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DEPARTMENT OF AGRiCUL.TURE· 

OFFIce OF T~II! $l'!CRIIlfA/III:Y 

WASHINGTON. C.C:. 2021JO 


, 
I 

March 31,1997 
I 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 i Erskine Bowles ..: Chief of Staif to the Presl 

FROM: 	 : Dan GlickmanISecretary of Agricultur 

SUBJECT: IUnion Issues at the Dep en! of Agriculture 

This rlsponds to • memorardum from Bob Nash dated Match 17. 1997. Bob has asked 
me to pfovid~ you with a recommendal.ion [or responding to a ,request made by certain union 
officials for a!meeting: at the White H011se to di~cu~s ~everal issues of the concern at the 
Department 0'Agriculture (USDA). Specifically the unions have noted their concern with the 
reinvention ~d reorganization of USDA, with special empha~i!l. on the ieadersh~p commitment to 
the USDA field service center initiative. . 

, 
You should know thar I will be meeting in the nexl rew weeks with Ger.td W. McEnree, 

International. AFScME President. The discus~ion will include all of the issues identified in the 
corresponden,ce with your office. In tlddition, otber is:c;;uel< will be discussed which have bet!n 
identified in OUf discussions with his staff. 

:, 
Deputy Secretary Rominger has also scheduled. m""ting on Al'ril16 wilh USDA 1<>::,,1 

union repre!>~ntatives (USDA Service Center Union Coordination Council). At this meeting. 
Deputy Secretary Rominger will reiterate O1.lr :;lrong support. for the USDA service center' , 

initiative. Th~ Dq;uty has been directly overseeing these efforts and will be able to fully infonn 

these Jndjvid~a15 of our activities and key issuc-s of concern. 

I 

I 
I WQuid also note: that USDA bas a successful Labor-Management Partnership CQuncil. I 

visited wIth the CounciJ at its last meeting and discussed my view~ on the need to move forwanl 
jointly with ~nion participation on a nUmbl'!f of is.sues at USDA. 

My r~commendation is that you defer consideration of the request for scheduling a 
meeting with: the union officials until the conclusion of the ongoing ruscussions noted above with 
me and Deputy Secreta.ry Rominger. While the issues' ra.ised hy the unions are significant, they' 
should be fully addressed III the Department prior to a meeting at the White House. 

I 
PleaJ:: let. me know if I may provide further information. 

I, 	 . 
cc: 	 Bob Nash, Office of White House Pcr~onIlel 

Bruce Reed. DPe 
Elaiub Kwnarck. Office of the Vice Presiden[ 

I 	 ,10"1 e.OUAi. OPPO~'rI.."iTV !i\I'.~L!::"YfR 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

I 

March i 7, 19971, 

1 
l\H:MORANDUM, 

r 

TO: I)A!'l GLiCKMA!Ii, SECRETARY, 
IlKPARTMI:NT OF AGRICULTURE, 

!'llaM: 1l01l ,I. !'lASll 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIIlENT ANI) 
11IIlEC1'OR OF "RESJI)ENTIAL P~:llSONNEL 

SlJ B,J ECT: Union is~;u{'s at the Dep:trtment of Agriculture 

I 
Atlached is a letter that I think 1 ~cnt to your office regarding union issues a: uSDA Severa! 
union leaders are ask~llg for a meeting with Erskine Bowles and myself, 
Would you please prepare a paper ror Erskine on how you would recommend this issue be 
handled? We need to respond H) this request for a meeting" 

II 
IlJN:vdp 

cc: 	 Bruce Reed, DPC/ 
Liz Monthya. PPO 
Elaine Ka~narck, VI' Ollice 

I
, 



December 20, 1996 

To: 	 John J. Sweeney· 
National AFL-CIO Presidclli. 
W<lsilinglol!. D.C. 

john N. slUfdlvmlt, 
Naliotll.ll AFGE President 
Washington, D.C! 

I 

I 


Gerald W. McEntee 
lntcmutional AFS'CME President 
Wnshinglon, D.C! 

Raben M. Tobias 
NmiQLKll NTEtI t'n:sklt;-nt 
Washington, D.C. 

Jim Cunningham 
Nnttonai NFFE Pn::;,i.. lcnl 
W,lshillgton. I),C. 

Itef: 	 Union Coordination Council Letter Daled OClObc;' 23. 1')1)(1 

\ 

As representatives of USDA employees rrom thc v'lrious -organized stMes. 11 hilS become nCCCSS:lry 10 fisk lor )''.1\tf 

assistnnce on tl vcry imp~rtant and criticill muHer. RCC(1)t!y. our USDA Service Center Union Coordin<ltjO\~ COl~:lCil 
contacted the ronner Whitehouse Chief of StalT, Leon P. l'.ullc\ta ,md the Din:-:((}l' (}f Oltkinl PresidenLial l\::rs,-,Ilncl, 
Robert J. Nash. A copy pfthis letter is attached and a copy was provided prcvlo1!sly to your ofiicc for your 
information and review, l 

Q]'1'od11te, we have !l()t n!c~ived a response to Ollr requesL from either the ChicI' of S:afT nor the Director of Official 
'1\ Presiucfltiall'ersonncl. Your assistance is needed in'securlng a rcsponse ,HId cs\ablishing 1\ meeting with th\::sc key 

indiviciuais as requested i,n our letler of October 23. 

As indicated in our leller, the reorganization of the United Slates Department or Agriculture is in serious jeopardy 
unless Immediate corrective actions are taken. "nle USDA reorganu.ation is \1 corncrstQl1e of the government 
reinvention and reorganization process and is a model for many orihe other agcncies, We eannol, aOord to klth!s 
process fhil, !As. UHIOIl ltlembcrs we represent a coaEtion afille vllrlOUS Federal Umolis thil! represent our USDA 

-~---"gct.lcics .1Ilt! the emplo~cs at the "front lines ,. - om Held O!1iCC5. Who KIlUWS IllQre nl,\Htt how om program;;; 
operate and how they cail he delivered to our mral customers than the redefll! employees who arc localed m these 
lick! onices'! • : 

http:Naliotll.ll


, ' 
, 

I 
"'IU 1"1 
USDA RcorgJIl!zall\JIl 

December 20. '; 996 I 
Natltma !IIO:l ICSH. cnls 

We ask fOf your assislnnce (IS our·Nntional Uuiun Leade!s ill ck:vuling the {lSD, I :'t'atiou{f/ Sen'ice Cellter 
implemell/atioll lnitiatire

l 
tu a level which will be accmmtnblc and n~"-"'l/\)!;.,;ihle (ill!)' 10 the See: Cll>l)' oi' 

Agriculture or his Deputy.lIt bas become appflfcnt that if cXt!cr!.gJiccd 5C\{:C! key members n1" this Team nre nOI 

elevated tu SliCh a level, much ortbe USD/\ reorganization will h,.\Vc been ill vail' and \':ill hn\'c cost the American, 
Tnxpayer millions or doll<~r5. OUf lIllssion <lwJ the ddivCl)' or O'.lf Ii..xlcral jJlOgnu11S 10 Olll lUral customers;s 
suffering and in many cases has stopped. Customer service dwimJks cad: d;lY. r-.::any uf our kdcful employees 
are losing their jobs beca\l~e of the downsizing efforts. but mtlny of these job loses arc llllllcc'..:ssary and enn he 
prevented if 1his Scrvic(: Center Implementation 11l:t:Uiivc can he ;;lcvat\.id;o <! POSitidl1 111 which they will hi.': 
heard. We also ask lor vo~r help in seetHing a !p.ccting i:l which we as Ilv~ \ Jl'iOll.Coordintlill)!l CDUIlCII cnn meet -----,,- ----- --.--"~""..- ----~--.--..--"--.~ - ~-.,--.--"
with the new Chief of Stu fr, ErsKim:::-Uuwics. Rob:::r~ Nnsh ned ~~.~~l~key ;;:~,l].i t~l!;2.~~s.,:: .~ J fl!.:l')[;; who :11'(; ,Issot:i:th:u 
~ClnvcnG\;11an(rre'o~iganI7;iiot)"'o-r'gO\':Cm!;lcnt-,----. ---, --_._.. -"~-~ .. --- ­
-" """"""-""r""'-" 	 --'". 

i
'Sincerelv" , 

c::::;;c:;uz£.t0ct;zJ!-. -d~_ 
(I, 1.i\N(J3. Sfv!!T!~~--fc;;idcn!~~ui~te 

AFSClvIE Local 3929, Washington, NFF!~ Lccnl ~7} ~ '1\:.'\<\5 

I 
~lt~JL'13~_ 
TERESA '~ONt\i)UCE ~ Vice President 


AFGE Local 3499 ' Colof~dQ NFFE 1.\)(.::11 I(!g - A1'\.;(111:;;15 


i 


1vIt1~-~dent 

~81~cnt 
AFGE LOC.la£_77_ 

!:ifti{~'<,c-\v-Ilr-;d:-----THOMAS n ROGERS -~jdenl 
Nf'FE Local 1585 - Montana 	 Nf<FE Lo'ca! 7 - Oregon 

&d~~~ 4~~ 

LINDA 113URNS - President ~lEKER ~fSIC\Vard . 

NFFE Local 758. - Wushillgton AFGE LI)c,'I13354 ~ Kansas 


I 
AHnchmcnt: Union Official Sig.nature j1agc 

E!!CIosurc: Union Co6rdioat!O!1 Council Letter 


I, 
cc: 	 Mr. 1\1 Gore ,:'Vicc President - W,\shington, D.C, 


Mr. DUll G!ickl'naJ.l, Sccretmy or J\gncu!tUlc, Washillgtul1, D.C. 

tvk Richart! Rominger, Deputy SecrctalY or Agriculture .. '..rV3shillg!Otl, D C 

Me Robert ,L Nash, Dirc<.::tor ofonkial Prcsidcllilal PC1SOIHlcl- Wa:;hillgl(lll, D.C 

Mr. 1~!skH1e Bow!~s, ChicfofStn{f- Wn'lhing\oo, D~C 


i 



N;\\IO!1hl UI)\{1Il!'lC5idc;!1$ 
USDA !Zt!o:ganI7.:tlklll 
Dcccll:hcr2D, tl}% 
p;\gc 3 

, . Pt,.,..>:::::, , 

i . . 
TilE FOLLOWING Ur:;ION OFl1lCIALS ANn Rlcl'lmSI\NTATIVI,:S 51)1'1'011'1' Tim EFFOHTS MHl 

