made up of many
different ‘organizations of increasing influence
{(Morrison, 1990) These aclvocacy groups are now
consolidating the first stage (and entering the second
stage) of convincing people of the need for actionto
protect the environment. In the process, the environ-
menti mcvement is stripping from farmers the
public’s belief :hat farmers are the stewards of the
tand. Incmas:ngly, envirenmentalists, not farmers,
are viewed as zhz; real stewards of the land, Unless
farm organizations join issue coalitions with the
environmental movement (rather than stonewali-
ing}, public support for agrarian palicies must even-
tally he undermined, because public support for

the environmertal movement is growing. But, what -

issues do rural communities and epvironmental
interests have 11111 common? What valies suppon
these interests? ‘Xf?mz interests are siveady organized?
Anwr:rs ({o] such qumuons must be sought, The

environmental movement contains a1 diverse, often
conflicting, set of arganizations. We wifl need greater
knowledge of the advocacy groups in the environ-
mental movement, and will have to give real thought
as to what rural policy issues might form a possible
basis for rural organization.

. If coalitions are to be formed with the environ-
memal movement--if the environmental movement
is 10 replace tie agrarian power struchure with mral
community institulions--we must begin to organize
the rural environmental interests inmto something
more coherent. Many environmental issues involve
rural areas, but such issues are primarily driven by
mickile-class, urban and suburban values, Urbanites

‘are not generally concerned about the rural people

who would be affected by the many proposed
environmental policies. Indeed, there are direct
conflicts of interest between rural jobs and some
envircnmental, especially preservationist, goals. Only
certain rural and environmenta! issues are compat-
ible with each other, and some issues will have to be
reformulated to make coalitions feasible. Even tem-
porary rural coalitions with environmental interests
will not otherwise be possible,

The other set of possibie new actors may be
found in the central cities where, as with rursl
areas, there is as yet no identifiable social move-
ment. The central dties contain many local-level
arganizations and a few national groups. However,
except for macial and civil rights issues, ntense
interests have ot yet formed at the ptional level.

- But, central cities face many of the sume social

pathologies and probicms that rural areas do. Some
central city members of state legisiatures have peri-

- odically formed temporary coalitions with rural

legisiators around specific issues for shared legisla-
tive gosis.

Strategically, many wsues will have to be framed
to appeal to an urban and suburban middle class in
order to organize effectively. By 1992, a majority of
the U5 voters will live in suburban areas This

" demographic shift, combined with the decline of big

gity political-machine influence, will push ceniral
city politicians toward codlition formation in state
legisiatures. However, the tendency of many advo-
cacy groups 1o focus solely on poverty issues is self-
defeating. Themiddie chass is niot very responsive 1o
appeals about poverty. Some issues will have © be
framed so that middie clasy interests are clearly seen
10 be affected.


http:cnvironmetlt.3t
http:possible.to

CONCErTUAL FRAMEWORKS FOR LINDERSTANDING RURAL DEVELOPMENT

Mequfstms Jor Success
The deveiopment of rural societal interests is
dearly inthe carliest stage. Withthe potential decline

of the agrarian dominance of rural society, one sees -

plimmerings of opportunity, but a solid base for
organization must be developed first. An advocacy
professing the moral necessity for action is a neces-

" sary first step in raising issues of relevance o nural

sogiety, as noted above, Thus, private foundations
and other nop-public sources of funding must pro-
moie advocacy groups to explore morally attractive
beliefs which will improve the welfare of both rural
peopleand of society asa whole. The Aspen Institute
and the Pord Foundation have begun such work, as

have a few others. The middle dass, urban or sub-
urban, has the power, and if we do not define a prob-
tem that is believahle for them, action is not possible.
Eventually, a media campaign will be needed t0
persvade intellectuals and other opinion making
elites. Issues must constantly be constructed around
problems embedded in values with broad appeal.
The media must be drawn away from their policy-
disordering, romantic, agrarian views of rural life,
and must be ledd 1o focus on other values and symbxols
mare relevant to the raral society of ioday. Advocacy
groups must explore the potential for local, state,