CONClmNS OFT!lE UNION COOIWINATION COIiNCIL RI\I'IIESEN'IXI'lVES OF TilE Sl;IlVICE 


CI,NTEIIIIVII'LEMENT,\TION INITIATIVE 


g~dQZJj--
NrfE - President Local 7 

Oregon 


~~~~ 
~RDENSKY i 
AFSCME· Presidenl Local 3870 
Wasl1inglon. D.C. 

S0te: Z3. I 
STEVE BEASLEY ¥ 
AFSCM8 - Presi;lent Lncu~ 

Wn~hillgtol\, D.C. 


~-~=,,-,'-
ED RAI ..1. 

AFSCME - President Loca: 3925 

WaslI1ng!on, D.C. 


NFFB Presidenl 
Adn11lS<ls 

/~~1ViI!J4

STI :VEN :;;. III )1.1.1.'; 
AFGE ~ l\csid>:!1! L,lC,ll )35,\ 
SL I..H01S, i\!O 

~Cdk/cId~~

iiERN1Clfi:::\\··liT.I~~!S ~ 
AFOE· Co-\'r61,l!,:ut 1.\1';111 ,;,1<l9 
COIClltdll 

JL~'~--
[tiCK !10WMAN 
NT8U· l"c-sidcnl Ch1lplcr 2(;4 
Kansas Ci:~·. /\·10 

Moman" 

MICHAEL K. KLEIN 

NrFE I'residem Cucal 571 

Texas 




OCtOhl1 23, I 996 

, 
The Honorable LCO!l p, PafiC!ill 
Chief ur Staff 
Tilt:: Whitdmusc 
Washington, D.C. 20502 

I 
Mr, Roher! J. Nash FAX ~~ 202,,156·2259 
A);siSl:\nl 10 tilt; l·re.~k!Gnl 
Oil L'Ctor of orneiut Presidential PCI sound 
OJliCI,i uf Prcsltkmlln! Persunnel 
153 Old !3xucuiivc Of'ficc l311ih1iu& 
Wm.hington, D.C. 20502 

i
Dear Mr. ['<llldta .md Mr. Nash; 

I 
Tlte. rcorgtwizlltiolf af tlw Uuiled Stutes Dl!jUlrblh'!tt ofAKricllitura h ifI .\ariaw' tnmble. III/ tel'S imme.l/iaJe 

cfJJTtlCfive ,/trion!> ~re luketl. TIlt! corUeni(tJlle ofllie Atlmjtri.~(f'(I fiou',s cJl'orrs ill KOI'{T1W/t.wt I'd'll'l':lIfiQl' 


c(lIIliffllit fill the C/{j'nmt p<1th (fwl USDA lut:s JUJII' ((fr'eJl. We apologize Jill' Ihe \I;nglh of Ihis teitel', hill we fclt 

the ..:om;l1'J1S cXlmdscd ill 1his leuer arc or the ulmos! importance lu tht.! well !lei/llt of the United Statcs 

Departmenl of Agrkullutc antllt~ :lSSOCiaiw n..'\.lI"g~\lti7.Htion amI n::ill'fcl'Itlon. The infurmiltion thal we have 

,Iddrcs:;cd iUlhis cJrrCSl'omJcllce is lIL'C'kxI!v fully UII(krsUmu the ,Iudfcsscd i)f\,hknts ,Hid (ht: conCl.,'rnS of the 

unions that we n:pl!.csel1t. 


! 
llw USDA Natiollfll Food and Agricultnre Conncil (F AC) established Ule Scrv\sa; Center Imglement~~iQn Ten!):.! 

task force that is chain;d hy Grcgory L. Carnilt Gtcg;~ ,,\so the Executive OOkcr of tlte Nalio'nal F AC 

cummiuee. Tlii1i ,Jam l)V\:l' the 1)l1S1 several monllis has had employee lllpUI from V<lritluS USDA agcncies. The
, 
Fann ScnJil.:C Agency (FSA), Nation;l! Rc."O\lrct.~ C01\scrvalkm Scrvkc (NRCS), aml tilt! RUfal DevelopmenL arc 
the key agendcs <H~tl cmp!oycl':i thaI arc involved with Ihis implementatioll (cum, The mission or this !a;;k forl.:C i:; 
the dcvdopml:ul, h:,pkmenta{ ioo, anu impm\'clncllt or our USDA Scrvicc C'.!nlcrs Ihal arc luc<ltcd witllin each 
slate. Th:; goa l~ (If this {cam, in p~u Incrship with l}coplc ~ll\d c>;l!mlllmil leg, arc h) Jo.:livcr :Igrkul!mal, rural 
dCVl.!lop:lll.!llt, and l\;t!urat resoutces program;; with a eO!lti!luity :lnd quality ofsel vlee Hl;\\ cxceeds {:uslOlners' 
cXjlcclluillllS ami a~hieve.'i. the maximum cI !kio.:ncy possihle in lldivCl ing lhe..io programs. Tho creation and 
illlpll!JllcnlatiOJl of the Service Centers have and conllmlC to bc a commitment hy our current Administration <lnd 
by lhe SlXf\!l:UY or Agl h,:lllture" tv'll. COdonan !los rollow..:d this CQmmitment SI) the highcst possihic \;lCfvicc cun 
he u>.:livcred 10 {l\ir' cUStOlllCfli ~~ Rural Amcrica, through (he idea of "nne Sh1P shoPPing." The Service Centcr 
C<.lIlccpl J'llHiLls Ihe vision amI commitment of Ihe Adminislration and the S\:crClafj' umi continues to fnl10w Iho: 
din.:.clivcs "I'the Vkc Presidenl'll Gnvcmmcn\ Reinvention ami Reform. 

As union members Icprcscntlng AVGE, NFFE, and AFCSME, we w<:rc sch.:eletl by Ihe N3\kma\ FAC 10 represent 
Ill\.': union organi't,c(j stalcs as a !kld poinl of ron{;lct. Oill' IHlrposc is to j\wvidc ill{brnlilllllll, suggcst!om;. and' 
l.,"O!)cerns directly from the field 10 lhe l;Jsk (urel.: regarding 1111'; Service Center c(j!l\.':epL Out role as 'lIlion 
rcprcsclll.ll ivl.:,'l also rulfills the Pres itk..nliat Ex~c\ltill\> OnJet' 11871 that lliamialc..q impi UVel.l labot and 
m;Ul<lgemcnt rdation;; lhrough parlll('rshifJ"

• 
As tCpu.:.'-;(.:n!a(iv(.:s of USDA employe ....':; from V,lrlOIlS slalLS, w(.: f'cll it was nccc..~sary 10 -express our gr:wc -concern 
abQut thc status uj'lhc Service C(.:nt!;J'S. Over the palil ~CVLTallll!)n!hs we t':IVU COlJlC tu n.:ali-l.¢ lhat ngCI\Cy bC;lds 
auJ Stllnl,) sl,ltc olf:lI;ials 1)1' the fCSP,;Clivc agcnciCl> ilPP:1I >':!illy all.:: nol cummiUel! In Ihe Scrvke Ccnler idea ;md its 
cITt)r!s tn i!llpl~(!Vc Rm al Ami.:r iC:J. !n bOm\! cas;.:s, many statu 0 f'nd:l!s an: t:o!ll;)lo.:le\y ignoring thi.: diret:[ives Ihm\ 
thl,) Sccrctmy vI' Agriculhlrc and arc not committed 10 Ihl! succe>;s 0[' !hl,) S.;:,'vh;c Centc!' cl,)JlcepL This :!ppGars ttl 

bl; I,)vcn mOl C 11 \.lC'wilh agellcy oITlciais in Washington. Om cn:ptoycc> a.;d lilc un ion I(prescnt ~\\ ives have 
WIll ked h:H d ami diligell!ly 10 make the USI)/\ nXlfgani:t,;:\ioll !;(iil till; Servi;:t; Ccnlcl;; :t Sl;C(;L")S (0 lllCV\ lhe 1I\!!.;d:: 
l,)r Rural Ao;crit:.a: I\s fc!.k:r:ll 1.!1llplnyl..'cs, wc dl) nut wal111~;i:; t()l;;;cpl ((1 i'::il. 

http:rcprcsclll.ll
http:KOI'{T1W/t.wt


i 
,. I 

I 
!vir. LC\l1\ P. P:nlctla:aml Mr. RnLL'f{ J. Nash 

i 
Set vkc CClllcr llllpj~rtlCntU{jOtl T<::lm 

October 23, I';?% 

l'llgC 2 


A So.:riOI)$ ;,:oll~Crl\ In lour employees Ihal is uow 'vcry \!vi(\cnl :lilt! ":olllitltlCS III gr\lw is ih.: lack or cmphasi$ now 
being pJu.;:cd olllhc St..'fvICC Center lmpkmct11:lliol1 Team's mi;;si()!I. This (ask t~)r..:c has \\'O!~Il,'tl hard to dcvc1'Jp 
and in'i{iat<:: ~n:at iye ideals and provitlc tlircction rm the SllCGCSS or Ihe Sl:fvkc Ccnh:rs wilhin our 51 ;\(c:;, Our 
agency heads t:onlinue \0 ignor;; and in most !;a"cs, avni(~ Ihe n:c{.t:l;!1cn";!!ions l1l:\t!c hy [his grOlIJ). USDA h:l$ 
cxpcndctl a considerable amOllnl pI' I1mc and lhe laxp:lycr mOIh':Y 10 malutuin lhl)\ \ ask It.m:;c and it is a (r;1Vcsly \0 
!ltlt lise the beneficial inlurmali(!tl "nd IccOmmCIN>lli@il that ;u c IIcio!; mad;.: Icg:mJi(tg the Scn'lc,,; Cenlers. 
Unfmtunatdy, many. of our lu['I ugcllI:Y hCllds and staic onicillis arc nui cot1sid~ri;;g tim rl.'CO!lllllcnrJ;:I\I{)Il:' thal 
h;1VC ant! an) hcinl~ n'lade by Ihis group. H bilS corne (u om allel'!!ion thalllwny urlhc key members oft!!;;:; task 
Ihn;.o h:wc hu;n 11;jrl1~Sl::u, n:tatiatctlu/,;ninsl, and thcir 1;:\1 eel,S have hccn I hrl'aten;:t\ bet:.ausc of thdr part idpml,),l 
altd :iclivl(J\:.';; while SCI ',ling 011 lhis ieJm, Then; have bt.:tn l1\ally g(lod id..;ais alld $O\U! iOlls craned :lIId 
It>;mmocnoc;! by this groU\}. Mally or lheSl.! idr.:uls !IllVl; hwa Ill('; \Iii ct:\ : (:snl! \If' informal iun and 
fccOlnmemlations rc~c.ived from Q1!I rura!.~lIslomCf5 -- the people whom we plOvidc ollr serviccs. It appe:us that 
one of the prillu'I!)' niotives for tJlese negative actions: is the belief th:\t certain o01cittls may lose power or that a!\ 
agency may nol be the "lead" ngency. There is Ol)e questiun (hat our employees :1:<;k dlll1y -- WluH llUr. hilPPCtHid to 
TI~AM USOA" I ' 

i 
A:-, n:prcsenL:lllv~il of our field employees lint! as mcm\;t;:15 uftlte Service Cenicr J11'I!}lcIllOnLal ion Team, we feel 
Ihn\ our Input j" \'ahlable to the Stlcc\,!.Ss or the Service CCI1!Cl s. The v,llue ;II1U necessity nf lhe Service Conlcr 
lmp!cmcnl<l(jqu Tc.1.~tl fUllst not he ignored or a11O\\'\:u 10 be dcstroyt;:d by ,the few :1gcncy hc;u.i:; thaL fwl they 
would 10SG Il\lwcr orj influence witli their own particular l1gCIlCy or ollie;' closely associated agencies, We feel the 
success or Ihc Held ~crvicc CClllcrs, as wen as the survival or Ollr agencies as a whole. h COllliligeot upon keeping 
thc groups alld UI:;k forces such as tht; Service Ct;nh:rlmplcnlCnlatlon Team .lIivo amI wclL The mClllhcrs orlhe 
Service CenLcr Il1lplbmcflia.tion Team, along wiLh other similarly cre.lletl task rnrc~, arc heing negatively 
impacted by thGir mvn "geocie..; ns \ve!l <IS br aSllockllC agenciL~. The mell'lbl"TS of the Service Ci:ntcr 
!!'I'IplcmGnlatlon Tealn wcre dctailctllrolU thcir cl"lrrent jnlls ilml rCprCSCltictl !Ileir ;lgcnc!C$ nn this t[lsk !brce. 
They have beco to]tl'by their own agJ::llcy ornclal); and others that thcy will he UCIl\oLr.:d when they rctufJI rrom 
their delidL I\0\" can cmployc...'S serve crrcc! ivciy on ,! special assigmncnt sllch ;IS the Service Center 
hllll!c>nent:1I jUlI '1'C.'!H ami still :tH\!lI1pl i{) rollow the <:olluni!lll(!llts mndc te the American Public by the Presidcnt 
and Ihc curren! Adminislration regarding lhc rerorm nnd I cinvcnlion ~)r govl:rIln'lGal? This sends a ch::1I' llignai to 
;In or 0\11" l:mplny\..,\;!> (bo(h in the nell! and In Wao.;liingl(lll). W nur lur;\I CWilOIllI.'1S, amll,) tbt: taxpayer Ihtlt USDA 
agencies arc rcaUy nUlllcriO\ls 'lbnut ihe rl:mgaHi'l~ltbll :mu its Service Ccnto,;rs. We llsk that YO\l!uo!c 1nlo this 
mnttcr ~t1\lll'lakc SIlfC tlml this l<ls~....rru.&S: <1lld other sp{)ci~\ gfO\lj)S simi!flriy committed to 11Ie SUCCtlSS ofour 
US [)A n,,--urglmi'l'liliou )lUfvivC!i and COlli i IlUes in the 'ruc );pirit and capacity in whic.h they werc uriginally crCa{L'ti. 

10 au.·{llIIpli:;1I (hb;, H'~ :;/(g!J/!$t that tlte Servi,:e C<:nter Implcmelf!ltt1!m Team with its 11l(!/Ilbers ill 
/Fosltiltglt!ll, be placer! 011 tr 11m): term pernwlIi'lIf ap]loitJtl1H!flf to (his tusk jiWC(!, Tile fetUII silould be 
If!w/e llIxfJ{1JIWbie Ill/d din:rtly n!spi!llsihl(~ .voldy to tlie SCLre{III)' flf.-t",iuiltllrc llmf ,wf 'tl (hc 

. ' n:,\jN'Cfn'l! <lgem •.y ltem!s. ,, 
Thi;; w,luld dil11lnalb aml avoid Ihe t:on;;ii'lilt haril,,);lliCnl and \!'Il(!<I~!"i 1\;,ci\lcd hy (lie i~l;;\{ fon:..: nH..:mh\T!"i hy ;lgclH':Y 
11I.;ads all1.! \)niei:ds. iThis would alsn provide. thc hacking thai lhe $crvj.cc Cenicr Implemelliatlon T..:am employecs 
muslllavc \hal wm1lu prevent ihe 1"2COmtl\t;m!U\IOnS heing matlc hy thi" gr~}\)11 fhHU bdng. "w.Hen::.1 down" by 
,agency head;; alld omdals. Currcn!ly thc recommcnuatlumi m:Hk by this !calll ale nol properly belil); presented in 
~hcir trHc rQm~ 'and spirit to the proper officials" We ;1sk (hat you strollgIY consider om rccommendMioll. UnllOss 
sOlnclhillg I" llt)))e, our USDA reorganization will have been in vain and thl.: 01 igina! intent ami goal:. of this 
USDA reorg:lnizdtj,\u am! rcinvco\i,ljI wi;l Iluvcr be meL '1'\11.: /\ 1l11.!f Jc,m laxp:tYl:r ,i nil 1l1\)fC <:l'pcl.:ia II Y \)lIr RlH al, 
CU:;lOlllcr" :\11(\ rt:'ucplll.:mploycc..<: will again be burdelH.:d willi an HlIllcl.:c:-;lwry <:"p..:\\,w and mm-l'cdc!'Ining 
al1.cncy. Ollr USDl\ agel1ci{!S will once again ItOI s\lct:.\x(\ in m<:dlllli, the m;et1s <.11' \1m Ct!SllHII(;r s .~ !tUfa! Arm·) il::L 

I 
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, 

Mr, ["(.'on p, Pa;KH;\ ;lnd ~k Rohert J, Nash, 

SCfl/kc Center 1IllI'Im:m:n!atiOlt '['.:am 
Odobcr 23. 191)(, 
p,!gc 3 

IVit ttbw ,1f.~J;, fllllt a pcrsmurI JlH!f!till!] he .'icllf!ililieli (0 /lU!f.'f with U:> 1/1/1/ rhe of/rt'r members of (lte 

St'I'I'ice C.!lIf"f Implemelltation 7efflfl W .liSCIIS,'i {ltl!~'! fllllft!!l.\" in meW(' Ifdffil ulII/presel/( Soil/linlls (0' 

(lie jlmbkm.! We suggest rlwt tills mC<1tillg with YOH lIfuf /If/WI' kif)' flDidn/Y (WJritdwII.\'c /fItd AgcflfJ1 
tNt .\'(:Jutj/ll/~l~fi'r JIlIIWrty 7~i5.·J997 in W(j.~flillgflm. D.C. We would Jlrefer j/ll carlier IIICCfill;: (iup if 
f1tJ•.,slbt.~, but, Hie ntlrli1;e fifld If /lilers/alld that yO/Jr schedllles lin! !'f'ty jid' at this time, J/YOIH . 

Sdhf.IJlllc.... sh~HlId }lcrmit tlfl eur/ier meerillg dafl! II/lJll(ll11'illtl.: mT~mgf:ml!lIis CiW be mude Ity It.) un" 

till! SCJ:vicc Center IllIplemellillfiofl 1'ClIfll. 

The unions W;1l1[ 10 Jmk wit;, the Atlm~n;stl':nj(jn and Ih lhe problems now ocelli 1inlj will:in Ill;; USDA 
\\,'l.lfl1i111I'IAtl:m, We \vtlnl the n.'organi;-,;\lion allu n.:iltvclllion Pr1J(;CS;) 1n be a ,>uc;:;.:s.s and In meet ib (lrigin;J) imC:l! 

,am.! yO\lls, Hopcrully, with your support .lOd assislfmcc \.Lt;:!!i.andY,Iill be dOtHl, Om f"dc::>l cmp!o)'C<;s ,'.Btl union 
nJp I'~scntati V~ <lle j ~O% commiUed to a Stlcccssli!l US [) A !CO! gau!;.:.nliol1. \Vdl,llll y('n:l SUPpOL! it m:>y be 
necessary lu S('''.:K ;lssi;;\ancc from ihc Scna!e Agricul\nrc CI.lOlllli(lct; ant.! olh~r hy Congrv:;sl(lllJ.l &I\)UPS, 

I ' 

1ryuu have :my qucstions or commenls, please direct thcrn 10 0\111 Ge;\ring uftb:.: F ;',flll Service Agency in 
W;lshingloll, D.C., 01

1 
,1' union poillt of t:onlacL DOli l.;:llt bUlcat.h.:d :It 202~nU-3b:J!, I k will he ahle 10 ~ccurc 

allY adt\iliqn:al inltWniztion Ihat y\iu Ill:ly desire ()r ie you lmvc ally ~JuC$tlons Don wHi be ahle to pi ovidc the 
necessary answers, Alrangemcnts liJ~ our prooosoo mU:ling in January cOI\I.;J,;rning met.;ti:lg time::>, travel, anti 
accmrullodatiollS ean!~\lsO be mtuJc thwugh 0011. Ple;,)~c nOle that our uni"n n:pn,:si,;nlativc Ifum Oregon 1\,1$ 
fC\:cn!ly taken a position wilh anothcr federal agency amI we alc currently in Ihe process ll!'appointi:.g ,\ 

f("11IacclllcnL 1 


Sincerely, 

I 

m~_l<,,_Jr\~ 
MAltY MOORE I 
AFGE LOCil1 3491) NFFE Local lOB r-.;FrE LOCAL 571 
Colora,iJ 

~f!Eif~ 
AFGE Lvc;112Pi3 j 

TOM ROGERS 
NFPE Local 1585 

TEXt\~ 

New Jersey Montan" Ncw York 

(vacant) 
NffE tneal 7 
OreGon 



·' ... '~~-"ifi"-'__.,. .'. ,~ ..,~.:::::; , .. . 
". I '--"'-­

{l;<..,I"tL­
>'/'i ~< ,""yl?:~ 


J II\.. "r-t-v: 4 ? 

(Ehe~C\lf ~8ork ~imc1i
-
FRIDA Y, MARCH 28, 1997' 



, , ' , 
" ,. 
, " ' 

.I: " 

.. ...... r:: WHiTe: HOUSE. , 
WA"'f"l~lCTO"'. D.C 20500 

. 
jJ.; . 
".. 

J)ATE: <../2.-1
~I~--

, ' ,. 

TO: 

, ' 
FROM: Staff Secretary 

~ /'-1' (0\/ /V ~ 

\ .\' . ~c.~ )I!' r G-ild W\'<V\ ~ 
t 

CoYL1' ;t!bi1lv<ttJcI f ,-, ' %£IOW'VF --b ,
," '. 

, ' 

, ' 

(Gr{hl," 

,.: ' .' 
.:::, 
" 

/', '., ' 


.',' '; , 


.; I 



• 


THE SF;CRETARY OF AGR!CIJI..Tt)RE 

WASHINGTON 

a02!5(><)!OO 

February 12, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRES1IDE:N1'l 

From: Secretary Dan Glickman 

SUbject: Seasonal Base 1J.lans for Southeast Dairy 

I read Cong~ssman Norwood's letter to you on seasonal hase plans in Federal milk marketing 
orders and Vfant to let you know the backgrmmd and status of this issue. 

, 
J . 

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 1h~ authority in the 1996 Pann Bill as well as in our appropriations legislation but were 
unsuccessful. Efforts to extend this authority in the FY 1997 omnibus appropriations measure 
also failed. i 
We will see~ legislative 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 clearam:e 
process and will be sent to Congress as soon as possible. 

Senators Cochran. Coverdcll, and Heims recently introduced legislation, S. 277, to accomplish 
the same outcome as tho Department's proposal. While the Department has nol taken a position 
on this legislation, we would be able to support it ifsome technical changes are made so 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 
v.'ill provide him technical assistance. 

The Administration supports seasonal base legislation because it encourages stable milk 
production and result.s: in higher dairy prices for dairy producers in marketing, orders with 
seasonal b~e plans. Five marketing orders in the following 16 States had seasonal base plans 
at the end of J996: Pennsylvania, 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 arc rcg}dated under these orders: Missouri, Vennont, Ohio, Texas, (Ilinois, Michigan, 
FJorida. New Mexico, and Oklahoma. There is strong interest in reinstating seasonal base plans 
because ma~y dairy producers in these States were expecting the higher returns received under a 
seasonal base plan. The lapse of these plans is creating financial hardship on these producers. 

I 

I 




I 

Administration support of this legislation would be well-received by the States that have had 
seasonal base plans in their milk marketing orders. However, Congressman Stenholm, ranking 
Democrat on the House Agriculture Committee, has not supported legislation to extend the 
seasonal base plan authority in the past. While seasonal base ptans 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 Administration's legislative 
proposal. 

I will keep y4u posted on our efforts. 



~; ", : - 'i, 
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THt Yf(tJ.tULUI un......-_.. 
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HOUSE, Of"' REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, O. C, l.!05!J;; 
CHAAUi!: NORWOOO 

IOTt< O,$TIHCT 

GC<)flG'''' .'. 

February 5, 1997 

The Honorable William 1. Clinton 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 

",'V I , 
. ;':: Dear Mr. President, 

: ;c_, , 

Last fall the milk eXCeSS base plan expired. This will have a 
significant negative impact on dairy farmers throughout the 
soumeast. I would appreciate any help that you might he able to 
provide. Se<:retary Glickman can certainly provide you further 
information on the subject. 

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

Sincerely, 

, , ,.; , .- .,-"--:~: ....., 

.; :-': 

" (" 
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! T J. Glauthier
~t'+ £..~ 02/,13/97 aNI,,, AM 

RacordRecord Type: 

To: Sylvia M. Mathews/WHO/EOP, Bruce N. ReedfOPD/EOP, John L. HiUeylWHO/EOP 
• 

cc: Franklin D. Raines/QMB/EOP, Jacob J. Lew/OMB/EOP, Rebecca R. Culberson/OMB/EOP 
Subject: Request for Information on Dairy Prices 

Sylvia. the att~ched 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. Gleuthler/OMBfEOP on 0211 3/9707:35 AM ••••••••------------------ ­

+....'.",', Da~iel D. Heath~ ",l· £... 02i12/97 06: 17:55 PM'.r . 
Record Type: Record 

To: T J. Glauthier/OMB/EOP 

cc: Ronald M. Cogswell/OMB/EOP, Mark A. Weatherly/OMB/EOP, Aleda Ward/OMB/EOP 
Subject: 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 President.) , 

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

More narrowI} the ~milk excess base plan" refers to a former scheme in the Federal marketing 
order system for the Southeastern U.S. to smooth seasonal swings in milk production and 
correspondinglprice and income effects of the milk price cycle.· This "seasonal base plan" paid 
farmers higher.~than·normal prices throughout the year for a "base" level of production established 
in the months lof short supply, but paid below-normal prices for "overbase" production in the flush,
months. The effect was to generate more milk in the Southeast from local supplies in the short 
supply periods, and to boost incomes for Southeast dairy producers. The scheme was authorized 
in past farm bills, was officially supported by the Administration in the 1996 Farm Bill deliberations, 

I 



Page 1 

• 	 I 

Many hairy producers are concerned about the recent decline in milk prices, and Secretary 
Glickman hasisuggested that the issue may be raised during the National Govemors 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. feU by 30 percent between early October and rnid~Deccmbcr. Over the past few weeks, 
milk prices have strengthened -- but daity state Governors, Senators, and Members of the House 
are still pressing for Administration action. The Department ofAgriculture has taken several 
steps to strengthen milk prices, as described below, but has resisted establishing a price floor as 
some dairy interests are advocating. 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: 	 What arc you going to do about milk prices? Are you wiHing to establisb a Floor 
price for milk? 

A: 	 I am aware that milk prices declined sharply at the end of last year, and that the 
Department of Agriculture has already taken several steps to strengthen milk prices, 
including; 

• 	 i Purchasing $S million worth of cheese for use in domestic food assistance 
~ programs; in addition to the nccelerated sehool Junch purchases already underway; 

Stimulating exports by reactivating the Dairy Export Incentive Program for 
butterfat, which has been idle since mid-1995; and 

• 

• 	 !Working with private voluntary groups to boost the flow ofdairy products into 
~,international food assistance programs 
I 
, 

In addition, Secretary Glickman announced on January 29 that he is taking steps to 
address concerns raised by dairy producers about how milk prices are ca1culated. ,, 
Jalso understand that prices have strengthened in recent weeks, So I hope Vo'C can 
continue to work together to address the concerns that have been raised., 	 . 

, 

[If pressed on a price support: As instructed by Congress in the Farm Bill, we are moving 
away from price supports and toward a consolidation and refonn of the federal marketing 
order system. MHk pricing is complicated and has been SUbject to extensive government 
intervention oVer' a long period of time. The Fann Bill instructs us to refonn this entire . 
pricing system, and it's best to consider any proposals fur a price floor within the context 
of reforming the federal marketing order system. I am confident thal Secretary Gli~kman 
will continue to work with the industry to address your concerns in ways that are 
consistent with the thrust of these reform policies.] 
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October 13, 1995 

, ~~ 
MEMORANDUM ~ 

I 

FROM DAN GUCKMAN 

1m: 

The following brlofiy roviews the oonc:emradon iNu.. that we dlsawed durinS our 
r.cern meetmg. It includes a summaI}' ofOllgniD!l Departmont of AgrlcullUr. artlUll$ III well 
as a review of the currently-identified optlona available 10 the Pre:iident. The issue of 
"concentration" is • key _co of contenlion and dIaonnI tbrougbout U.s. IlI11II areas, but 
particularly in the Midwest. Farmers and ruche.. life deeply cosu:emed tII,at'""""",,d, 
""ni:eiitraliOilhasr • .wtcd III Ihi.-.,ontrcl oC II!aI'keIiaII and tranSportatioti opuolilDY a solid. 
few; thereby "estriCtins marlCetiiiil altemallv"" and !'fOOt m&rgmifor farinm aDd nmcberS. 

I. IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEIII "REAli 
w. bave ldeptil!"d HVemfpiiibleiD'ar .... exmcel'lllng OOD<Cntranoa whieh relate to 

tho Department o!' Agric:uiture. 

-I'adulr CoII_lnIlIon 
"""ker concel1tratiou b a by co_rn IO'bOil!, pork-iud'lamb prudIIo:crs. Altbougb 

the primary media focu> bas been 011 beeC produetloD and to some ex1c1ll pork produttioa, 
all tbree spe<ies bave been slpl6mnlly alfecled by tile redUttioll of tile numbe, of 
packinghouses in tile Utlited Slates. Emolllive media attenlion ball been focused on packet 
concenU"atioIl and IIi P()S5ible,~1Mi Imp."fon beOfpriCei2 '. 

I 
-VerticOllmtI HorIIoIIIaIl.......11tm 

Vertical and horizontal iDtq:ratiou llave llipit!caIIIly affecled production agriculture, 

particularly ,hog and poullJy produttiOJl. poultty pracluttion is already hi&bly ~rtically 
iotegrated. bot there .... >peclfic issues of COIlCCl'll well as l"amm--proeeJSOr COlllnJCllns 
relationships and an iw:reaslngly Umlted u_ber oC pm..,.,,,,,l1 with whom poullJy grow8l'll 
<all contract. Many claim that the port sector i> moviD!I ill a similar ditectlon lawud 
vertlcal integration ... pmcessm1I .... perceived .. rclyirl& more 011 a>Dtntcting azra1IIIlImcnts 
and/or l"'ll"" hog operauO!llI rather tbaIt smaller producers. By pnwicIinJ a "(l8pliyesuppli'. 
the Fowth of 1"'lI" operali ..... i. perceived by _ as -.eIeJ'1lliD8 tbe )IlO\'eJIICut toward 
verti~..mt.gr::!ton andlheresuitlnildemiae cof smaller lndepolldent prodwier family farms. 

http:verti~..mt


Vertic& ami horlzQnIal 'mall"'tiOll, .. well as the trend towardo latger operationl 
have also bad sl,pillc:anfOliirironmenW 'iJiiPaCu.~111e in_ of Iarp pouiuy and pork 
operatiOIlS in slat .. I!Ilch as Iowa. Nordl Carolina, Mk.ourI ami MlnDesota Ita"" drawn 
extensive _din att.ntion and public coneem particularly in regard to 1110 imp_ of thea. 
operatiotu on lilr ami watet. WhIle lIIeso States are tryilljJ 10 addreu a.- problems, tbe 
growing TIIlIlIber of large operalioDS retIIIIin> COlItnm:t1iaL 

·Ilailxvada ,; », ' 
F&rmU$ and localgraln elevato.. III't my conoomed about tile laek:of.ali8ilabiUty 

ulf:faileaiffOi' giain-sbipmenu ill the Midwest ,!lilA USDA bas a rcpol'l1ll8l1s ",ady 10 
be released whleb indiallcs !hat raik.ar sttarta;es am '""'" a signtflamt effect on tbe price 
fanDen receive al their ioaI graln elevator as wen as Impact U.S- compelitivtllCSll in 1IIe 
world market. 

I 

The ilgricullural colllD!lUlily is also c_d with 1Il1lior """II"B in tile railroad 
indusuy. '!'bit coucem Is shared in many areas of tile wunuy besides the Midwest 

II. USDA ONGOING ACI'IONS 
I 

-PackeT ~n Study 
The Departmelll is eurtenUy completing a S1arutorily mandated packer """"""!ration 

:stu<b'. It is. ~ 10 be ready for rel._ by tile and of tbe year. The study's broad 
obje<:tive is 10 elWDiae ""UieI and impllCla of meat pacldng <:ODCCDtraUon. The.tudy should 
inac..., th8 Dopartmenr. undenIandIng of 1IIe changes in the competicive force. in the 
beef and pork pocJcing boUle industry. and IIIIprove USDA', ability 10 monitor the ladUlUY. 
thereby Improving enforcement of \lie l'aclc.ers and SCodyard.s AeI. :. Prellrj,ioiiy reSUlts 
Indicate that there wiU beirisiilficlinl dalillii identify packer.COllCentraoon as 'the aWse of 
taI!ing be<;f. antll'Ofk pricfi to produCel'!!. This o .. tcome will be eoutr....."..;,u ami many will 
likely criticize the study for III faiI_ 10 diRa:Iy relate railing producer prices to iuaeued 
pacl<ot coni:entratlmt. 

. -AdmIIlIAnitl"" A.dimIs ~III PUbn 
The Deparmuml recently filed an lI'lmlnlstralivc a<:tinn ali-Pili a violation of the 

Packer,; and Stockyards A<t agaImIIBP. Inc., the latgesl packer In the COIIDUY. The 
Departmen(s action aIIegll$ wIIBP CIlIItract.in8 practicea placed IIIlLD)I randlen at an unfair 
diliad.anlage becauae they w"'" uaable to r;ceift llimiiar oon=. 
ilL OPTIONS FOil nm PRESIDENT 

·Esfabllsllmeul of" OoiKeaItlllloa.ad lalllp'llllOD CommlsBIon _____ _ 
The Prtsidenl IXluld diRct the Soerot>ory nf A8J'io!1I""" to esrablilb a ColtUllias!cin 

iQ'irruUe<lialclY inYiiiipte!be liIell!i&d asP<- of c:omiCiur.lIlo.. iii weU III vertical and 
hOi:iZOiitallnlegrallon. The Commission would be chlt1ged wtth .pecifl. duti•• and deadIiJI.. 
to e_re alIlOariiDgrw and cimely outcome. 111e c:ImrlJO wou1d Include a .-..lew of statules, 
rognlatiolll ami USDA polli:y gukIa.... ami ",_endaliollll. 

I 
l 
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Tho thrUst of the CommissfOIl wuuld be to idenlify areu wbero the Department 01 
A$ricull\)l'C, or th_ red~"G.O\ItI1llJl.U~ lii:bth.."""""'ary statutory or f108IIlatOJY tool. 10; 
alIdre •• 'tbe"impli<ations oI ...ocelltmtiOD.aDd illlegrnlion Oll.fannerS and l'IIIIcilerS, ' 
"I" ,', 

·KaIIroad Me,..... 	 . ~ .., ~".,_.._ ,
Pmldeflt CllnIOll oould release USDA'. S1udy demonstnttiJlg tlJe'!lIIpaetof nulear 

C	.hortagcnn Pf"'" Iilidrompeliti'.1\_ This S1udy Is wmpkted and ready for release. (It 
should be noted thaI a draft of the·study was ol>lained by persons outside of USDA, and the 
srudy was the subject of one article iu III. [Ie;; MojIlOl Relli'ller several ...... ks. "I!O. 

Th. Preside"t oould also dircet the Semllary of Alric:WNre to address agrioulrural 
tranSportation problems. This wuld,1qjJI by the Seaelaly hoItIng a roundtable with 
iaJlro3(js.-mi," elii.alar., l'arinCiS, pn><:eSOOr1I. aDd otIJeri to addma Ibon IUITl prol>lems. 
The outcome ,of the roundtable: oould l>e to establlsh aIlagnCllltutaJ ttansponation advisory 
committee wpio. would 3II.I1ly.<e the 108(!Cf _ 1nUIIpOrta1i0ll IICHId& of Ameri_ 
agriClllturc. : 

IV. 4NTJCIPATED ACI10NB 

SenalOr Dueble Is """,Clnd IU ilItrodvce logillallon "" Wechlesday, O<:!ober 18 to 
direct tbe ~ewy of AgriCllllUre 10 estab~ a"f~ssfoll'lOimJnedjalely investi~te) 

'padccr'concelltrndon;, Senator Daschlc bWi ,adlQlCed hi! support Of the Secrewy acting 
.without adoptiOn of tho legislation; 

Duriog a speccll before the Natloaal Fr_ Cub 011 Wechlesday, Octol>er 18, I wuul<l 
indicatll my, growing eo_m about pllCker eoncentmllon and iIategration and the 
Department's IntClltion to move IIIlIP""'Ively to addrosa these issu... 

i 
On October 2lI, President QiDIOII..,1IIt1 tIIell dircet _10 immediote!y establish Ibe 


OlmInission. The Presideol'. direttloo would IlIdude additional dew" regarding Ibe cbatge 

of the Collllllh,ion and the tlmeframe. 
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April 22, 	 1997· 

I 	 " ','
I 

, , 	 " TO: 	 Bruce Reed, D~rector . 

D'omestic Policy Coun~il 


" 

FROM: 	 Arthur campbell, Deputy Under secretary 

FrIiCy and Pl~nning, Rural Development, USDA 


RE: 	 "ItA Report On Rural Policy And ,strategy Development" 

, 	 ' 
. Attached is "A Report On Rural. Policy And strategy 

,t 	 Developm~ntn completed after numerous consultations; The report is 
an initial attempt to present·a framework for refining a long range 
national' .POlicy over the coming year. I am' soliciting final 
comments fr'om key, indiv~duals such' as yourself I who have a strong 
interest ih rural policy, and whose input into the final document 
I feel woul'd be valuable. ' 

. I hopei' to finalize', the' report' 'Wit~in the next few weeks and 
would appreciate your comments by Wednesday, April 30th. If you 
have any quastions , or would 'like additional information, please 
feel free :to call me at 202-720-458l., or my assistant Alicia 
Petersen at, 202-690-0569.' 

'. 
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A Report on Rural P"'......._ 
and Strategy 

Art Campbell 
Deputy Under Secretary 
Policy and Planning 
Fax: (202) 720-2080 
E-mail: acampbell@usda.gov 

mailto:acampbell@usda.gov


Table of Contents 


Page 
Preamble I 

introduction 

The Challenge 2 
Po\-erry Level Income 
InfrastroClure and New Technology 
Lo~aJ Capacity 
Speciallssues/Sub Regions 
De~eloping Institutional Consensus' 

, 
t\ Visioll for a National RuraJ Policy 4 

StrAtegic Process for Implementation 
Community Empowerment and SeifReiiance 
The New Technological Revolution 

Emcq;ing Policy Directions 6 
I 

Authority, Flexibility, Local Capacity, and Empmverment 6 
Co6rdination. Collaboration and Public/Private Partnerships 9 
Entrepreneurial Government, 12 
Targeted Assism.nce. Persisrent Poverty Areas 13 
Agriculture 15 

FranH.'\\"urk for A National Rural Strategy 17 
Strategic Plan tor Federal Assistance 17 
Brond Based Slate Plan, 18 
Nationai Rurol Development Pilot Initiative 19 

20 
Summary 

cl 
:\ppcuJit.'I.!s: 

:\ppendix:\; Summary ofCoosuh3tion 
;\ppendix B: Participant Lisl 
·\pr~ndlx C: Swnmary ofquestionnaire 
,\pr~ndix D: Definitions 
:\PP!?!1dix E: ."vlaps 



DRAFT 

PREAMBLE 

The Utlited States Depanment of Agriculture (USDA) was charged in 1980 with leading the 
development of a national rural policy and strategy, and reporting annually to Congress on 
progress toward their implementation< During the ensuing years, various policy repons have been 
prepare'd, but none has comprehensively addressed the rural challenge, fully reflected the 
lessening role ofagriculture in rural America., nor adequately defined ways ofimplementing 
policy< 'This repon seeks to identify critical challenges to rural development, and emerging 
opporrutlities and policy directions for overcoming them< The report also proposes to refine the 
core policy dir«tions which bear the greatest promise, and to build them into a national rural 
developine", strategy comprised of broad based state strategic plans, and a national strategic plan 
for deli~ering coordinated federal assistance to rural development. 

, 

The purposes of this report. therefore ~re: to set forth the broad outlines of a national rural 
policy; 'to provide a framework for enhanced intergovernmental coordination towards its 
jmplem~ntation: to communicate to the Congress and other policy makers key problems and 
challenges facing rural America; and. to provide a process for refining the poficy positions and 
for developing a national strategy to implement the policy. 

I 
The repqrt draws upon consultations with a broad range ofprivate and public sector individuals 
and insti~utions including representatives of private foundations, universities, community~based 
non~pro.6t organizations, private companies, state and local officials, and various departments of 
the feddal government (see Appendix· A, Summary of Can suit at ion} The repon also dntws 
upon input from six rural forums held by USDA Secr<tary Dan Glickman in the spring ofl99S< 
Emerging from the~e cuusultatjons were the following themes: 

:•I•I• 
Rural development must be driven by local initiative, visioning, and planning 
The Federal government should facilitate empowennen~ of local initiative 
fncreased fle.xjhility and authority are needed to tailor federa! programs to local 
conditions and needs 

•
•,
•I•,
•<

• 

Accountability in the development process is essential 
Collaboration and coordination are needed to expand capacity 
Rural development potential is limited by lack of capacity 
Fragmentation ofFederal effort limits its effectiveness 
Targeting of scarce resources is needed to obtain desired results 
Lack ofequity capital and business expenise are barriers to economic 
development. 

http:non~pro.6t
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INTRODUCTION 

Most observers will agree that no coherent national ruraJ policy exists" but that significant changes 
in rural America -~ in agriculture, in its demographics. In its development patterns, in its 
economy, and in the adequacy of present policies and programs to effectively address this new 
reality of rural America ~- almost demand such a national policy, As times and conditions 
changed. policy changes emerged, albeit not comprehensive policy. in legislation such as the 1996 
Fann Bill which provided state directors ofUSDA Rural Development with greater flexibility in 
de[ermirling how to spend nationaUy allocated resources, and in admimstrative procedures. But 
the rurit policy and program architecture and structure are so antiquated. nothing short of a 
major r~vamping of policy, it appears, will have much impact. . 

This re~ort :eeks to sketch the bro=.d outlines of a national policy with the understanding that 
its details must be filled in by the people and institutions of the country. ifit would reflect 
underst~ding and uniqueness ofregional character and state and local capacity. Therefore t~is 
report s':Vts a process that is to be completed by a national intergovernmental, public and private 
effort tOlrefine the policy and then set forth strategies to implement it The object oft~s {ollow~ 
up process is to blend the resources and capabilities of the public and private sectors; and to place 
Ihose in the service of a grand vision of rural Amenca. enunciated and embraced by a broad 
spectrum of the country. 

THE CHALLENGE 

The chaUenge in addressing the needs of ruml America is twofold: first 10 identify the significant 
problems in rural areas wbich must be addressed to assure emergence of vibrant rural 
communities and suslainable development activities; and second. to establish a national. state 
and 10ea,1 strategy driven by consensus from the public and private sectors, 

Consult4tions have concluded that the most significant problems are a lack ofleadcrship, 
resources, and conser:sus at the federa1 level and a lack of appropriate institutional structure and 
c:!p3cily;ar the local level to deaf with the following types of problems and chaIlenges: 

PO\,l'rty:Lc\,c' Income PO\'crty income correlates with fow educationol 
attainment and high inability to afford such basic 
requirements as housing. potable water and sc\ver. 
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health care and educational opportunities, And, 
Jow educational attainment UmilS earning 
potential, The market does not provide basic 
services to households unable to afford them, 
Costly governmental subsidies are needed to 
induce the market to provide affordeble 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 he helped to help themselves by 
improving the rural, economy and the educational 
attainment of workers, 

Infrastructure development in rural America is a 
challenge because ofdistance, density and 
economies ofscale, Rural America has 80% ofthe 
land mass and 20"/0 of the population, Generally, 
economies ofscale drive market forces to invest in 
urban and suburban areas. A wen functioning 
inftastructure network (transportation, water and 
waste,. telecommunications and ather public 
facilities) is critical to attracting investment capital~ 
and is a critical component of rural economic 
development. 

Density, scale. and absence of development 
infrastructure make it difficult 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 to advance community economic 
development Limited access to information and 
p'oor leadership skills act as barriers to effective 
rural development, 

Regional difference, make designing national 
programmatic solutions difficult. Pronounced 

differences now exist among regions. The south 
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suffers from high rates of poverty and low 
educational attainment~ the Great Plains from out 
migration and job loss; and the Northwest from 
sensitivity to depletion ofnatural resources. 

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

Deve!oping Institutional Consensus Fragmentation ofresponsibillty for rural issues and 
different perspectives on rural problems make 
institutional consensus hard to achieve, especiaUy 
within 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 intercoMectedness 
ofissues is not readily seen when those issues ­
health care, social security~ and education, for 
examples .~ are outside of the purvlew ofa given 
instjrution with a limited rural focus, such as the 
Congressional Agriculture committee. 

A VISION FOR A NATIONAL RURAL POLICY 

RUfai 'policy should articulate a vision of the ideal common good for rural America that is 
believ~bJe and shared by a ...vide range of Americans. Its practical objective is to develop 
sustainable rural communities where rural citIzens can live a good and prosperous life, Achieving 
trus objeCtIve requires wise use of natural resources; using knowledge, capital and labor to add 
value to raw agricultural crops~ more effective educatIon and technical preparation of the people 
of rural America; expanding economic and trade opportunities: and, strengthening the tapacity 
afleeal communities to. in partnership with the federal government, continue development over 
time, ' 

The dements of a vision include: 
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Strategic. Processes For Implementation 
I 

Rural policies should guide development and implementation of ruraJ strategic plans. 
Funds and resources allocations s~uId 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 
fucilitate development and tailor resources to local needs to the maximum extent possible, 
while preserving national interests. 

Community Empowerment. and Self Reliance 

Rural policy will be vested in the ideals ofsetfreliance 'l"d empowerment. It 
recognizes that locaf civic capacity and participation ofcommunity residents are 
indispensable to sustalnable development. Rural policy envisions a partnership 
v,1rh people in rural communities C:.: shifts the focus ofgovernmental assistance 
programs from governtnent compliance and procedures to meeting the developmental 
needs ofrural people and communities. Federal policy supports the development oflocal 
leadership with strong technical skills 10 build local capacity. This policy seeks 
to find ways of moving rural communities from competition to cooperation. 

Tile New Technological Revolution 
: , 

Rural policy acknowledges the importance ofnew technology to rural American's 
access to information, new educational approaches and the delivery ofservices. such 
as heruth care. Our policy is to increase access to critical technology for aU rural 
r~sidems, h emphaSizes the importance ofeducation and Jeadership development 
t~ollgh greater use of programs such as distance leaming through institutions such 
~ secondary schools and community colleges. 

We must rethink what ruraI America should become, In rural America. neither governments, nor 
market forces nor (he voluntary non~profit sector can atone create the basic opportunities 
required for a good and fulfilling life. Ideal rural development will require a spirit of 
conahon'lion. cooperation and shared responsibilities. 

EMERGING POLICY DIRECTIONS 

HistOrically. government has provided assistance to rural areas through categorical programs 
aimed at '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 
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comprehensive and collaborative approach to rural development, 
Reccnt,Iy, federal policy sought to operationalize the ideal of empowerment through the 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Community program. Other federal policy adjustments are 
emphasizing making the federal government serve rural communities better. Out oftne budget 
crunch lansing from federal deficits, more attention has been given to achieving impact without 
increas~d spending. Increasing private sector participation, targeting resources to geographic 
areas and populations with special needs and conditions, and investing limited federal doUars 
with a greater sense ofstrategic direction have emerged as sensible approaches. The 1996 Farm 
Bill in fact required USDA Rural Development to develop state strategic plans for the delivery 
of its resources within eath state, 

The dominant policy directions emerging from recent years are: empowerment ofJocal initiative, . 
flexibility 1n delivery offederal programs. increased use ofpublic-private partnerships, , targeting 
offederal reso....·ces to areas with speed needs and conditions, and more attention to alternative 
uses of agricultural crops as a base for rural economic development. These poHcy notions are 
viewed as the core of a rural policy framework and are discussed in more detail below. 

POLICY DIRECTION: 	 AUTHORITY, FLEXIBILITY, LOCAL CAPACITY, AND 
EMPOWER.\lENT 

Although not always done effectively. it is commonly agreed 
that successful rural development requires the initiative ofIotal 
people and commuruties. Local initiative implies local 
commitment, Jong range focus, community'\isioning ana 
ownership. Empowerment involves people and communities 
developing the capacity to help themselves. 

But the local capacity in many poor areas ofrural America is 
weak and iargely underdeveloped. SmaU communities. without 
full time development staff or resources for consulting 
assistance, often c:mnot effectively compete in the grant 
application process. ,4.fiother disadvantage is often the lack of 
effective local leadership. Such needs have been recognized as 
significant barriers 10 dcyeiopmcnt by ruraJ residents 
themselves. 

POLICY: The polic~' will be to- deliver ail programs and 
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assistance in ways that support empowerment of rural 