© and national issue coalitions for political action,

Advocacy also requires factual knowiledge about
the issues that affect rural
Such facts and their implication for society as 2
whole are needed to attract both media and society
to rural issues. We must improve the rural data base
which, as it stands, is inadequate. Without past
USDA data collection and research on rural society,
however limited, we would know even less. But,
now, we would find USDA-university research and
policy analysis useful 10 broaden this knowledge
base. We also need new concepts of rural and urban
entities. We nieed a continuum or set of categories
that is more realistic than the naive definitions now
in use—for exampie, “urban” (places 2,500+, ali
else being “rural™; or “metropolitan statistical areas”
with all else being “nonmetro.” These current con-
cepts hide 50 much heterogeneity that, for many

analytical purposes in rural or urban problems, they

are next to useless (Butier, 1990; Bender, 198%).
Only broad-brush generalizations are possible, which
are often suspect, We also need hetter integration of
data bases for rural decision making. Data buses
relevant to rural decision needs, which are now
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scattered acrass two-thirds of the cabinet apencies
in Washington, need to be more aceessibie. But,
many presently-existing data sources are built sround
the differing sets of concepts or definitions, and are
cotfected and maintained for different purposes
through diverse institutional systems, ofien with
varying collection mathods. Thus, the data are not
compatible and cannot presently be easily com-
bined. Mzany other improvements are needed it the
rural data base (Deavers, 1992).

Only 2 handful of land grant colleges keep alive
rural development as an area of research. The
Economic Research Service (ERS) of the USDA has
been the primary source of such research. ERS,
fogether with the National Agricultural Statistics
Service, will continue to make major contributionsto .
a rural data base,

Advocacy grfmps must use this 1m$7mv€:{i data
ang analysis on rural issues if they are to be successful,
Indeed, many young advocacy groups lack accuracy
in problem definition and in the prescriptions they
profess. They need good anaiysts and researchers. The
bridge of cooperation between advocacy and science
is difficult to construct, but it is necessary.

After problem definition and the advocacy of
rural policies, other guestions arise. Should we
organize a broad coalition around all issucs, that is
1o say, 2 rural development coalition? Or organize
and selectively attack individoal issues? The later is
the best option today. Since stable, intense interests
generatly form only with a program in place, we
need to identify and develop statewide and nation-
wide programs focused on specific issues that de.
liver selective goods 1o a simificant number of rural
(ancd other) people. Then, and only then, can intense
political interest groups be orpanized around those
issues, Programs creating intense interest are abso-
hutely mecessary for the long-term organization of
politicaily influential interests. Strategically, we must
locale those rural issues or problems that are most
urgent, most potentially organiaibile, and most easily
understood by the public. It may help if such issues
are already panly organized.

Onee targets are identified, what strategy shoukd
we follow for narrow, interest-based foci for legis-
IntiorY It seems 1o me that we should siart with
focuses on the existing organized interests and insti-
jutians of rural society, Many are weak, but some are
growing in strength, and 4 few already know and
dominate their issue



H
|
i
|

The Poltiical Ecornomy of U.5, Rurat Policy

Perhaps the most rapidly growing group with
high potential can be found in rural medical and
hospital service systems, where major problems
have appeared over several decades, Discrimination
0 federal medit;:al programe payments has given the
NRHA an organizing boost. As small rural hospitals
have cosed, some wrban hospitals have developed
various responses ranging from helicopter medivac
services to branch clinics inrural areas. Metropolitan

hospitals face a problem with the growth of substan- .

tial excess capacity of hospital services {for those
who can afford them) in some metropolitan areas.
These hospitals have developed a vested economic
interest in the sticcess of feeder clinics, air ambu.
lances, and other services in suburban and rural
areas, Such programs need public financial support,
and this has been received from some state and local
units of govemnment. We can build on this trend 10
develop political pressures for nationaldevel sup-
port. Another approach might be to organize around
existing nral public housing projects, some of which
go back to Sam Rayburn's original legisiation for
rural retirement housing, and in which many rural
communities now have a substantial interest. An
advocacy group, the National Rural Housing Coali-
lici, is already operating in this areu.