people and communjties. In the awarding of federal 
resourtes. administrative priority will be given to 
communities who demonstrate that projects for which 
funding is sought, are based upon local plans prepared willl 
input and guidance from a broad and diverse section of.be 
loeal populatjon~ Innovative actions wUl be undertaken to 
assure the easiest possible access to federal resources by 
rural people and institutions. 

Federal stafTwili be required to engaged focal initiative and 
will be evaluated on how well ,hey work to provide (unding 
to implement project. that are part of local plan,. Federal 
resources will be invested in projects with the greatest 
potential for sustainabmty. The federal government wiD 
package resources to address local capacity needs. as ~II as: 
the cost ofspecific infrastructure projects. In all aspects of 
ruml development, the policy wilt be to conduct training 
.and skill development exercises that involve non..federal 

government people from the public and private sectot'S. 

This cruss~entity traiRing should increASe understanding 

among the different seeton and promote wider 

cooperation, collaboration and pannering. 


The major federal empowerment effort underway is the 
Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community (l:.ZEC) 
program. To apply for designation communities were required 
to develop strategic plans with input from a cross-section of 
local citizens. Early indications are that the federal requirement 
,hat all segments ofthe community work together is having a 
positive benefit on the community. People have developed 
greater understanding of their communities and are developing 
leadership skills by participating in the process. 
~ 

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

Extend to state and local governments the authority to make 
substantive decisions. and the flexibility to tailor development 
efforts to 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 communities, Develop a 
computer~based system to achieve the virtual consolidation of 
all ruraf development programs and make the system accessible 
to rural communities, possihly through community colleges and 
secondary schools. 

Develop a federal strategic plan for federal government ~wide 
delivery ofresources to rural conunuruties. nus plan will 
address issues such as: single applications, management of 
projects by a single federal agency involving multi-agency 
funding, and technical issues such as a single environmental 
review, Preparation ofthis pian should help increase 
cooperation and collaboration among federal agencies in 
program delivery, which should help nJitigate the burdens small 
communities experience in applying for federal resources. 

• Encourage flexible locaJ plans tied to partnerships and 
collaborations 

• Commit to support and facilitate local initiative by 
pro";ding ted-mical assistance and training 

• Promote skill transfer and lhe sharing ofrechnicai 
expertise among communities 

• SimplifY loan and gram applications 
• Encourage decision making for project development and 

impJemcmalion at [he local level 
• Draw on the EZlEC model to engage, empower and 

enable rural communities 
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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 
PUBLICIPRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

Small models ofoperation are cropping up here ned there within 
the federal government. Numerous public- private initiatives are 
providing affordable housing and assisting with community 
economic development These, notably, involve banks, 
foundatioo-: nnd private corporations, These partnerships usually 
focus on a societal need and bringing business pragmatism and 
know how to its alleviation. The objectives include a mixture of 
altruism and recognition that strong communities make for 
stronger markets. 

The Pacific: Northwest Timber Initiative involved coordination 
among government agencies to help this region make adjustments 
to tbe local economy caused by restrictions placed on the 
harvesting of timber in the area. Through regular communication 
over proposed development initiatives the agencies were able to 
succcssfullj blend financing to quickly get projects UnQ\;f way. 
The mere identification of projects allowed the agencies to spot 
ways of participating in deal. brought to the collaboration table. 

POllCY: The policy in the delivery of rederal resources is to 
have a designated agenc), take the lead on rural projects 
where funding is coming from multiple federal agencies, to 
arrange federa1 participation and to minimize the burden on 
tbe applicant to package similar resources from different 
agencies. 

The federal government will identify and eliminate barriers 
to the coordinated use of federal pTograms~ 
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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 
de\'elopment such as sparse population, small markets and 
limited management capadty witbin local governments. The 
policy objective is to create eridenl mass for development 
through cooperation on a larger scale. 

The policy is to build iDcenti\'fS into federal funding 
decisions, first. and later tequiremcnts, ror local and sub~sta:te 
strategic pJanning with broad-based participation from the 
public and private sedon. One objective orthis policy is t~ 
promote broadening the base orinvestment finance beyond 
pubUc sources to include private wealth. 

A well documented history has been established describing the 
fragmentation offederal development elfon•. The Repon of the 
National Performance Review recognized the importance of 
coUaboration and suggested increased emphasis on 
intergovernmental collaboration, 

The Empowerment ZonelEnterprise Community (EZlEC) 
program is revealing considerabJe energy and force from a ground 
up, locally led pJanning and development process. Numerous 
reports indicate the E2/EC communities have uncoverC":! a strong 
civic resolve from the required coUaborative strategic ylanning 
process that did not previously exist. Applicant communities not 
receiving designations as EZIECs are having success in 
implementing their strategic plans. 

The United States Depanrnent of Agriculture's Rural 
Development Action Team, (REDAT), whieh is comprised of 
representatives from all USDA agencies has a mission to improve 
program delivery of the Department's resources through 
improved collaboration and coopertl1ion. 

The consultation process of preparing srraregic plans followed by 
USDA Rurai De\'e!opment hils laid the groundwork for increased 
collaboration and partnering. This planning served as an 
interactive tool for USDA to get exposed to new ideas and 
establish the beginnings ofnew pannerships. 

In the distribution offedef~J funds,:o the ma.ximum extent th:ltSTRATEGY, 
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current Jaw aJlow~ give priority consideration to projects that 
include pannering, leveraging of resources, collaboration and 
cooperation. 

Pursuant to the requirements oflhe 1996 Farm Bill, establish an 
interagency working group to establish and manage rural policy 
and coordinate all federal rural development effotts. Such 
coordination could potentially lead to uniform program 
application. and expedited access by communities to all federal 
agencies. 

Cominue and expand USDA strategic planning, to belter engage 
state and local entities in its enlargement, refinement and 
implementation. 

Facilitate local community economic development by bringing 
together local stakeholders and the various sources ofresoun:es . 

. to plot development Strategy. EarlY.federal involvement can 
maximize tbe impact of federal investments by assuring that local 
strategies understand federal priorities, goals and objectives. 

• Commit Federal resources to encourageS/rategic planning 
and to engage local communities in collaborations. 

• 
• 

o 

Provide incentives for pannering and resource leveraging. 
Provide technical assistance to rural deveiupment 
initiatives in the early stages of coiIaboration 

Rewrite legislation and regulations to permit the use of 
loans and grants for project pre-planning and development 
expenses 

ii 
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ENTREPRENEURIAL GOVERNMENT TO 

AMELIORATE BUDGET CONSTRAINTS 


Adding to this dilemma is the realization that most 
federal programs are designed (0 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 Perfonnance Review 
clearly 

articulates a mandate for reinvention" Government must review 
its procesSes. abandon those that are outmoded or irrelevant,. and 
adopt modem business practices. This also means empowering 
managers to manage their resources and be held accountable for 
results. Simitar themes are app:lrent in the Government 
Perlormancc and Results Act (GPRA). In different ways, the 
Administration, Congress, and rural stakeholders are saying that 
government should act more entrepreneurial. 

POLICY, A. a matter or policy, USDA, the lead rural 
development agency, is reshaping its business processes to 
become more of a development agency rather than just <1 

provider of Joans and gr:tnts. Employees' performance will 
be evaluated on how well they actively assist local 
communities with development as well as manage risk 
associated wi(h Joan~making. 

The private sector and some stnte and local governments are 
modernizing their operations by empowering smarter units. 
identifYing and listening to their customers, and setting goals that 
can be measured. n.e federal government is actively moving into 
this new field in a search for \vays to more effectively utilize 
resources. 

Over the las( ten years private. non~profit philanthropic 
organizations have markedly changed lheir approach. A SlrlCICf. 
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business·like discipline has been adopted and applied, "Tough 
minded" philanthropy bas taken root regarding private non·profit 
organizations. More attention is now paid to the preparation for 
"development readiness" in communities. There has been a 
recognition ofthe importance of soft. up front money in assisting 

communities in this preparation for development. Now, as 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 opponunities to rural communities. 

Establish management tracking procedures to assure that 
outcomes desired are obtained. 

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

Train employees in the elements and process of comprehensive 
rural development to demonstrate how infrastructure programs 
connect to and serve a cofTIprehensive rural deveJopment strategy. 

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

POLICY DffirCTION: TARGETING ASSISTANCE TO AREAS OF SPECIAL NEEDS 

A variety ofrural areas have special needs that curren! programs, 
procedures and approaches do • poor job of reaching, Some of 
these have intractable poveny, which has not abated over the 
years in spite of extra federal focus to relieve it. More than fh.'e 
hundred counties have remained persistently poor mth a poverty 
rate oft\venty percent or higher over several decades. These areas 
have infrastrucrure needs greater than many other rural areas. but 
also have the least local institutional capacity YO develop viable 
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strategies to arrive at solutions. 

POLICY: The policy il to target loan and grant resources to 
areas of special need as :II way of bringing concentrated 
attention to chronic conditions which refuse to yield to 
normal activity. 

Demonstration projects involving the private and public 
sectors will be organized to address selected areas with special 
needs. The intergovernmental working group wm manage the 
coordination of federal resources to tbese areas to maximize 
the impact of federaJ investmen1S. 

Aside from the ruraJ EZEC program,. water and sewer loans and 
grants arc targeted to Colonias, impoverished communities 
occupied by Mexican- Americans; which are situated wong the 
border between Mexico and America and to native Alaskan 
villages. 

USDA Rural 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 dJOSe ofthe Lower Mississippi Delta region. 
Two private seCtor entities, Bank ofAmerica and the Ford 
foundation, h."e joined USDA in this partnership fO orovid. 
funds to prepare the action agenda. Valley Interfaiw, ;: Texas~ 
based non~profit community organization, is leading the pJanning 
effort in Texas. The objecfive of this effort is to structure new 
approaches and nnancing arrangements to these chronic poverty­

based conditions. 


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

Work with loca! communit:cs, direc:ly and through cooperative 
partners, to encourage \\idercollaborarion within states iO achieve 
resulls within targeted areas. Through the interagency \vorkIng 
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group package federal assistance to fund development strategies 
prepared for these areas. Convene sub~.state regional and stale 
public and private entities to help design and implement such 
strategies, 

Coordinate research from the public sector to help identifY IIIlIrIa:t 
options for targeted are .. that are viable and sustainable. 

AGRICULTURE - MARKET ORIENTATION 

Overthe last 40 years farming employment rell from almost eight 
million workers ta just aver thtee million. The number offarms 
declined from 5.8 millian to 2. J million. Rural area employment 
is now dominated by the service sector, as services account for 
50.6 percent ofrural workers while fanning accounts for anly 1.6 
percent. 

But the agriculture sector remains an integral part ofrural 
communities and the American economy. Agricuirure is a 
significant part aru.s. trade markets, contributes to the health 
and welfare of many underdeveloped countries and supports a 
number ofnutritionai programs that provide a healthy, nutritious 
food supply to tha needy in the U.S. 

Welfare Refonn, changes in Farm Price support!, ";.ifts in tbe 

ruml employment base and in population distribution will 

signiticantly alter the role ofagriculture in rural America. 


POLICY: The policy will be to maximize Ihe use of research 
and technical assistance to develop marketing alternatives to 
offset fluttuatlons which may occur in rarm income due to 
the impending cessation of price supports. 

The Federal Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 
(FAIR Act), represents a marked change in Federal prod~ction 
agriculture policy" This act accelerates tbe reduction in FedernJ 
government influence over agricultural production and prices, It 
supports the trend in making agriculture more responsive to gIohaI 
market forces, Specific agricultura1 sectors, including sugar, 
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peanuts and milk, will be dramatically affected. Price suppar 
programs that have been in effect since the 19305 are being 
removed. Over time there will be an increase in the volatility of 
farm sector incomes. Fanners win be free to make their own 
decisions over the best allocation of resources to maximize their 
Incomes. 

STRATEGY: ' 	 Promote agricultural exports and provide information on risk 
management techniques and opportunities to assist the transition 
of agriculture to a market orientation. Actively develop foreign 
market opportunities in under·marketed areas such as Afiica. 
Develop a clearinghouse for foreign market information to match 
new market teads with potential domestic suppliers. Undertake a 
concentrated initiative to persuade fanners oftne need to 
understand and use modem risk management practices. 

• 	 Continue efforts to uncover and expand foreign markets 
•. 	 Continue to promote international trade, breaking down 

protectionist barriers 
• 	 Create a central clearinghouse for international 

agricultural trade opportunities 
• 	 Provide technical assistance concerning risk managem~t 

tools and techniques 
• 	 Ensure that strategic planning recognizes the important 

rote that 'agriculture holds in specific small communities 
and regions. 

We propose to evolve these policy directions into a national rural poJicy and a national strategic 
plan for rural development comprised ofindividual state plans and a national plan for the federal 
government to engage and work with the intergovernmentaJ and public~priyate initialive reflected 
in these ptans. By bringing people from all walks ofrural life into the strategy development work, 
we believe that the likelihood for engendering broad support for the policy is incrcased~ but more 
import3ntty, the chances for implementation are enhanced. 

\Ve enVision the \vork outlined in the section below oelog undertaken over the ne:.::t twelve to 
twenty~four momhs. 
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FRAMEWORK FOR A NATIONAL RURAL STRATEGY 

A natiorW rural strategy means that all ofthe country is covered; it does not mean that it is drav.ll 
at the nationalltvel We propose a national strategy comprised ofindividual state strategies laid 
out in state pJans for rural deveJopment, drawn up with broad-based public and private 
participOtion, and relying for implementation on a collection ofpartnerships and funding s(rategies 

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

We call for and will vigorously support the following actions: 

STRATEGIC PLAN FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

~ strategic plan for a comprebensive intergovernmentaJ collaboration to support 
,ruml development pnpared by • working group convened jointly by the White 
'Bouse Domestic Policy Council Dnd USDA 

PRU,CIPLES: 
I 

Sustainshility should drive all rural development efforts 

Federal program procedures should be adjusted to enC01trage 
private participation with government in developing rural solutions 

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

Federal agency jurisdictions o~er rural assistance programs should 
be rendered transparent to rurai residents and institutions who usc 
these programs 

It is desirable to alter the federal program mechanism to better 
support development strategies Ihat deal comprehensively with a 
broad gecgraphic area as opposed to just supporting projects. one 
at a time 
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Loca]"strategic pJans help provide many of the elements required 
for locaJly driven sustainable rural development 

PublicJprivate support of local community strategic planning 
involving sub state pJanning districts, national and regional 
intennediarie,s" private foundations. and local governments is 

.desirable, 

ACI10N: The Secretary of Agneullur. will convene an 
interagency~ working group to provide guidance and 

support to refinjngt managing and implementing rnral 
polky. The ..orking-group will be ta.ked wilh the 
responsibility of deveJoping the strategic plan for 
federal assistance .0 rural development • 

• 

BROAD BASED STATE PLANS 

States shall devefop broad based state plans for rural development 
prepared with ~road participation from f~~ public"and private scctOl'S. 

These plans should be holistic, encourage flexible approaches, aJlew communities to craft their 
own solations., widen the focus of rural development from just agriculture to natum! ..:sources 
and the environment and the non-farm economy, and involve the public and private set.:[ors in 
their preparation_ 

PRINCIPLES: 	 Slate plans should be linked to federal rural development plans for 
the Slate. 

Rural programs should be flexible and should allow communities 
to craft their own solutions. 

Rurru development effons should empbasize natural resources and 
rhe environment as well as agriculture 

Resources should be targeted to sustainable projects which are 
supported by careful assessment ofneeds and which support 
federal policies. 
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Muhi~county collaboration should be encouraged " 

Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) requirements 
which emphasize selection ofthe most imponant task and 
obtaining the desired outcome should be adhered to. 

Outreach and technical support from universi,ies. State Rural 
Development Councils. Couneils of Government, and USDA 
Extension Service should be encouraged. 

ACTION: 	 The Seeretary wiD issue a eaIl for the development ofpJans for 
rural development to the states and ofTer the assistance of 
federal offices and the Rural Development Councils to 
facilitate their development. 

NATIONAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT PILOT INITIATIVE 

Establish a pilot project to demonstrate iMovative ways and means ofdelivering fedefal 
support to help implement 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 orchis project. 

PRINCIl'LES: 	 Broad area strategies which cluster ruml development 
effof1s to achieve scale and critical mass are important 
strategies which should be supported. They minimize the 
adverse impact ofsparse populations and weak markets on 
rural development. 

Greater effectiveness in the use offederal resources can be 
achieved by coordinated planning. 
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The policy positions established in this document will be refined and/or expanded during the 
course ofthe foregoing described work. Additionally. a comprehensive set of recommendations 