Rural school systems (including community

colleges) also present a porential for organizing. |

They offer a broad base, and ¥ organized from the
grass roofs 1o the national level, they would have
subsiantial power. In addition, some rural transpor-
tation systems are being developed. Some of these
are purely public in nature, while others are mixed
public/private, but they represent a growing re-
sponse (0 the dereguslation that has left many sural
communities isclated from the nationat network of
hus, rail, and air transportation. Transporiation is a
significant need in many remote urban angd rural
areas, but it has, so far, often been an unorganized
neet with no clear focus, And, as another opponu-
nity, rural tounist and recreation interests have
various associations that might be developed into a
muore coherent force. Such organizations are strate-
gic in the approximately %00 rural counties that
depend on recreation and tourism for growth.

Finally, the associations of manufzcturing in many -

states have substantial Hinks to smail manufacturers
i ruenl sireas, All of these varied interests shouid he
vxplored for their potential as centars aroundd which
vrganization may take place.

1
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Characteristics of an institutional System for
Rural Development

Similar 1o agricuitural developmeryt, rural devel-
opment'is predominantly location-specific. Also, as
is the case with agricultural development, the diver-
sity of rural community culture, resource endow-
ment, human capital, and instirstions makes it diffi-
cult 1o pinpoint sources of successful development.
Indeed, it is my hypothesis that all development
processes may share many of the same characteris.
tics which I have deduced from studies of agricul-
tural development (Bonnen, 1986, 1987), This sec-
tion is developed from these studies.

1. A Decentrulized Syssem of Instituiions: When
much of development is location-specific but the
opportunities and constraints are diverse, successful
development becomes the product of o decentral-
ized system of sepamte institutions with high adap-
tive capability. A system has necessarily & common
purpose, and if separate institutions are 1o constitute
a system with such a shared purpose, their behavior
mist be coordinated. The economic market can
provide information necessary to coordinate private
sector purchasing, production, and marketing. The
political process is made up of national, stte, and
focal political markets that coordinate public institu-
tions and regulate private and publicsector roles and
relations. Over time, these two quite different coor-
dination processes {econamic and political) tend 1o
behave 2s one interactive, tension-ridden commu-
nication and coordination system. Over time, the
public and private sector institutions of the system
hecome increasingly interactive, so that sometimes
distinguishing between public and private institu-
tions becomes difficult, Such imteractions have been
cailed public/private partnerships. In pan, this
interiinked dependence comes about when society
instirctively (ries © Hmit and constrain economic
and political power—not always successiully. In the
long run, saciety will not tolerate significant concen-
trations of unaccountable power.

. 2. A System with Interactive Linkages: The per-
formance of 4 successful system is more than the
sum of its pares. If a set of institutions is a system, its
individual parts are interiinked or articuiated, and
they communicate and cooperate to achieve some
common goal. These mstitutions do not, of course,
pursue wtally compatible or solely common gouls,
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being, not mechanical, but human social systems,
after all.

Successful systems evolve inan fterative and
interactive manner. They are not concgived or
planned as 3 whole and then put into place. Human
knowledge is never sufficient to do that success-
fully, Policy and institution-building decisions are
made under great uncertainty, with imperfect un-
derstanding. As a cansequence, many mistakes are
made, and therefore systems must be terative and
interactive in both inquity and action in order
maintain an adaptive capability,

Successful insticutiona) systems must have sub-
stantial adaptive capacity to deal not only with un-
gertainty and mistakes but also with the tensions and
conilicts of multiple goals within the system. In the
U.S. political system, conflicting institutions have ul-
timately compromised and cooperated because of
the interdependence and diffusion of power in the
sysiem. Much of thistension is constructive, Indeed,
it is through such continuing tension between insti-
tutions and the communications that accompany
them, that the commonality of goals is repeatediy re-
discovered, adaptedto change, and revalidued, The
same constructive tension and interactive linkage al-
iows the sysiem to adapt to mistakes in policy and 1o
changes in the econornic and political environment.

3. Decestralizaston of Decistors Mabing: Also
necessary for any system of successful rural develop-
ment institutions is decentralization. Atthough 2
national system is necessary, authority is not concen-
trated at the national ievel. Decentralization lends
strenpih 10 the system, not because it is inherently
superiorto centralization butbecause it is responsive
10 the diverse nature of the mrat universe, To

manage development over a continental kand mass

requires sgome decemralization of decision making,
for hoth efficiency and effectiveness.