for .c~omplishing the proposed actions - including federal participation in implementing the 
broad based state strategic plans, new legislation where needed, and, the creation or strengthening 
of orglanizations -: and an assessment of the resources needed to effectively implement the 
recominendationi will be developed. 

SUMMARY 
, 

The curreru effort to consider development ofa national rural policy began in March. 1996 with 
a meeting offederal and non·federal interest groups including corporate, foundations, community 
based brgani:z.ations and universities. In September the President's Domestic Policy Council in 
conjunCtion with USDA Rural Development convened a working group offederal agencies. The, 
National Rural Development Partnerailip hosted a forum in January, 1997 for non-federal interest 
groups to comment on what they thought was important to their rural constituencies and how the 
federal government should respond. Also during January, 1997, USDA Rural Development stale 
directors from the states ofMississippi, North Carolina, California, Nonh Dakota and South 
Dakota convened meetings of small groups of non-federal interests to offer suggestions about 
issues ~d challenges a national rural policy should address. A survey was taken of federal 
agencies to determlne the type ofactivities in rura1 areas they were involved in. 

This report is another step toward a comprehensive national rural policy. We have listened to a 
wide variety ofinterests and fully realize the magnitude of our responsibility. Developing a rural 
policy and strategy will need to involve rural communities themselves, federal agencies, state and 
local 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 ofstrategies to achieve the goals. This body ofwork, 
when completed, will constitute the rural poliey and strategy called for in the statutes and 
hopefully provide the galvanizing vision for rural development widely believed needed. 
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I 
I Section 2 

Rural Development I 
Rural America, once primarily agricultural, is now very different from region toI 

I 

region. The rural economy has long been ~ore non-farm than fann. 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 theI 

, 

rural workforce employed in farming has declined from 14 percent to about 8 percent. 
At least 80 percent of rural residents 3re supported by non-farm employment. 

I 
I 

Neither t~e fann nor the non-farm portions of rural America 3fe islands unto 
themselves. The viability of one augments and supports the viability of the other. For 

I 
example,:more than 40 percent of fanners work off the farm more than 100 days 
during the year. Rural America needs a healthy agricultural sector but it also must 
have health clinics, affordable housing, sustainable agricultural related ventures, water , 
and sewer systems, fire stations and town halls, and businesses and industries. 

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

I 
Median Household Income

I 135.000-,--------------------­

$3O.ooo+--------~-----___:I 
. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 11177 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 

II Metro rn Non-Metro 

.' 
I 
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I 
I lack of employment oppertunities, peor 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 organizational infrastrucrurc, and a lack of access to

I credit. 
, . 

Thirteen percent of rura1 Americans have incomes below the poverty line, whichI almost matches the poverty rate for central cities, Rural poverty is particularly 
pervasive and persistent within several concentrated geographic a.reas, such 35 the 

I 	 lower Mississippi Delta, Appalachia, Indian reservations, and along the U.S.-Mexico 
horder. 

I Lack of affordable housing remains an especially acute problem in rural areas. Poor 
non-metrolhouseholds frequently pay more than they can afford for housing and many 
families pay more than half of their annual income for housing. The last national

I census indicated that 3.8 million very-low income households were not able to find 
affordable units. Ihereis a growing reliance upen used, peor-quality mobile homes. 

I 	 Annther facet of the rural housing problem is homelessness. It is well known to exist, 
but is largely invisible. The rural approach to residential instability involves doubling 
up, moving frequently, occupying substandard housing, or illegally siting manufactured 

I 
I housing. ~he primary issues contributing to rural homelessness are directly related to 

the overall need for rural development, affordable housing, economic support of the 
working poor, and assistance to prevent the loss of adequate housing. 

Not all areas are in difficulty. Some 1'\Iral areas are growing or stable because of 

I tourism, in-migration of retirees, and industrial and government relocations. But other 
areas, facing remoteness and economic disparities, are suffering population declines. 
And, young people continue to leave rural areas. 

.I 
As a matter of policy, the Federal government should commit to the principle of 
focusing much of its limited cural development resources to people and places with theI 	 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, I 	 the Appalachian region, and the Native Anterican lands. 

Federal efforts must overcome past duplication and fragmentation in the delivery ofI resources for rural development. USDA comntits to leading this effott. This will 
involve coordination of Federal activities and the utilization of USDA's extensive field

I network to facilitate local rural initiati....es. 
I 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
,I 	 .'nvesting in Rural Economies 

I Issue 
A.< we enter the 215t century, the princIpal challenge facing rural economies is [Q build 

I the capacity to survive and prosper in the globaJ marketpJace. This means creating 
sustainable n~w businesses that generate strong 2nd rising incomes for workers and that 
can belp reverse the downward economic spiral that plagues many regions. Current

I public policies provide neither enough tools nor the right mix of tooJs to attract 
financial cap(tal for rural economic revitalization, 

I 	 Discussion 
Rural America is served by a wide variety of financial institutions, including a sound 
system of community banks and the Fann Credit System--a network of cooperativelyI owned banks which finances farms, farmer-owned cooperatives. rural utilities, and 
some rural housing, Although these institutions generally satisfy the normal credit 

I needs of farmers and others in rural communities. some specialized but important 
forms of credit and capital appear [Q be less readUy available than in urban areas. In 
particular. bUsiness start-ups and other high-risk rural ventures tend to be underserved.

I 	 The greatest needs are for equity capital, secondary market capital and credit, and 
infrastructure and economic development financing. A recent study by the American 
Bankers Association identified a number of problems in rural credit markers, inclnding: I 	 1) • shortage of lendable funds in some areas, 2) a lack of a secondary market for 
economic development loans originated by rural financial institutions. 3) the 
unavailability of sufficient equity capital for financing rural businesses, 4) a lack ofI technical expertise in economic development lending. and 5} a failure to Support 
intergenerational transfers of existing farms and community businesses. 

II At the Natiobal Rural Conference in Iowa in April 1995. President Clinton and 
Secretary GI,ickman heard overwhelming support for efforts to promote investment in

I rural America. It is imperative that the 1995 Farm Bill expand rural economic 
opportunity by ensuri~g rural communities bave the tools to attract capital. 

I 	 Guidance 

I 
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 (CDFl.). CDFls offer capital I and technical assistance to low~income communities. the areas most lacking in 
capital. Despite great potential for promoting economic development in rural

I Amdrica, CDFls currently face limited funding. 

I
I 
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I 
Expand credit availability by encouraging the use of (he Federal Home Loan I 	 • 

I 
Bank System's general advances program and lower-cost Community 
Irivestment Program for rural economic development. 

• 	 Implement regionally based one-slOp capital shops to provide comprehensive 
financial and business technical assistance to firms in rural areas. The capital I 	 shops 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;I 	 coordinate with regional financial institutions as well as local and State 
governments; and serve to focus regional economic development effam. 
,I 	
, 

A'uthorize corrunercial banks to underwrite municipal revenue bonds.• , 

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

,I • 	 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 theI 	 Farm Credit System, Fanner Mac and other organizations to examine options 
. for rural credit. The working group will complete its recorrunendations within 
the next 45 days.,I 	 I 

, 

I 	
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

II 

I 
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I 
I 	 • Targeting Programs to Those Areas 

of Greatest Need I 
I Issue 

Traditionally, !ural development programs have been delivered on a "firsr..come. first~ 
served" basis. Too often, this has ensured thal rural America's poores.t and most 

I isolated comm1unities have gonen the fewest resources. The Administration believes 
that this disparity should be corrected. 

Despite the Congressional intent embodied in the Rural Development Policy Act ofI 	 I 

1980 to provide the Secretary of Agriculture the authority and responsibility to address 
the full spect~m of rural development needs. there is a need for mechanisms and 

I 	 incentives at t~e Federal level to encourage panicipation of other Depanrnents and 
Agencies in rural development efforts. In addition, rural development programs, .Iike 
most categorical programs. are too restrictive and too narrow~y focused to provide the I 	 enough flexibility to respond to the needs of most rural communities, 

I 

I Discussion 
USDA initiated the State Rural Development Councils as a means of bringing all of the 
rural develop~ent players within a State to the table to resolve problems with Federal' 

I programs. eliminate statutory and regulatory barriers:, and cooperatively respond to 
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 

I 	 water finance programs. more needs to be done to encourage cooperation among the 
Federal departments. 

i 

I 
Currently. [he, mix of funding for various rural economic ,and development programs 
often does not match local needs. In its FY 1996 budget, the Administration has 
proposed the Rural Performance Pannership Initiative (RPPI) to provide the fieKibili1Y 

I 
needed at the State level to adjust the mix of assistance under various programs. 

With RPPI, USDA has developed an approach that enables its field structure to deploy I financial and technical resources to initiate development projects, RPPI repres?!nts a 
change in tbe culture of Rural Economic and Community Development that gives slaff 

I the direction ~nd authority to work with Slate and local officials on development of 
rural ventures. RPPI can evenrually become a conduit for the coordinated delivery of 
other federal agencies' funds to rural America. 

,I , 
I 

I 
The Administration also found that resources can be focused on selected geographic 
regions with positive results. This approach involves concentrating attention 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 

I Federal departments and agencies. This is the premise for the Empowerntent 
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I 
, 	 •
fI 	 ZoneslEnteTprise Communities (EZlEC) program which also starts with locally 

detennined ~plans jointly developed by business. local goverrunents. civic organizations, 
and orher C9"mmunily-based organizations. RegionaJ initiatives can create theI 	 framework·for support and implementation of local development strategies. but sbould 
not create ~ew regional economic development planning structures, Pla!ll1ing should be 
at the grassroots level. with broad participation from both the public and private 

I 
I sectors. Regional initiatives can augment Jocal efforts through technical assistance and 

improved access to Federal and State resources. They need to be based on 
partnerships. . 

GuidanceI 	 • A very high proportion of rural community development assistance should be 

I 
targeted to chronically economically distressed communities and places facing 
economic disruptions. Examples include: 

• 	 Pacific Northwest Timber Initialive-USDA has the lead role in 
developing financial assistance initiatives to mitigate the effects of theI declining timber and fishing industries. In the FY 1996 budget, USDA 
has eannarked $85 million in direct loans, gnaraDteed loan and grant

I programs, including business development, community facilities. and 
water and waste disposal programs. 

I 
I • Empowerment ZOnesfEnterprise Communities (EZfEC) and 

Champion 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 Py 1996 Budget 
includes eannarks totaling $125 million in a variety of direct and 
guaranteed loan and grant funds for business development programs. I 	 rental housing. community facilities and water and waster disposal 
programs.

I • The Della lnilialive-VSDA should take the lead in a Federal-Stare-local 
initiative focusing on poverty alleviation in the region covering the lower 

I Mississippi River and surrounding areas. 

• The Great Plains Initiative-USDA. in cooperation with other 

I governmental entities. should create a redevelopment and environmental 

I 
improvement program for the Great Plains based on the 
reconunendations of the newly created Great Plains Commission. 

I 

I 
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I 
• 	 The Native American Initiative--Native American governments are to I 	

J 

I 
be given special consideration when working with USDA programs. 
program funds or cost~sharing. This Administration has made improved 
relations with tribes a high priority and created a mullj~departrnenta! 
effort to design new approaches to Native American economic 

I 
 d~velopment. 


• 	 The Colonias Initiative--The poverty of the Colonias areas along the 

I U.S. - Mexico border is profound, USDA has spent $75 million over 
the past three years, primarily in water and sewer improvements in this 
area. But the effort pales in comparison to [he awesome scale and 

I severity of need. Here, USDA proposes to launch a mOre focused 
i~tiative with the sense of urgency that is normally reserved for natural 
disaster relief. Using its rural coordinating responsibility, and its new 

I 
I approach to investing typified by RPPI, USDA will work with HUD and 

other depanments 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 isI evidence of improving conditions (especially in counries covered by the 
AppalaChian Regional Commission), significant areas of this

I predominantly rural region remain isolated and desperately poor. 

• To coordinate rural development effons, the following steps should be

I taken: 

I 	 • The Consolidated Fann and Rural Development Act should be amended 
10' incorporare the provisions of the RPPI. 

I 	 • The Rural Development Policy Act of 1980 (1980 Act) should be 
amended to authorize joint financial participation of various departments 
in projects, demonstration or pilot projects, and in the support of the 
State Rural Development Councils. Many Departments wishing to I panicipate in joint ventures. including financial support of the State 
Rural D"evelopment Councils, are unsure of the authority to do so 

I because of other provisions of Jaw. 

• The 1980 Act .1S() should be amended to require that a single application 

I for financial assistance is sufficient for projectS in which more than one 
Deparunem or Agency participates. 

I 

I 
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• 

I 
I The 1980 Act also should be amended to provide authority to enter into 

cooperative agreements with States wh.en it is mutually beneficial to both 
, the Federal government and lhe Slales, Presently, cooperative I I 
i 

agreements are authorized only for research and edUcation, 

I 
I i , 

I i 

;I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I I 

I 

I I 

I I 


I 
,26 Administration'. Farm Bill Proposal

I .I I, 



I 
I 	 .Improving the Information Infrastructure 

for Rural America I 
IssueI 	 A modem. sophisticated telecommunications infrastructure will mean more jobs, 
improved educati~n. and better health care for rural communities. Earlier in this 
century, public/p~ivate efforts enabled fanns and rural homes throughout America toI 	 get access to electricity and telephone service. Similarly I (0 develop and implement a 
modern and affordable infonnation infrastructure in rural America. we wilJ need 

I public/private partnerships, an infusion of largely private capital, and effective 
coordination of policy, 

DiscussionI 	 ; 

, 

A national infomiation infrastructure (NIT) will have dramatic and lasting effects on the 
65 million Americans Hving in rural communities, Already I information technologiesI make medicaJ seryices more accessible and Jess expensive for rural residents. Farmers 
get vital information such as conunodity prices and weather infunnation through 
teleconununicatioils, And rural schools that are connected to the information I 	 superhighway use computer networks and distance learning to enhance education. 

Unfortunately, many rural conunnnities today are not in a position to take advantage ofI 	
I 

these new opporttinities, For example. while almost 80 percent of libraries that serve 
cities of 250.000 9r more people have a connection to the Internet, only 11 percent of

I 	 rural libraries do,1 Moreover, ntany Americans living in rural areas find it prohibitively 

I 
expensive to use the Internet and commercial on~1ine services because they must pay 
for a long-.distance call to the ~arest "point of presence" of their network service 
provider, 

USDA's Rural Utilities Service (RUS) lends money to small rural telecommnnications I 	 companies and co~peratives to build ad.... anced infonnation infrastructure; for every 

I 
dollar RUS lends, borrowers invest $4.50 of their own funds, In FY 1994, $12,2 
million in RUS funds generated more than $500 million in federal loans and loan 
guarantees; those loans and loan guarantees in turn leveraged $2 billion in private 

I 
investment in rural telecommunications infrastructure, In a typical year.-RUS 
borrowers will use the limited federal subsidy to provide initial telecommunications 
services to 62,119 fatnilies. install 6,000 miles of fiber optic facilities, and purchase 
214 new digital switches, 

I 
RUS also operates a Distance Leatning and Medical Link Grant Program, which has 

I already' given hun~reds of students attending rural schools in 28 states access to 
previously unavailable courses, and has established medical link facilities for more than 

I 
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I 
I 	 I 

a hundred hospitals and clinics in 19 States. Proposed for FY 1996 is a new $100 
million loan program to finance Distance Learning and Telernedicine projects 
throughout the country. I 	 , 

, 

The National Agricultural Library (NAL) is a reservoir and disseminator of 
information Ion all aspects of agricUlture and rural development. NAL is theI coordinator and primary resource for a nationwide network of State land-grant 
university libraries and USDA research libraries that serves Federal. State and local 

I officials .s 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 to 
become a fully eleclronic library. 

I 
Other Federal agencies also provide support for rural telecommunications. The 
Department'of Education (ooEd), for example, is working to provide 

I 
I IeJeconununication linkages among all classrooms across the nation. The National 

Telecommuilications and Information Administration (NTIA), with the Department of 
Co=. makes grantS 10 rural scbools, hospilJlls and local govenunents to improve 
their service delivery through advanced telecommunications, And the Rural 
Telemedicine Grant Program. managed by the Office of Rural Health Policy at the 

I 	 Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), is developing ways to increase the 
cost effeotiv,eness and quality oftelemedicine in rural areas. With USDA as a partner, 
these agencies could afford to fund a larger number of meritorious proposals. 

I I 
Guidance 

I 	 The National Information Infrastructure will be built, run. and maintaiand by the 
private sectOr, but State and Federal governmentS have key roles to play. particularly in 
the area of telecommunications policy, regulation and procurement. 

I • 	 In teleconununications refonn legislation currently before Congress. adhere to 
the principle of universal service by ensuring that rural Americans have 
afforpable access to the National Information Infrastructure. Provide for use ofI universal service funds to equip rural schools and hospitals with 
telecommunications devices and services.

I 
As USDA connects its field offices electronically, explore ways to leverage this • 
procurement to encourage network service providers to locate "points of

I 	 presence" in rural areas, Work with states to identify regulatory policies that 
will make access to on-lme services more affordable. 

, 
Accelerate USDA efforts to deliver services electronicaliy and put on-line 
infbrmation of particular interest to rural Americans (e,g., data on domestic and 

I 	 • 
, 

I 	 international markets for agriculrural products. soil data for natural resource 
planning. and information on integrated pest management). , 

I 
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I 
I • 	 Encourage USDA to panner with NTIA, DOEd and IiHS and pool resources to 

fund meritorious proposals in rural areas. 

I • 	 Enhance efforts to expand USDA's technical capacity 10 use new informarion 
and communications technologies, through training and intergovernrnental 
personnel transfers, ,I 	 , 

I 
• Increase training and technical assistance on rural telecommunications and 

infonnation infrastructure by the Cooperative Extension Service. Explore 
making information infrastructure a "National Initiative" under CES. 

I • 	 Continue'to focus the Rural Utili,ies Service on cutting-edge 
telecommunications technology. 

Designate a limited number of "information grant" universities tha, wouldI • 
function as modern-day analogs to land grant universities in areas of rural 
poveny. :The federal government would award grams on a competi'ive basis toI 	 COlleges am universities that provide telecommunications access to rural 
residents; ranging from telemedicine and distance learning to telecommuting. 
The federal governmen, is itself a major source of data and information thatI 	 could be made accessible to rural businesses and consumers in this way., 

Privatize the Rural Telephone Bank; the resulting ability to leverage the netI • 
woMb of!be Bank will mean a strong and continuous source of financing for 
rural telecommunications, , 

,I 	 ,
• 	 Establish:a Rural Telecommunications Clearinghouse to demonstrate "best 

practices" and thns minimize duplication of effon in building ruralI 	 lelecollUlluIDcatJon systems, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 	 I 

II 	 .'mproving Housing in Rural America 

I 	 Issue 
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 theI 	 existing stock of rural housing. . 

• 

I Discussion 
The quality and availability of safe. saniwy. and affordable housing for low- and 
moderate-income famHies in rural areas is vital to sustaining economic viability andI 	 growth. The programs available through USDA'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.I 	 With diminishing Federal resources, RHCDS will expand initiatives to 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 I of the Fann Bill process, since tllese programs are not under the jurisdiction of the 
House and Senate Agriculture Committees. 

I 
Guidance 
• The guaranteed rural housing loan program can he enhanced byI 	 expanding the current lending authority of RHCDS to offer more 

diversified lending products to consumers, including the ability to use 
the guaranteed program 10 refinance existing direct single-family housing I 	 loans. The 30-year, fixed rate mortgage is overwhelmingly favored by 
borrowers in a Iow~interest rate environment. However. more 
innovative products such as IS-year. adjustable-rate mongages, bi­I weekly mortgages, and participation loans, would allow RHCDS to meet 
the needs of consumers faced with high or fluctuating interest rates, and

I offer products similar to commercial lenders that would encourage 
increased participation of other institutions such as the Federal National 
Mortgage Association. .

I 
I 

• A hlme buyer education program for apPIi~ants and existing borrowers 
should he developed., 

• Auulority should he provided to use the guaranteed loan program to 

I 
 encoUrage the graduation of direct borrowers to commercial credit.
. , 

I 
I 

I 
I 
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.'mprov,ing Water Quality for Rural Americans 

I Issue 
More than 1million Americans live in rural areas without safe drinking water in their 

I homes. 
,
: . 

DiscussionI USDA's Wate~ 2000 initiative aims to target public and private investment in safe, 
affordable drin!<ing water to unserved households in order to improve the bealth, 

I 
 productivity, and economic opportunities of rural communities and control the long~ 


term pUblic COSIS rel.ted 10 drinking unsafe water. This effort is a partnership between 
USDA, S!!'te 'gencies, non-profit organizations and citizen groups. 

I Guidance,
• Change eligibility requirements for loans and grants. Present

I requirements for the lowest interest rate are restricted to health or 

I 
sanitary standard eligibility, The requirements should be expanded to 
include income levels. 

I 
• 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 bead and source protection at an affordable cost to rural families. 
Consideration should also be given to authorizing 100 percent grant I assistance for very-low income communities'experiencing financial 
hardship, provided that these communities can demonstrate their ability 

I to operate and mainlain the system. 

• Expand the technical assistance and training grant program to provide 

I funds to help rural communities and organizations idenlity and evaluate 
economically viable long-term, regional solutions to providing safe, 
affordable drinking water to unserved families and those who may beI served bener by regional supply systems . 

• 

Eliminate duplicate National Environmental Proteetion Act (NEPAl 

I 
I • 

, 

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

I 

I 

I Administration's Farm Bill Proposal 31 



I 
I 	 -Developing Business Activity 

I 	 Issue c 

Employment is the key to economic prosperity. Unfortunately. many rural areas have 
a very limited economic base and. when there are declines in thaI base such as haveI occurred in the mining, forestry, and some manufacruring industries. unemployment 
and ouunigralion accelerates. Economic shocks often have a much more pronounced

I impact on rural communities because of their undiversified economies and the limited 
fmancial ahd technical resources they have for coping with unexpected change. 

I 
I Most rura!' communities need to fmd ways to diversjfy their economic base for more 

financial stability and growth. New.pproacbes, including promotion of value-added 
industries" are needed to nurture business development in rural areas. 

Discus~ion 
I 	 The characteristics 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. 

I r 

The lack of economic diversity in many rural areas limits economic opportunity for 
rural residents and makes communities vufnerable to economic shocks affecting I 	 individual industries. For example, there are 556 farming dependent counties that are 
generally remote, predominantly rural, and sparsely populated. These counties bave 
been losing population through ourmigration, Shrinking populations jeopardize theI 	 viability of existing businesses. discourage new investment, and strain local 
governments' ability to prOvide vital public services. Another 146 counties may be 
classified ~s mining-dependent and vulnerable to declines in oil, gas, and coal markets.I 	 The narrow economic base in many rural places limits employment opponunities. 

I Some steps 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 to $750 million for 1996. Furthermore, the

I Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community initiative provides substantial 
incentives for job creation in designated areas. 

Production' of value-added agricultural commodities is a potential rural development I 	
I 

tool that dn also support farm incomes. Efforts to lOcale value-addOd processing in 
rural areas~where raw agricultural commodides are produced can provide needed ruralI 	 employment opportunities, first iri the start~up phase when there is investment in new, 
plant construction and later once processing goes on line. Unlike manufacturing 
industries whicb must compete globally against low-wage suppliers, value-added I industries that build on the advantage of locally supplied agricultural inputs may be a 
more sustainable rural development strategy. Furthermore. vaiue-added and high-value

I prnducts ~ the fastest growing segment of U.S. export trade. 
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I 
The location of ~aJue~added processing today is largely the result of historicalI 	

I 
, 

relationships inv,olving technology and economic factors including economies of scale. 
labor supply conditions. and transportation costs. and the structure of demand.I 	 However, these !relationships have changed over time and may now provide 
opportunities for rural development through value-added processing. 

I 	
, 

Research into n~w uses can contribute to the rural development process. While 
traditional value':'added processing must compete with established processing capacity. 

I value-added processing for new uses can establish a niche right from the stan. This 
requires an on~going program to develop new uses and new crops suitable for rural 
processing. Ethanol is an excellent example of suceessfullarge-scale value-added

I processing which has provided rural jobs. Milkweed production for floss used in 
comfoners is an'example of small-scale value-added processing. 

I 
I Guidance 

New efforts are needed to extend business development activities in rural areas. These 
could include: , 

• Provide fuuding for agricultural extension offices and other organizations that 

I would undenake activities known to support business fonnation and expansion. 
Funding would suppon delivery of technical assistance to businesses, 
development of business incubators. aod establishment of manufacturing 

I networks: Funding would be on a competitive basis. 

• 	 Maintain:an on-going research program to develop new uses for agriculturalI 	 commodities that have potential for value-added processing in rural 
commuruties. 

,I • 	 Suppon collaborative economic and technical research involving federal, state, 
and private parties to identify viable products for local precessing. 

I 	 Suppon human capital investment in the sIdlls needed in value-added processing • 
and to provide supponing infrastructure improvements. 

I • 	 Support providing fmancial and technieal assistance fur rural businesses that 
develop aud serve expon markets for processed agricultural products. This can 

I 	 be achieVed by earmarking a ponioo of the funding or establishing starutory 
priorities.uuder existing programs, For example, the President's FY 1996 
Budget includes $50 million in direct loans in addition to $750 million in loanI 	 guarantees uoder the Business and Industry Loan Program and $90 million in 
direct loans under the Intermediary Reloading Program. A portion of this 
funding could be targeted to expon linked businesses. Technical assistance I 	 could be provided tI1rough existing grant prngrams, such as Rural Business 
Enterprise Grants. 

I 	 I 
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'Federal:Rural Development Policy Since 1972 ,I · In tlu! last 20 yen"', rural life has witnessed a sems 0/ derrwgraphic, 
l!C01Iomu;, and political ch1Inges that increased the ""mpleri/if of ",nil 
proble/ff$ and IIu! difficulty of implementing proposed S<Jlutions. TheI 	 · ruml.population e:rpandeJ /Iu!n conlmeted, the jab base shifted, and 

·five administrations alternated agendas. With tlu! establishment in 
· 1992 of tlu! Rural Development IIdministration marking a new FederalI 	 , commitment to niral development, a review of tlu! ;nsf two dealdes 
i '""!I provide some perspective and context /ar new ideas and action. to 
Icome.

I 
I 
 T HE: 197O"s marked a critical change in the orien~ 


. tation of Federal rural poIky from the poverty 


I 

locus of the l<ennedy and Johnson admin/stra­


tionsto • locus .n the efleets 01 rapid urban growth. 

Although most Federal rural policy in the 20th centul}' 

arose from concern about dedini"g rurBI populations, 

the polky of the early 1970'5 responded also to. 

growing sense of the insurmountabitity of urban prob­


I lems, punctuated by the uroan unrest 01 the late 1960'5. 

Language In the AgriCulture Act of 1970 und .... cored 

this motivarion for • Federal rural development policy. 

Congress committed itself to "a sound balance between 


I 

I rural and urban America," which it conaidered "so 


essential to the peace" prosperity, and welfare of aU 

OUT citizens thai the highest priority must be given to 


. the revitalization and development of lUral amas." 


• Sh...d Goal., Opposing Stratogletll

I ,The NlxtmIFord Administrations and the 
Rural ~elopment Ad: of 1972 

I 
 ~ Nixon administra,tton entered the rural develop­

ment policy ..... with two prim51}' proposal.. In his 
State of the UniQn address in January 1970; President 
Nixon noted the need! to Ioriot only stem the migration 

I 
I to urban centers, but reverse it." He proposed a rural 

""","uMharing plan that would eormarl< Federal 
fund. for rural developmenl. The Nixon administra­
'tion also proposed the creation of a new Cabinet de­
partment for community development, part of a com­
prehensive reorganizatwn of the e~ecutiye branch inlo 

I 
 ~ four super-departmen~, The Department of Commu· 

nity Devi!Jopment wo!lld have brought together comw 
munity fadlities and infrastructure programs from the 
Department, of Agriculture. Transportation, and Com­I 	 merce, as wcll as most of the Qepartment of HOUSing 
and Uroan Development. 

I 
'AlIne Effland is. histOl'ian with tM Agri~ lind Rural Economy 
Dtvlsloa, ERS. 

I 

Neither of these two proposals survived Congress, 
however. The New Federalism, of which the rural 
revenue-sharing plan was a par~ evoked roars that 
loW governments would control Federal fundsl and 
the Cabi...level reorganization plan suggested to 
many a superwbureaucracy even more unwieldy than 
the one it would repl.... The Community Deve/op­
ment Department worried rural development advo­
cates in particular# because it appeared that urban 
programs, with their larger mnstituency, budget; and 
bureaucracy, would dominate the new department. 
Jns~e.d, majority support in Congress lined up behind 
whet became the Rural Development Ad of 1972 
(RDA), In which funding remained a lederally con­
trolled categorical grant system and the Department of 
Agriculture emerged a, the designated leader in the 
Federal rural development effort. 

. 
The RnA increased credit to improve fac;ilities and 
infrastructure to promote smaU businesses and indus­
trialization, expanded programs for soil and water 
conservation and pollution control. initiated Federal 
finandal and technical assistance for rural fire protec­
tion, and supported increased fe:SeaJ'Ch and extension 
programs fOCUSing on rural development. The ROA 
authorized a new Assistant Secretary for Rural Devel­
opment (William Erwin), who formed the Rural Devel­
opment Service to carry out the Oepartmenrs new 
responsibilities. While the RDA embodted many 01 the 
Nixon administration's expre5$Cd goals for rural areas, 
rejection of the adrruni.stration's revenue-sharlng and 
reorg~nization proposals led to a Jack at cooperation 
between Congress and the administration in imple­
mentation of the act. 

The Nixon and Ford administrations did not hide their 
preference (or State and local direction of rural devel~ 
opment policies. Congress stopped an attempt by 
Secretary of AgricuJture Earl Butz in 1973 to delega~ 
rural development funding decisions to State govern-
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I . 
mmts. Also that year, in response to fiscal stress, the 
Nixon administration began efforts to reduce the Fed~ 
eral budget and proposed 10 rescind funding for a 
number of ruTal development programs. Congress 
restored that funding.. but in 1974 President Coerald 
Ford ord~ a second impoundment of funds. By 
1975. accusations surfaced that the USDA had not 
taken its responsibilities under the Rural Development 
Act seriously. But[Assistant Secretary Erwin defended 
the administration's implementation of the act, report­
ing that an appropriated funds had been obligated and 
insisting that delays in funding programs reflected 

careful preparations before initiating new projects. 


As a resu1t of the divergent positions of Congress and 
the Presidents, both Nixon and FordK national rural 
development polq remained limited. Congress in­
cluded provisions for grants to rural communities in 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1914- which created Community Development lIIock 
Grants. SImilar proVisions in the Local Public Wor\o; 
Capital Development and Investment Act of 1916 guar­
anteed funds to rural ..... for local publiC wow. But. 
the ccmpreheusive, Coordinated Federal rural deWop­

. ment polli:y advocated by supponen of the RDA never 

emerged. 

R..aI Renalssion"", New Policy Q ....I10... 
for the c..tu Admlnialration 

I 

Meanwhile, a startling demographic trend came to 
light in 1975. Demographer Calvin L Be.lle, of the . 

USDA's Economic Research Service, reported a rever­
sal of the ruraJ.·to-urban migration pattern that had I 
prevailed in the United States since World War fl, 

Although the rural or norunetro counties with the 

greatest population increase were located adjacent to 
 I 
metro areas, nonmetro counties remote from metro 
areas also gained population at a faster rate than metro 
areas. I 
Beale identified such factors as decentralizallon of 
industry, increased rural employment in trade and I 
service industries, slowing losses of population in 


. agricultural and traditionally Black counties, the rise of 

recreation and retirement communities, and the expan~ 
 I 
,ion of State colleges ond universities as respousible 

for the Increases In rural population. Be.lle noted, 

additionally, a preference for rural or smalltown living 

indieated by _ respondents to • Mtional survey of 
I 
residential pmlerences. Improved transportation and 

communications systems~ as well as increased employ­

ment opportunities, finally aIIowad individuals and 
 I 
families to choose to live in smaller communities. 

The """""'l1lence5 of these changes for rural develop- I 
. 	ment polli:y were twofold. On the one hand, In_ 

wishing to reduce .pending suggested that ruraI 
America had begun to thrive again on its own ond so 
needed no special Fedond attention. On the other I 
hand. interests advocating. stronger ruraI policy 

claimed the changes showed the effectiveness of Fed­
ond ruraI policies and requu..! roadnued Intervention 
 I 
to help ruraI rounti.. mpe with an influx of popuia. 
tion. Conflict between these two points of view fueled 
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I debate j;m the questi~ of Federal rural policy for the 
next 15 years. ' , < 

I Mv"""... ol'federally directed rural pa!icy expected 

I 

advancement of their cause with the election of Demo­

cratic President Jimmy carter in 1976, carter initiated 

a study 01 rural development pa!icy by the Rural De­


I 

velopment Service that concluded the Federal rural 

development effort consisted of programs, rather than 

polky. The study recommended substantial reorgani­

zation within the USDA, and even across CabineHevel 

Departments. and a more explicit focus on policy and 

goals, The study also recommended the development


I of State and local government capadties' to support 

and coordinate the large number of rural"development 

efforts funded by th.Federal Government: The Rural 

Development Service had operated training sdIools for 


I 

I rurnlleaders since Its establishment in 1m;'but the 


new reco~dations encouraged funding' of "poticy 

. management staffs" to help States learn to administer 

Federal programs, ':' 


\ 

In ""'ponse '" the .tudy, the carter White House 1.­


I $lIed a series of Rural Develop~t Initiatives to,ad· 


I 

dress romple,.ties of funding local programs, while 

the administration continued to work out more perma- . 

nent solutions like reorganization and increased fund­


I 

Ing. The Initiatives, one of which appeared every 

rouple of mnnths Inim Octoher 1978 through June 

1979, focused on such in:osram a~ as health care, 

water and sewer facilities, transportation, energy, and 

communications. At the same time, the merging of the 

Rural Developmt'nl Service into the FarmeD Home 


I Administration (PmHA) in 1978'indicated the promi. 


I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

nenee of housing loan programs within the Carter 
rural development strategy. In March 1979, Secretary 
of Agriculture Bob Bergland offered additional Federal 
assistal'lCe to 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 universities, and 
private organizations." Secretary Bergland also estab-­

, lislted a USDA Rural Development Coordinating Com­
mittee "as a vehicle for coordinating rural development 
palicy and activities within the Department of Agricul­
ture and assisting State committees with their rura1 
development responsibilities." Although the Carter 
administration stressed, the need for a national rural 
development policy, the Federal approach to rural 

. development poJicy continued to include a strong 
orientation toward facilitating efforts by kK;aJ commu~ 