Also, although articulation of the system of
developmental instiutions is necessary, decentrali-
zation adapts institutions, knowledge and technol
ogy to the highly varied Il envivormnents of rural
society. Al sorts of political, cultural, and social varia-
tioms require that the ingitutional structure accommo-
date to local polities and resources for 2 politically
inclusive, legitimized, and coordinated system. ‘

4, Shared Doctsion Mﬁle’frzg: Decisions affecting
all or farge parts of the system must be developed by

i
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ronsensus, if they are 10 be accepted as jegitimate

_and effectively carried out. Unilateral power playsto

achieve major facets of swategy often create exces-
sive conflict, reduce cooperation, and end in failure.

5. Replcation of Successful Innovation: Success
ful and tested innovations tend 10 be copied through-
out the systemn. Replication of successfu! institutional
forms, programs, and policies is thus commonly
observed in effective developmental systems.

6. Societal Problem Solving and Knowledge Gen-
eraton: Another characteristic of 4 sugeessful system
of developmental institutions is the concomitant
existenice of societal problem solving and the pursuin
of knowledge for its own sake. The pragmatsm and |
political expediency nccessary to sustain effective
societal problem solving involves organization, val-
ues, and expectations that seem 10 be inconsistent
with the pursuit of knowledge. Yet, in agricuiture

- and medicine, the United States hag achieved high

productivity by managing sustained interdinkage of
both theoretical research and practical application in
a working balance.

These characteristics discussed above—intarac.
tive linkages within the systems, decentralization of
decision making, shared decision making, replica-
tion of innovation, and 2 balanced pursuit of basic
and applied science, technology development and
socigtal problem solving-are fundamental 1o the
success of any effective development process,

In conclusion, we will consider the naware of the
social environment within which developmental insti-
tutions must function, The social climate is an impor-
tant aspect of the development process. What de-
mangds are made on ingtittions by the social environ-

- ment in which rmatonal romi developmernt must ocour?

Bruce Johnston and William Clark (1982 vividly
describe this environment. They observe tht the
development policy problem is nol an easily defined
problem. Such problems are compilex, messy, and
uncenain, and involve conilicong interests and val
ues. Also, an existing distribution of power and a set
of attors and instRutions i already in place, about
which we can do lttie. The problem is an il
structured mixture, not 2 single well defined prob-
fem or set of problems, Bach acior has his gon
perspective and pursues his uwn interests. Thus,
development policy addresses numercs vverdap-
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“ping and often conflicting probiems, from which

poticy must cxtm:z those few aspects ort which some
constructive action can be taken,

A pragmatic process of problem definition, policy
formation, and action involves the capacity for
mutual adjustment of means and ends. A leaming
pracess is formed, out of which the paricipating
institutions and]actors develop a social consensus.
Social action to carry oul policy is not possible
without such a consensus. ‘ .

The imperfect knowledge that all policymakers
must necessarily endure requires combining the
interactive “thinking through” of solutions while
simultanecusly *acting out” possible solutions. Learn-
ing from mwzzkcs muodifying beliefs, and changing
policy is an ongoing task. By *thinking through,”
Johnston and Clark mezn analysis (such as systems
modeling on benefit/cost analysis) that tres to
anticipate all possible policy options 1 seek out the
hest. By “acting out,” they mean adjusting present
difficulties while the future is stifl unknown. This
defines the problem which a successful system of
developmental institutions is meant to address.

[ o ,
Some Specific Imperatives

Some fairly specific rules should be fsiiawd if
rural development policy is to succeed. First, we
must lear to accept Limited successes. We must
leamn o work issue by issue. We must take small
steps before large ones. The learning process is an
iterative, interactive ore, which takes time. For these
reasons, peoaple wnllmg o commit only to marvel-
ous, broad, national visions, who expedt quick
suceesses, will nm be much heip. -Universities,
government, fouridations, and advocacy groups must
know that rural development will be a long, slow,
collabxsrative process to which they must commit
themselves—-of eise stay out of the game.