nines and State agencies. rather than imposing national 

, solutions • 

The carter administration'. comprehensive poticy and 
progfam statement appeared in December 1979 after 2 
yea... of ",nsideration, The new pallcy goals focused 
on providing for "basic human ~.. fun employ­
ment opportunities, population management, and "re­
sponsible use~ of natural resources and the environ~ 
ment. Pursuit of these goals would follow a set of 
ptindples oriented toward """'gnizing State and local 
ptiorlties and paWeTS, encouraging ptivate Investment, 
developing the capadty of State and local gove:mments 
'" obtain and use Federal funds, and targeting funds 
-", disadvantaged persons and distressed communi­
ties: Thl. new palicy thti. romhined the paverty 
focus 01 the Kennedy IJohnson rund poticy with the 
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Slate and local diJtion of the Nixon/Ford New fed­
eralism. 

Reducing the Federal Role: Fiscal and Policy 

Restraint by the Re.san MminisluUon 


Culminating the Carter .,. of Fcdero1 ",ro1 develop­
ment policy, the Rural Development Policy Act of 1980 
required the Secretary of Agriculture to develop M­

tional goots and strategies for the aclUevement of rural 
d"""lopment, established the position of Under Secre­
tary of Small CommUnity and Rural Development .. and 
reauthori2:ed the t'undjng of rural development re­
seaM The 1980 act acknowledged some lack of na­
tional direction and coordination inherent in the 197!2 
Rural Development Act and required a more carefully 
locused effort. 

. '," . 
Following 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 lohn Block 
asked lor deep cuts in the Department's budget. in­
eluding slashing 01 rural developn-..nt fund. within the 
FrnHA and the Rural Electrification Administration 
(REA). Although Congress refused tu make those cuts, 
rural de..lopment _ ..... ,till shrank. Federal 
spending on rural development progroms within 
USDA dropped by over'SO percent during the 1980's. 

" I ' 
Secretary,Block did """,.. the 0Ifi<e 01 Rural Develop­
ment Policy (ORO!'), in October 1981, 11> coo_the 
Departmenrs teSpOnsibIlllies under the Rural Deve1op­
ment Policy Act 011980. OROI' announced its offidal 

rural development strategy in February 1983 in a re-. I 
port tilled Bdler Counlry: II Sm.tegy Jot Rural D<OOap­
mtnt in the 198()'$, The Reagtm administration's rural 
polley focused on the benefits to rural areas of general I 
economic reforms already implemented by the admin~ 
istralion, including tax relief. regulatory reform. Te'-' , 

duced Federal spending, lowered inflation and interest I 
rates, emphasis on international trade, new job-training 
programs. and the consolidation of categorical grants 
into block grants for flexibJe administration by local 
governments. Specific rural development poJicies I
continued the administration's overall theme ot in­
creased local and State control of funding and reliance 
on the private sector to initipte- economic recovery and I 
added an emphasis on agricultural policy as a central 
component of rural development, as well. 

An DROP upd.te of the Reag.n administration's ,rural I 
development strategy in 1985 reit....ted the strategy 01 
encouraging priv ... investment and job crealion. re- I 
turning government .... ponsibilllies to looII communi­
lies, training local offidals to "meet the challenge of the 
espanded role 011"",,1 government; and focusing 
attention withio the Fed....1 Government on the impact I 
01 national po1icim on rural....... DROP reported that 
'_01 rural Ameriao seems to be sharing in the 
prosperity and _ progress of the 1980's.' I 
OROP ""knowledged some pockets 01 difficulty, partic­
ularly in manufacturing and lanning counlies, but 
maintained that a amtinued national polley ot ewnom- I 
Ie: growth would bring """wry to those areas as well. 

Many rural advocates in Congress still viewed ORDP I 
as a covet for Reagan administration neglect of tutal 
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I needs, Evidence suggested that the 1981·82 recession 

I 
had hit mral areas m~ch harder and much longer than 
uroaruucas. Moreover, the farm crisis of the 1980's 
continued unabated in many areas in 1985, Congress 
refused to continue fUnding ORDP, and the office was 
abonsh~ at the end of 1985. 

I 
I A further reduction of Federal aid to 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 tOT spending at their own discretion, 
within specified program limits, The Carter adminis~

I tration had renewed the Federal revenue' sharing plan 

I 
but ended t~ Stilte component in 1980, as State tax 
revenues began to increase with inflation and Federal 
budgets began to rise ..pidly, also !he result of inaa­

I 
tion. Local revenue sharing. however, bad continued 
through'the early yean o( the Reagan administration. 
helping local goveriunents'to support development 
activities of their own design. Loss or these FederaJ 
funds created a crisis fOT some local governments, 
forting reduction of services and curtailment of eco-­

I nomic deveJoprnent plans, . 

I 
The Reagan administration, in 1988. acknowledged the 
economic difficulties experienced by rural America. 
Secretary 01 AgricultUre Rkhard Lyng, who had re­
placed John Blad< in!March 1986. issued. Six-Point 

I Rural Regeneration Initiative in May 1987, designed to 
invigorate the Department's rural polley. The initia­
tives committed the Extension Servim to'increase its 
emphasis on rural education and training. organized

I Rura1 Enterprise Teams at the State level to assist com-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

munities with business and employment problems, 
crealed a Rural Information Center ilt the National 
Agricultunll Library, increased research on rural devet­

. opment topiCS, and redirected FmHA Business and 
Industry loans toward job creation in communities 
with high unemployment. 

A 1988 report by the Office o( the Uud...ecretary lor 
Small Community and Rural Development noted that 
population migration had returned to its former TUral­
to~urban pattern. This reversal reflected the loss of 
manufacturing jobs and accompanying service oppor­
tunities to increasing international competition. and the 
loss of employment and business opportunities in the 
(ann sector as a result'of the farm crisis, Although the 
overall rural economy had diversified throughout the 
1960's and 1970's. the economic troubles of the 1980's 
indicated that most ruraJ areas still depended on a 
narrow range of industries. 

Secretory lyng appointed a new Notional Advisory 
Council on Rural Development in August 1987,.ud 
that body issued its "Final Report to the Secretory" in 
January 1989. While acknowledging !he continued . 
importance of agriculture in the rural economy, the 
Coundl noted the need to emphasize the nonagricul­
tural aspects of rural development. going so far as to 
suggest the Department of Agriculture be renamed the 
Department of Agriculture and Rural Aflain, The' 
group still insisted State and local governments should 
load in ",ral development work, but also suggested an 
increased role !or !he Extension Service and an effort 
to ....., !he Department'. rural development programs 
better known on the local level. 
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Cooperation, lnnov;a,tion.. and InfGrmation: The Bush 
Administration Renews the -Federal Commitment 

Under the JleW Bush administration in 1989, Secretary 
of Agrictdture aay~" Yeutter appointed a Rural Revi­
talization Task Force that recommended 17 sf"C'Cific 
actions to "enhance the effectiveness of USDA's rural 
deve10pment efforts," Yeutter focused on streamlining .. 	 and targeting rural development e(forts~ rather than 
increasing funding or initiating new programs. In 
January 1990, the White House released its Initiative Gn 
"Rural Economic Development for the 90's." The inilia~ 
tive had six elements: (1). !'residential Council of 

·farmers, State and local officials, rural business leaders, 
and rugh-tech industry representatives to advise on 
Federal rural development policy; (2) State Rural De­
velopment Councils to coordinate already existing 
Fedeml rural development progmms; (3) a series of 
rural development demonstration programs, funded 
from already existing budge' resources; (4) a rural 
development information and technical assistance 
ho.Une; (5) targeting of Federal rural developmen' 
lunds to programs determined to provide the "maxi­
mum net eamomic benefits"; and (6) a Working Group 
on Rural Development within the President's Economic 
PoUcy Coundl. " 

Congress pined the rural development arena again 
with 'ho Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 19901 which indu~ed a title on rural develop­
ment. Provisions within this act authorized a rural 
development partnerships investment program to . 
support local investment; State rural «(lnomic devel~ 
opment review panels to make recommendations for 
program funding.: and programs to improve teJE!COm~ 
munications access for rural conununities. To carry 
out !his activity, the legislation authorized a Rural 
Development Adml",stra~on within"the Depanmen. of 

. Agriculture. "" , 
At the end of 1990, a)ons-awalted reporl by .he Na­
tional Commisskln on Agriculture and Rural Develop­
ment Policy, mands.ed by the Food Security Act of 
1985, addressed !he question of lutu'" rural develop­
ment poUcy. The report emphasized rural economic 
diversity; the need for imp,roved information on rural 
conditions; the importance of a comprehensive sF'" 
proach and better cooperation among programs; the 

, 	 necessity of flexibility. innovation, and experimenta~ 
tion; the fundamental role of education in ruml devel­
opment; and the value of a strategic approach to rural 
development policy goals. The new Secretary of Agri­
culture. Edwam Madiga~ incorporated these recom­
mendations in his rum) development strategy report
for 1991. ! __ 

, 
By early 1m, the Bush adn:in!stration'S rural develop­
ment policy had begun to take shape. "l'he President'S 
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Council on Rural America had prepared recommenda~ I 
lions to the President to be released in July 1992. State 
Rural Development Councils piloted in eight States 
showed proll1ise and the administration planned to I 
initiate councils in additional States. The Rural Infor­
madon Center at the National AgriculhJral Library, 
established in 1988, had expanded Its information I 
network to incorporate cooperative projects with a 
number of Federal agencies. FolJowing negotiatiOns to 
$E!CUte appropriations, the Rural Development Admin­
istration opened its doors in January 1992, promising I 
increased coordinatiop of Federal activities on behalf of 
ruQI development. 

Un<ertain I.eg..cy, Promising Future? I 
RurOl developmen. poUcy si""" 1m has followed a I 
ra!her frustrating path, repeatedly ... aching a compre­
hensive set of national goals and a coordinated strate­
gy for Khieving them. only to find a new set of poJjti~ I 
cal and economic circumstances as attempts at imple­
mentation begin. Efforts born during the era of Feder~ 
al intervention in the 1960's oonfr-onted 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 -197Crs. The Carter 
administration's support for a federally directed rurai I 
development policy was complicated by worsening 
economic conditions and pressures for Federal flSCat 
restrain'. AlmoS! by default, healthy State economies I 
and their govmunents took more responsibility for 
carrying out the rural development effort gaining in 
the process !he technical and leade..lUp capacity for 
implementing progmms on .heir own. I 
Yet the improved capabilities of State and local govern­
ments ronfronted another obstacle as the serious ~ I 
sian of the earty 19BO's ended !he economic expansion 
and population growth of rural areas. At a time when 
State and local governments might have implemented I 
rural developmen' programs and strategies, they faced 
hlUing revenues and rising: costs~ restricting their fiscal 
capacity to pUl'lIue rural development. By the time the 
Reagan administration acknowledged the economic I 
problems of rural areas. FederaJ capacities to provide 
relief had been eroded by rising deficits, and !he na­
tional economy itself had begun to weaken. I 
The early 1990's have witnessed further weakening of 
!he national economy. The prospects for increased 
Fed"",1 funding of rural development progmms have Inot improved. State and local g-ov-emments experi~ 
enced fiscal stress from reduced revenues and in­
creased expenses accompanying the 1990-91 recession. 
Yet it may be that the 1990's will present a renewed I 
opportunity to bring improved State and .local capad~ 
ties into concert with available Federal programs. I 
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I Although economic difficulties have not disapPeared, Wayne D. Rasmussen, "'90 Years of Rural Development 
support for Federal funding of rural development Programs: Rural D<vtWpmmt Pmp«liv<s, vol. 2, no. 1, 
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I Poverty IsI 
• 

Persistent 
I In Some Rural 
I Areas· 

I Hm the invisible poor ofAp­
palachia's Southern Highlands to 

. the fonner black tenant fanners in

I the old South and the Hispanic farmworl:· 
ers in Texas today, poverty in rum! areas 
and small towns often matches or",,·

I ceeds what is found in large centrnI cit· 
ies, While farm poverty is now a small 
share of IOtal rum! poverty, hisrorical con· 
nections 10 farming playa role in someI 

I 

poor populations. Most areas ofpersist. 
ent poverty can be classified in distinc· 

I tive racial and/or cultural contexts. 

I 
N=ly 23 pen:CO! ofall nonmetrOpOlitan 
counties had high levels of poverty at !he 
beginning of the'199O's, compared will1 
4 percent of metropolitan counties. In 
nonmetro counties of persistently highI poverty. Lhe poverty rate was twice that 
of aH other nonmetro counties. 

,eve opmen:, . . .- ... . 

.', . 
. ~ :: 

I 



I 
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Defining '" MeasUring 
Persistent PovertyI V<rylow_... ___ 

tircumslancts. Some.,..,.. may be per­
IOnai. _gpoe< heoIlh, oralilmily 

I 
I situation such as failure ofan absem 

SPO"'" 10 provide child _ Ot.bcr 
ClSeS result from cc:onomic events. sudt 
as a faelOr)' shutdown. But mudl pov. 
""Y is less CM:II'-spcdr"" and is reWed 
illSl<:ld III laag-<Stablisheillltclars _ 

I .. !he !epcy of"""dlsaiminaIiolI. or 
tho'_ofqional......1ies 
where even full..cimc Wf.d:czs earn 001)'
poverry-Jeyd iDaJmcs. ' 

I 
I 

Oi... these varying candid.... periods 
of I!Ot'/ low Income may be only '""'110­
r1It'f f.......ypeople, ended by.-.. 
inpem>oal_orbya..... 
job. Fot-.lowinc:Omcmaybeof . 
loog-

I 
I Fot_.......well, tho_ of 

JlO'OII)' can vary. A ruia1 and_· 
town C(fDmUJlity may hJ.ve a t1.U'I'eDt 
high pow:ny ..... only ........ra_ 
Y"" for IiIIm income. AssOIlmoIs may 
......, hish.and ........ may rise tho 


I ~tyear. 

Co:m:rsdy. tbcrc am·JUiiHeiI:)U$ rural ... 
... - JlO'OII)' bas been pen;istmtly
highfor_ RaraI ......... _I in this 8I1ide tIS nonmeavpa1iIan COUD­_oswith popuIaIlons of lea 
tIW1l00.ooo. eo.nty._ t:eIISlIS_I ClIII be IJSl:d III Identify tionmc:tropolitan 
co••1ies that had high JlO'OII)' ..... in. 
tath ofthe WI four"""""", 1960 III 
1990. III Ibis lI.!ticle, ....."""'_ am 

I 

I WIIIOd as having p<nisImly hish pov. 


eny. ACOWllYwitb·hish_of 

pow:ny is WIIIOd as having 20 ~ 

or .....ofits population UYing in h0use­

holds willl JlO'OII)'.- income. 

I 
 Stadsticians mtaSUre the size of the pov~ 


eny populaIion by ""',..., ing WIllI 
money iacome 10 apoveny lb.ratmld 
that_bymcofthC_ Pov·

I eny _amadjtlsl<d......ur by 
tho eons......Price Index. No allow· 
ances: for regional vari.al.ions in emu of 

I 
 living arc available. 


I 


mustratlve JlO'OII)'- ­
from the 1990 C<:nsuI an:: lea tIW1 
$6.451 fora_under6.'I living
alone. $8.343 for. lWI>jXnOB housdtoJd 
willl tho head under 6.'1. and 512,S15 for 
four-.indllding __... 
dl:r18yoatt. ___ and 
_ andotllet __......a 
as tlwr«elved ____ 

..-""'h as SocIal Sa:urity. (lIlloIio so. 
_ ..........lordlsabHhy-. 

... chUdsupporL WhlJotho-.t . 
......... JlO'OII)' ana- tho receipt of_ 
assisIaIice.it...Iud.. tIlecasb _of 
-_..poblic hQusing.­
_.andMedlcarc. 1lna. tho_ 
ovec..die i~ ofpcm:rIJ after
act:OII1ldngl ... aIl __n.e_ 
but tbcy __ tile .......ofpeoplo __be __ pobliciD­oomc_ 
Among........., """""'"'540 _ had 
JlO'OII)' _ of20 pcII%II1Ol_ in 
acboftbalastfour_m... lblIit 
ac:ady afounh ofan aonmeuo c:t4!1l1iC1 
~ natioa.aI i.ncidma! ofpoYt:nJ was 
13.1 ~latlle 1990Cmsus._ 
00 1989-.up !lightly _ 12.4_,in 1980. Fot__...... tlle 
figure of 16.8 pcII%II1 in I!/!IO ...... . 
"""""bat peau:rrise _ 15.4 pcII%II1
in 19B€l. Tho pow:ny .... 1D __ 
""",lies of"",,"_yhish JlO'OII)' ­2Jl.7 __""'ofaB ___ 
__(l4.4poo:au). 

A _ ofpmislont JlO'OII)'- . 
__ImB<_intho . 
_ plain and highlands ....... of tile 
South. slung or_tboRioGllndo 
_ iu...... III ilS mouth, portions of' 
tlleT....plaln:s.and __.. 
___aJlllllies 

...""'_in tlle _Oloatbo 
I'ttcii........and '"" _lD tlleCom 
Bd!. III .....ofdcmopaphio and c:IIl­
"'"" ~y.lhn....mojoriIyoflhn.
QlIOfd.. fall whbin f_1ypos. l'IIoy..., 
QlIOfd.. in which the """",oflhn hish 
overall pow:ny """ is primarily in tile 
black populAli........ Illipanio-"'"
tlon. .... Ameritmt Imlian or _ na­
tive population. or tile popolII!Im of tho 
Southam Il1aJt1antb. 

....- IIfTrip _J1OW1f1,....JnlSS of 

.... -..... hish overall JlO'OII)'''''
rdleas_in tbaAfricaoAml:ri· 
ClIII populaIion. lbesc .... _either 
_ blacks am. mojoriIy oftba poor. 
or w!lcre • high ilIcIdcnco ofJlO'OII)' 
_ bIacb (lrIldua:s" overallOJWlty 
.....of20_"'_-n-_... intbalicartoflbcold 
apit:uIIwaI SoutI>-<lnoe ....... 

lIIOSIIyon ....... B__up67.5 

~ofallpoor_i."",",....,· 
lies. RaraI JlO'OII)' had been"­
among bladol in tba pas\, when tbcy 
...... )XindpaIly_....te ...... flInn· 
as. CoaciJiIiativdy few blacb today an: 
lIIIlin_Ia~-'
_,,-'or_.lIul.al· 
IIlough ""'"' _ beenlllll,ior impIo... 
_Ia _ •.,..,."._poblic 
Md""oco.lMng sandards. _ access 10 
poI>Iic Uf.. tlle IIMiI 01_ JlO'OII)' is 
IIIIl aver 'II ~ in ....._100 of 
__aadleatban 3OpcII%II1in 
ool)' _of.-. 

Tho ...... cIominllllOdby - JlO'OII)'
ba'VC scvaa1 Ctmura rypicalIy &mlC iared 
_low income. such...hish ratio ofpcp"." III -"cod)' .....,......
ing..Iow ...llabilhyofy...-__ 
time -.aad low _Iiott. 
Compat.d _ -_oonolies. 
__..haw III ospociaIly hish 
JICI_of__18_ 
familn:s areDOt beaded by • mmried. CQUoo 

pIo(31_).."_~'" 
a:iatttl wid! low income aDd wel!are 
depeI..ience Some 29 pcn::ent oftbe __Idsdonot_.__ 
hiolo-a coodlIlon libIy _ by)lOY­
enybut _ alsn blOOm cmpJoymmt. 

ASIriJdng _in ....y.I__
lies is lbc ....___ 

eny .....forblacksand_ ID 1m. 
peuim:m po_t, counties mAJabwna, 
___ '-""'- andM'~' .,~...................'1'1"­
.....,.......... _ ..... of51.4 pcII%II1f... 

-,canpaml_15.4_tor 
_ ro.fkcdng soda! and """""'"" 
_ that ... SIi11 mdlcoIJy dIIT..... 
tor tba _ racla1 groups. On tlle mare 
__...... lDtlleCarolillas 

and V'U]Iinia.!he - JlO'OII)' ..,,""""_an"_JlO'OII)''''' of37 JICI• 
.,...ror blacks and 1I.6_for 

http:or_.lIul.al
http:natioa.aI
http:assisIaIice.it
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I 
I wIIiIa, buI. __'did tI>c _ """" 50 

pen:e!It for _ AlIIllId. _ make 
up 61.5 pen:e!ltof tI>c __l_ 
iD lite c........ cbuI.,.,.,ized .. black 
_ ......whiIo _prising40J per. 

I 
 ccnl ofall persons. 
 I 

Amu II/'Ir/rh HllpanIt:_.-Pot­sist<nt ___1ow in-

I ........... primarily ill die lIlspanic 
pop"_ ....inTeus.New-.
and Colcndo. WilIJiD tI>c 13 __• 
....76 pen:e!It ofall poor _ ....

I lIi_ic Matlyoflhl=_......
orneortl>c Rio Qnaide, __-..aIre:ady_...... dIe 

I U.s. acquln:d tI>c ~ The .......ti.. OIl 
Ibc M...... _inT=as iDcInde
IlIIIDY __gnmtS, whUo _ ill 
New Mt&k:o IID4 CcIoI8dD ...... r.... ' 

I Other..... wlIhlllP:R'",""",,__A......tl>c_migmrimof " I ..",HiaD PIIiDs......
!los as __overtl>c faa two p. 
coUons. t'oI1owiDs tho inutldDcdaa d. 

I 
izripJrd q:riI:aIIam.' _time, _ of 
IhI= peoplo ___ ill tl>cPlaiDo, 
but have, lIJC'¥f4Jruo-Olberoo "jillions 
_ tlleirplO$lO'1iOa ill tI>c popuItr 
a is .....my-"'"Iboir""""",ibiI.

I • it}' It) _ is iuI:muing!r ""-iD
dt!t:tl-.gtl>c___of 

tl>cl'loiu .....!los : 

I 	 ! as._doIIisparilI: __ 
...._ tl>clllgbsinddencoofaay of 

. lbc StJdoe«momic nieuu:rcs shown to be

I w.odatrd with povaIy. 'Tbese. couatia 
are. however, weU abc:M:I nonmetm or 
..............._ill tl>cllllioof 
__.,-....... wllo 1ackfW1.

I 	 time _·round watc._ wIIodid IlOl 
QlIIIPIeOIIIIP-')'OWI! wIIo_ 
drcpped _ aod iDI:Idenoo ofearly cIIi!d-

I 	 -.... , 
The PlaiDs _ With high pcnist<m 
_ .... tIIe ...... _ poorliunilito

I ..., ..-Iil:cly 1.0 _Inagri<:ulIm<o. In 
1980.29 ........ ofau eIIIpIoyaI Hispan­
i<:s In __ \lOlIbd in agri<:uI­
....CQIIIjJOIed wi1h0llly7_ of 

I 

I ......__.....Oy. For ...... 


tile percentaga in 8fIIiculmre was closer 

to4O. Tho vastmajorily ...... not opem­

un but him! f....""""'" (91 _J. 
an occupation cIJanJottriztd by low , 
woges and s=onaIll)' of wode. In Ihe 

lIlspanic __ofT..... _ 
c:ny has _ m"" widtojAtad tlJao 
would be""" ",1_percapila ja. 
mme levels, ........oftlle_ in 

wbicb_is _ 

A..... D/lI/rh __Allvriarn 
1_..aodAlorImII No:tI..r.-Tlleto 
....15 COIIIItica and._in 1990
_lnw__ smona:­

. Americans b.fians aodAlaslma .. 