we will not succeed unless we aim our longer-
nmn goals wwarcis specific targets. Funds must be
warpeted for physmal infrastructure as weil as for
human resources that rural communities are so short
of, both for primary leadership and for the educated
manpower to oversee implementation. We cannal
continue o follow the typical congressional and
state legislative suategy of spreading program dol

lars thinly over many electoral districts. The Eco-

nomic Development Admibistration experience
{which was z failure) does not nced to be repeated.
Enough money w;ii? never ke available to save ofl

l
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rural communities, no matter how much money is
invested. For exampie, it seems doubtiu! whether
some areas in the Northem High Plains will have
more than a hendful of communities leit in another
twe or three decades. Some other highly rural plains
states are also declining in population, Other US.
rural areas exist in which decline is probably inevi~
table. Appropriate targeting of development invest-
ment will have 1o focus public resources on those
conununities where success is probable at some
minimum acceptable level We need to'start with the
rural communities where the odds of success are
highest and, from there, swork down to cases that are
more doubtful. Current political practice does not
now acknowiedge targeting as an accepted prin-
ciple. But, triage is necessary, Rural society receives
very little development investment a5 matters stand.

Policy cannot provide equal opportunity for all

communities. A nested sel of area and regional

development strategies must be chosen within which

these longrun investment choices can be legitimized.

Such a strategic approach would, of course, be both

controversial and complex. )

Also, equity requires some equalization of essen-
tial services. Those investments thatimprove human
mobility and emplovability need to meet some
mintrnum standards {such as those of education and
health) in the interests of the larger society as well as
of the rural community. Those who choose 100t
are fated to—remain in a declining community
should be assured access 1o some minimum level of
essential services beth to maintain well-being and to
avoid the social costs otherwise imposed on the
larger society by poverty, poor heaith, homeless-
ness, and other sacial pathologies. Stratepically, we
need o distinguish berween policies for develop-
mental investments and policy for minimum mainte-
nance recuirements isvolving essential services criti-
cal te human welfare,

Congress and other politicians sometimes be-
tieve that they have solved a problem when they
have dealt with only the most obvious symptom.
Politicians operate in 2 miliey in which the long
rusy is the week after next, the end of the legislative
session, or the nextelection—at best. Ingerest groups
tend to develop a similardy nearsighted view of the
worid. If a national policy for rural economic devel-
opment is ever to exist, we must work on complex,
maultiple dimensions of rural society for 3 generation
or two—arxt probably much longer than that.
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Rural dcvclapmcni, Jike all development, is the
product of the four general sources of change in soci-

etal capacity to achieve its goals. These sources are

improvements or modifications in technologies, hu-
man capabillties, institutions, and the physical and
biological resource base of society (Bonnesn, 19673

_All four are complementary in use-—that is to say, all

are necessary, and no single one is sufficient to de-
velop an enhanced capacity. In designing a develop-
ment strategy for 2 nural cornmunity, a region, a state
or the nation, all of these four must be included in
same balanced mix in the policies for development.

Leadership is absolutely essential. When we
weakened the institutions of the rural community in
wansforming the agrarian sector, we often created a
void in community leadership. The difference be-
tween successful community development and its
failure is frequently the presence or absence ‘of
leadership, The land grant colleges have demon-
straied that leadership can be trained. Such training
is vital in today’s socisty, both in yural communities
and in the central cities,

Conclusion :
The successful cff:m to avoid an agrarian peas-

. antry involved 2 transformation of rural society that

is niow creating ancther, different kind of rural
peasanty. Most states of the United States now
have counties plagued by significant low-income
retired, or working poor, with welfare populations
scattered through rural arcas or concertrated in
isplated rural communities. The education, work
experiznee, health, age, family size, and job oppor-
tunities of these people condemn thern (o 8 marginal
existence. Povernty is as common in nonmet-
ropolitan areas today as it is in the central cities, and
it is rising. These rural poor are truly the “people
{eft behind” by the great increases in productivity
that transformed farming but, at the same time,
weaked the institutions of rural community life
{Poner, 1989, O'Hare, 19883, We must ask: Can 2
democracy afford the inequality in oppontunity and
human welfare that is being created? What kind of
amenities in the rural iandscapc will 2 middie class,
urhan America support?

Rotes

———E

1. Wil Nagle has rcmrded the fewss exceptions di prve
this rule (Nagle, 19893

3. iamindebredto David Schweikharth fof reminding me that
oar work on liscsl federalism in anciher conbext 13 gune a8
refevant o the economic developmens of local communiv
ties and siates. Thissection isconstmoted around his cogent
COMINems,
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