_ "'" tile _ofpcnist<mpov. 
orty. 0IIlsid0 AIasI:iI, au_ 
_iDOidaboma _ tlJey_---~ 
..... __andaati... In 
tl>cAlaslam......tI>c_.... pna. 
dpaDyEUi_ 

The _and AIasIam NaIIvI>"""""", ' 
.., tI>c IcastpoplliDeo of tI>c_ ' 
tJp::& 1bcybpcdistim:tdIlWIIl'istjcs
daataffoct1bD indrJont;o flpoYatJ _ 

1boir~1*'"tioI TheY"""tI>c 1IIgbs___ofaayof 
tI>c __(34.2....-1. willi 
_ for tI>c ItdIaoa andAlaslam Natives 
- ....-.mB!i0.9~ Most,
lItdously...... tIJrco.lOuItIIs of tI>c poor 
." sew:rely impoYdisbed, wkb .. ''iid 
.... dJan"_ortl>ccflldal_ 
orty love!. S0m026 ........oftl>c_ 
__bad-.lylnw_..... 
iDc....iDgoll r""""of _ ...Is,.,... 
W'db Iimiltd --1IIIlII'I'lIDII 
GYmIF labor fm:e patlk 'IIA••wort­
... in tI>c NaIMo.Americoo COIIDtieo ..... 
alll1lCh IIlghIr_ ofde", IIIImts per 
__Is .... in_raml ...... 
III 199O. __312_ofall 
_per IOO~ytdpeaplt;CQIIIjJOIed 
widt I'IIios of221 iD '••""''0CCUiiiMs 

_pa_IIIP_.lIDII206
lD """"...... _._....wIIo 
bad<mplO)'llll:llllD 1989.0IIIy 15.2 per­
_badCoII_time)'OllMllllll4-. ...... 
pared with tI>c Dorm orSO ........ in tile
U.s...._ 

Poor people In Nati...Amedi:aa pon!st­
, Iiftl __ """adlll'enlm...,
_,positiaa __ill tile.....of 


biDcI< .....SoutJJem HJsbIandS IID_·

In ...... bousdIoIds ill tI>c_..... 
...... are two chil__ 18 for"""Y 
penon 60 years &lid.,..,. But hi tlJe Na­
tive American areas. pootdtildrcn 0Ul~ 
number poor older peoplo by four ID 0 ... 

In portlllis-. tile low_3&" 
ofNallvl>Amaicms in...,..aL sM:n 
_-"",familywand Ihei 
lovov IIfulp.aauq. AmOIIg other fal 
lin .... tI>c """'IJOI'IIiy bigh _ of 
cbiklbeoriog ___ <w 
der 3&"~. wIIidJ adds .....member.< 
1.0 IiuniIito_ eaminp..,sIiII low. 
and tI>c n:lallvely lnw percentaga oflnd 
as ..110 live..... ill old .... 

_~ -troorlhlalp 
bloc ofmlll""CCn) caumics wiIb ct.uonic 
lIl&b _ bill dleSoutJJem Hi&D­
lands, IIIOSIIy in tI>c CUmberland PloIe;DJ 
lIDIIlIlghlaad RIm.....",. oftlleSowh· 
.... Appa_.....also illCluding 
_ oftlleOzari: _atd tile
Onac:h'" Momuin. __ and ell 
... miIIar.....r.... atd 95 ......' 01 
tI>c_1s intl>c wbiIopopalalioo. 

Aotd""""", 'J!IIIl"-ofwby'" 
....._fortl>cwbiIopopalalion In
1hI=__..._lovov 
_1IIoso olaawI1aeis_ The ... 
pD8IIIpIIy oftl>c...._ Datiltd_. 

, iDg poIImIiaL _ by people of 
_capiIaI, tI>c _bas __"". 
cq>t.....lly IIIIIIl, wi1h dJre&.III\Its oftI>c 
)611-" pow::rty CM"'"ba'rio&tiO 
_of-2,SOOpeapIt; limiIiDg tI>c 
¥lIIie!y lIDII COIIJIIIexit;y of"'"" .......araIlabIc. lIGdI tI>c ........ lIDII __ 
_oftl>cSoutJJem ~_ 
-""'.....early _ as ...-. CJJl. 
-,.dI.....,..c.atd poor• 

C'ondidmsill tlJe_ ...._ .... 
_ ... n.IllueRldpIlllda­
Smotir::s ......oftl>cS_ AppaIachi---itd-12IIinIIy ­pa.i,lOtulllP_. lluttl>c lOll ____a_of 
oamIitiDDalhaJ_",__ 
orty-

III ed_a.0IIIy 47.7 ......' of tile 
_I_:IS years of...,and Ori:r _ 
....IIIP acIIooI p"-in 1990. 11Iis 
i......jIIi•••11y bigh. CoIIo&<> pIuaIo:o 
_juot7.9_or1lle_1...... 
tI>c "'-tforaayoftl>c_...... 
'I1ms, for """YaduI! willi.ooIIqe db­..... __......_oix_. 

IIIP acIIooI diploma. Oouido tile ' ......... 
....._ ........1IIenational ..... 

"""" IIIIio was jus! two to one (28.5 

10 13.5}.atdiu..... A_tlJe 
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OI!a ......... has ..... I1111 ..... pet>­
pie ___-'7010 "",do10 

... a~basiI. 
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.... dW_blp...a-widto_IJ_aft<r­
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011)' _In iIso1f.. impcd!ntaII.lII
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Rural :.reas are enjoying widespread population , 
p"ns in the 1990s. This surprising reversal is based on , 
several new trends. Lower fertility combined with heavy 
migration from cities is creating thriving rural counties with, 

, 
few children.

1
Farm jobs remain scarce; today, rural growth

I " depends on commoters, retirees, vacationers, and manufactur· 
i i ers. The resull could be a long·term return to the country. 

by Kenn~tb tIl. John..Jol'l 
and Calvin: L. Beale 

T
I 

he NlviVll.1 of growth in ru­

o ral America is nne (lfthe big­

geSt den:ographic stories of 
the 19!1~s, Three in four 
nonmet~(Jp()litan coun~ies 

g'J.ined population b(!tWO!en tWO tlnd 1994, 
a s~unning re~'el'sa!:fo:lowing a de~ade 

, 
Ke'llneiA ,\1. J"h'):!011 is a demiJgraph"r 

ami pro!(fUIfr Of8oci.~log!J at LQ!f(){Q. (Jlli· 

t'erSity of Chicago. Calvin L. Be;JJf, i .. 
!hl> ..enin'!' demogrnpkeT (It the ECOllomic, 
Reaeard'! Se1'l;ice a/'he U.s. lAtpa'rlme-nl 
ofAgrmdlure in Washingron. D.C. 

of rural' decline. Now the pace ;}f rurul 
gro\vth seems to be accelerutillg, an<l the 
imp.lications for business are subs,;antial. 

More than three-fourths of Americans 
live in the nation's B37 metmpnlltan coun· 
:ics, but 81 percent of the nat;on's land 
area :5 in lts 2.304 nonmetropolitan coun­
ties. For mast of this century, net migra­
tion f!"Om nonmetro to metro areas hall 
'1een U (!Ollstant demographic trend. Dur~ 
ir.g :he 1980", (or cl(smpie, nonmetro~ 
politan cl)unties-tho~e wltho\it an urban 
hub-h'rew by only 1.3 million peo!lle, for 
an average annual growth ratM 0(0.3 per 

( 
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cent. Meanwhile, counties

I gained 21 million , with an aver· 
age annual growth rl1t~ of 1.1 percent. 

Now the pattern iii changing, Nonmetro 

I euuntles gained 8&1,000r~identsbetween 

I 
April 1900 and July 1992. And Ulll latest 

estimates from the Census Bureau show 
that the new trend is getting stronger, 

I 
asnonmeU'ocol.lntiesgainedaoout 12 mil­

Iiou people from July 1992 to .July 1994. 
The !\Onmetro population of the U,S. had 
an avera~ annual growth rate of 0.9 per­
ce-r.t between 1900 and 1994, Thl$ is still 

not as fast as the 1,1 piJrcent gt'O\\'1h rate 
in the metro population, but the gap hasI 

, 

I 
narrowed considerably. 

Population in nonmetro areas has al· 
ready grown more t~an three times as 
fast in the 1990s ll$ it did in the 19805, 
The current growth spurt is rooted in

I long-term economic changes that favor 

nonrnetro ll1'e,as. along with the strong 

conviction of many Americans that Sr.l"n~ 

I town life is better than big-city life. Non­

metrO counties also grew rapidly in the 

48 Aml'l:rica. hmolra.,blcs I lui; 1995I 
I 

, 

1970s Cor many of the same reasons that 

fuel their gTQwth in tne 199G8. It nQW 

appears that the rural hard times of the 

198ti¥ were only a briefreVer51l! ofa fun­
damental population shift, 

The rural reoound of the 1900s is fueled 

not by birt.lts, hut by more runl residents 

staying put and some metropollian resi­

dents moving to small towns and rural 
homes, Specificruly, 56 percent of non· 

metro growth between 1900 and L994 
came from net gains in migration. 'This 
represents another change in long--stand­

ing trends, 
For rr.O$t of this century, the "natural 

increaae" of births minus deaths has 
driven modest growth in America's non­

metro populathm. At the same time, met­

ropolitan areas have been grtW.'ing rapidly 

through nawnl in~a.se, ~ net In-mi­

gratkm of fonner ruml residents, ane 

internati&lW immigration. Between 1921) 
and 1970, the nonmetro populatil)<n grew 

by only B.8 million, while :netros gain-cd 

more than 8S mlIlinn residents. 
In the 19705, the direction of migra~ 

tion shifted toward I'lonmetro areas. 

Nonmetro natural increase also contin­

ued. and the result was that nonmetro 
l.!oumies grew faster than metro counties. 

Then the tra~itional pattern seemed to 

~turn. Nonmeu-opoli~ arcas lost nearly 
1.4 million residents to out-migration in 

the 198fu. They gained ~t7 million through 
natural incN!ase during this decade. but 

natural increMf! in nonmetro areas was 
slower in the 1980s than it had been in 

previous de;:ades. 
!'low,.as a new wave -of migrntion fuels 

rural growtt>, nonmetro natural increase 
is slowing even further. In fact., the net 

gain to rura.I areas from migrants between 
1900 and 1994 n.l miUlon) was greater 

than the nat gain from naturni increase 
(875,000). 

Between 19:90 and 1994, an estimated 
556 nonmetro counties experienced natu. 
ral decrease:. the demographic condition 
where deaths outnumber birth$. County. 

level na~ral decrease is more eomnjon 
now than at any point in U.S. history_ 

Moreover, preliminary estirr..ates for 1m 
and 1994 suggest that as many as 700 

counties may now be experiencing natu~ 

ral deCfeMC, Meat of these counties are 
!tJSing population, such as. those in the 
northern Great Plains. But other5 have 
rapidly growing populations due to in­
migration, such ag. these in the FIGrldn 

retirement belt. 
The unprecedented level of natural 

decrease in non metro America results 

from t;'rree interrelated trends. First, 
many Mnme:tro counties have seen de:­
cade!! Gf Gut-mlgratien by yoong adulta 

coupled with the "aging in place" of older 

residents. Second, the traditioually higher 

birth rlltes (If rural women hQve ooen 

going down, while those of urban women 

have been increasing, Third, rural women 

usually have children earlier than their 

urban peet'li_ As a result, the aging of 
baby-boom women OUt of their prime 

childb£aring yeiuil rtduees hirths in f'\.l. 
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The new rural migrants are not moving 

I out to work on fanns or get away from 

I 
civilization. In fact. a new pattern of ur­

ban development is one of the main rea­
sons for the rural rebound, 

I 
During the 19805, major metropolitan 

areas developed commercial and employ­

ment centers at or near their outer bound­, 

Non~etropolitan counties are gaining·population in much oftke nation, 
~ except/or the Plairu states. 

hlonmetropollUn COIIntiH with populatlolt plns Ind los_. 1990-941 

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 nonrnetro 

counties was 2.6 percent in 1990·94, com­

Population growth 

II .... o G.Jln 0 • 3.00% 
• G.Jin 3.01- 6.00% 
• G.Jin 6.01% or abo.. o Metro 

U.S. nonmen 
average = 3.01% 

also seen in nonmetro counties where the 

economy is based on recreation. Of 285 
counties in this category, 92 percent 

ral areas first. If this trehd continues­
and it appears that it will-it will be a 
significant turning point I in patterns of 
nonrnetro population groWth. 

COMMUTERS AND RETIREES 
pared with l.3 percent in the metro ac­

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

aries. These "edge cities:: often with ~ub-.- ties are concentrated in the Sunbelt, 

•
deaths outnumber 

b"rth 

gained population and 85 percent gained 

migrants. Many nlral recreation counties 

began attracting migrants in the 19705,· 

continued attracting them through the 

19805, and are still gaining in the 19905. 

urbs of their own, exist at some distance coastal regions. and the Upper Great Many counties with recreational ameni­

from the old central cities. As a result. Lakes. ties also attract retirees; 101 recreational 

84 percent of nonmetropolitan counties Near-universal population gains were counties also fall into the retirement cat-I 
, 

I American Demographics I July 1995 49 
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Cgrll)'. ~hese reereatio-:l-t:etirement cO'Jn­

ties grew by 1:2 percent betv.'een t990 and 

I 191)4, ,the fastest paee of any economic 

I 
gr-oup in the USDA categories. 

PQPuL1t-::m gains were more moden, but 

.sti:l \\-;tle:-pread, in noometro counties that 

I 
I 

depend on :nm1Ufactunng .lod government 

job:>. 0:' the 506 Mnrne<ro manufactur­

ing (!car.ties. 88 percent:gained popula. 
tion and iO per'Cent had net in.migration 

b~tween 199{) and 1994.'Manufacturing 
eountie':; are mO.~t common in the South­
ea;,;t and near the Great Lakes. Of the 

I 
:!.j2 nonmetro government counties. S7 
~I,<:ent gaine(j population and n percent 

h.ul IH;Jt in-migration. ;\IIuny of these also 

contain state prisons or universities. 

There al"e 269 nQtlmetro counties where 

I ;lO pet'cent Of more of the land is feder­

ally owned. Manyot'these are in the West, 

and many are also classified as recrear.ion 

I or retir~ment counties. Ninety-four per­

I 
cent of these federal-lund counties gai!lec 
population in the 19905; and 86 percent 

SllW net in-migr:ltion, m~infy by younger 

I 
people ilnd retit~s who are attracted by 
the ~c(!nery ..nd rr.ountain r(!~reation. 

Three uther types oi n{]nmetro coun· 

I 
ties are registering ....idesp.read growth. 
Lghty-"i.x po::!rcent QfL'1eaSl oounties with 

" la/"gll propor';Jon of the work force rom­
muting to S;}OO in other ('{lunties are grow_ 

I 
ing; ()l(lst ;lTI: adjacent wmetro cour-ties. 

Eig~ty-four percer:.t of*e ~23 nonme:tro 

CQul\t:es where the economy is b<L:>ed on 

I 
;;ervictt-6e:ctol' johs are ~wing; mll1!Y are 
also c:assified as r~ation or retirement 
COU:1tiell.ln d:,e 381 cc~ntms that depend 
Oft federal transfers such as Sodal Secu~ 
rity payment$, older people lUlU thosewith 

;I)W iccomes are numerous. Three-qullr-I , 

I 
ters of tiles .. "mailbox er;onomy" coun. 

ties are gro....ing, and 66 i>ertentare gain­
ing migrants. 

I 
The Mnrnetro countiell least likely to 

grow are those where. the economy is 

based on traditional rural enterprises. 

I 
Only .. 7 pereeot ofthe 556 nmunetro coun· 
ties dependent lin farm,lng are growing, 
and just 44 percent are gaining migrants. 

Of the 146 counties tha~ depend un min­

ing jobs, 6:1 percent are grov.ing, but only 

47 percent are gaining migrants. But even 

in such traditional rural counties, grov.rth 

is now mOre widespread or losses are 
smaller than during the 19$09, 

The poorest and most remote coun­
ties in the tiS, are not joining in the new 
land rush, More than seven in ten of the 
535 rur..! counties with persiSlCl'.l Pc.v~ 

erty are growing, but only r;.a percent 

ilre gaining m£g:-ants. And 55 fl':reent of 
the ..07 "iow·dens~ty coUnties" (with 

fewer than six residents per square mj~e; 

are growing, but only 45 pert:ent are 

gaining migranta_ 

'I'he t'astest.grc. ....ir.g r.o"me-tt() counties 

are :ocated in the Mountain. West, ;.r.e Up­

per Great Lakes, the O:?a.rks. paru j)f 
the SoUL':!. and ill rurnl areas d the North­
easL Only ahout one-fourt!: of ail non­

metropolitan rounties are still lOSing P'l'pu, 

latiall in t~ 1990s, and the-lie are roneeo­

:ratfrrl in ~he Great Phins. Western Corn 

B€"It, ar:.d Mississippi De-ita. 

I lONG-TERM GROwnt 

The nll·al s:owdown of the W8US was a 

response ttl <i set of rmtional etonomk t:On· 

ditions that included a prolonged rural 

recession, a farm crisis, and faster job 
grow:h in metro areas. In retrospect. lt 
now seems likely that these conditions 

caused a short4erm interruption jn it 

general nonmetropolitll.n growth trend 
that began in the 1970s. 

Demographers have developed Several 

theories to explain the sudden reversal 

and growth of nonmetro ar>.::llS in the 

19703, ano they have struggled to explain 

the reversion to metro rlominanee in the 
lfr80s. One of :he most persuasive :he<l­

nes i$ the idea of d;:eoncer.tration. which 

predicts a long~nn and gradual dispersal 
nfthe U.S. population into smaller, less 

densely ...settled eities and towns, This 
deeonee.1tration is drl\'en ~y tedmologi. 
cal elmngo:s, the decline I)findustrial jobs, 

and other faetors that make rlis~ance a 

l¢~S lmpnrtant factor i:I the organ:zaticr.. 
of $Ode!"y, 

Pl;}pulation .change from 1970 to 1994 

:reve Oaoiel waittltd !he snow 

S 
i :~:t:~:~~~et~:~:s~:~ 
, 

I nallve bas lm:ded his Newt====" England toots tor Ule Golden 
State, Sfevt 10Yt$ his new life ill california, 
where he ~xs on weekends. socializes with 
adiverse Oroull of lrietldl;' ana hOlds a key 
posl with software Oiaot Siliwn Graphics. 
~It's so upbeat that It's ridiculous: tie saY'S, 
~Is this rtally happening to me?" 

fen ytafS ago. Daniel ¢Illtid have roore· 

santed a typical interstate migrant in AmeriCa, 

But IInw tit'S unusual. Cutu in ludera! defense 
spendino aoo oliter economic jollS !;ave Iletn 

cru¢llo C-iHtornra, TIle migration title 

fJ!\fflfsed i~ the 1990'.1; a~d magazines have 

joyfully ia;mrted the tnd of tlte PacifIC aream. 

Middle-class families IJed Galifornla fot points 

north and east. addinq 10 fast growttl in 

smaller states IIlte Was.'jjllg1:on, IClaM. and-.Ca.n1~·mia ha,S beii'n battered. by Mots;. 
tlno:!s, fire$:, ~art".qt:a:l(J!S, unemp,oyment, 
congesWln, crime, high taxes, and wildly , 

fluctuating home prices. But now the 


economy is perkin!:! up, a.1d there are early 

indlCa1ions that California is making a 
oomabaek. ' \: 

Ft'o'fflr,poople !f1tt, California in 1994 than in 

1993. accordlrig to a, survey often maior 

.. ' movers by ~he American Movers Conference, 

Automooile registrations shOw asimilar 
, , 
"' " 

http:COU:1tiell.ln
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years of Qut-migration were two years afiMpattern, according 10 ounogr.tptuc analysts. 

And economist Joel Kolkin says ttlalllumbetS 

from the U-Haul Cot\.lorahoo ShOW, a tl8t in~ 

migration fur Camomla io1994. 
Kotkin,.1 senior lellOW at tM Center for the

• 

. ttle recession sta!ted: he says, "It's very clear 
that migfatiQn fQllows b\lt lagsllltl t<:On<:Imy.' It 

it was miter things, you woofd haw seen 

peOPlllleaving' right w:~_e~ tile fecessi~ hit· 

New West says tl'!$ flow oul Q1 G<lllfornll was 

nevtr as big as "'lhC Easterners'" would have 

you jWlevli. "Thea was. it net out,migration, 

: California flail aserious ecooomic downturn 

when tilt; resl of the cOIIntry.W3S impro'llng. 

Why would anybody move nere lor a job?-.. 
wll;c11 was very small, gNtO Ule total In the past five years, California's net 

pOPulatlon,~ ht says, "The migration (.I\.t 01 yrowth due to migratlon- . 

fVl1w E~gla,'d was much w{)rse," :T':O:':'-;..-::-:=;;;;~~;;:~~:a 
people who left were retirees... , ~fll\Sf 
~nd leS1Hlducatea workers • SEt . 
who couldn't hack the ;'. . 

recessiOl'l, Kotkin says, He 
ciles a '993 Rand study thai 
showed for every 10 peoPle 
over age 30 who left California, 

eight under age 30 movei.l in., 
"WhO's going 10 move htreT' ' 

ask" Kolkin, wtlo Is base\1 in Los : 

Angtles..~'founoer. better- , 
edUCAled Pt~r;l!e wt;i;ean ••: , •• -' 

'" .. 

. ,.".: 

4i}d earlyJ98Os. ~,tle says: ~V!hen thl!~:, ~ , 

..economy ImpftlVe$, 11'$ g;flgbUstefS .wain. It .. ,," .. ' 

·seems like there's a makeup faCtor:'_:,;~ .... 

O(}lTleslic migration out of Gallfomia may be 

.fuellng rUral'groWtb, iri Oregon and. 'idaho, put 
_"' it doesn't have much fmpact on tile nation's 

larGest, sale, The American Movers- Confer­
" ence figures lor 1994 snow 95,517 people 

moving,o,ut and 54,273 'moving 10, TI!e:w are 

not signiflcant numbers in'a state.. 
" ,', . '.­

S•• 

I 

in the kind a! eeonamy c."ron!" :'::~':;:=:~::~~~ 'l'~~~:}'1::;rlD"b'now tlas-euter1aiflfMnt, ,,', " ~:;.~ 

~oftware: biomedicine, bl~e~nOlpoy" :";~~::::~~~~~J~;]::~~;~~;~:;'~;Y ;\~intefflatiO'nal tfade.~', ,/' :;- '. ,': .:~ j i _. 
Kotliin beHaves Iha! any exoous Otl~ 01:' . ,;,:"453,000 in 1990 

California was I does .~ j 

StePM~ levy, 

Centar for ttlt! 

California Economy in 

. . 
. '. . ;/'- ';' -,,' 

:-,
.'.­

... ' ;. ,," 
.:: ' 
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appt!'ars to be fultowing the path of decon~ new kinds (If growth that create new 	 watching with dismay as formerly open land 

I 
centratilln, although eeilrrnmic cnndition:> opportunities for businesses. is carved :,tp into S5wacre ranchettes. The 
p.roduced a <kltour in the 1980s. I:. is also Rural gov·emments in areas of rapid 	 peoplf! HYing in these homes are in the van· 

possible that metro and nonmt'tro areas growth are morn likely to it'(perienee guard of a t\t-wtrend, but the rural rebound 
have reached a kind of equillbrium, SJ) that fiseaI crises as new, more sophisticated is rooted in (1.0 old-fashioned American 

I short·ternl changes in thE aCQfiOmy, poli~ residents demand higher levels of dream-the dream of a better llfe 1:1 II new 
tics, and cultllN! couid ~cluce blg changes sf!rvlce. Private husin~ses may nil hind, • 

in migration patterns. ; the gap by offering transportation, 

I Since 1988, the pac~ of jGb growth in education, and heatth care when! gov­ Ikhind tho N..~ In thit iU''tid~.!lUI w(>r<U 'ru­
fill-lind "l\OM'Itt.TQpoliiA:l" are used inttrebAnguhly,nonmetro areas hAs been f~ter than job ernments cannot, Health e2.re is an 
a!onlJWl.th tha Wl)m -"uban· and~mt1;ropo.hulL· Fig­

grQwth in metro areas, l1Ceording to the especially thorny problem [ilr rural 

I 
\il'es 00 toW p"\V.dation, tanh$, duth$, *00 nBL mi· 

Eeonomie Roseareh S~rvice, As a result, retirement areas, beCAuse aoctflrs gnuoo ~OIlUl from (hit droinnial :elI$U'U and the 
young people !lving hi rural areas have and hospitals are still concentrated in 	 F~deral.Stllte Coopulltivlt p01l1l1a\lon e!lamite' se: 

ries tJfthe Censll' Bure.I.L The typ~IQVY USI!d to dts­nad tei5s of an incentive to &c to dUes to major urban areas. 

I 
.;ry collDtiet by etlJltrumr (:metlon ...., d#~eloped by

find j60S, AlSI'), widespread CQncern lloout The deeoocentrntio:l of America thB Ewnrunie Rtan.rt:h Strviee ill the U.S, ~rt· 

erime. pollution, and PtJor-·qualit, urban could mvginally SlilW the growth of mont u( AgMeul....n. 1'h~ \'Mn'lItLon",1 d...mc.ti~ 
WH ~v~!tlped by ~h.e autiwMl. The l(t9J d!lfi:llmm iSfschools have persuaded rural r-esidents to large shopping malt;, while it helps 
mmropolil,lluereu '" uw for.U pcillU ill t!:tt, A ntt 

I stay put while persuading some city resi~ catalog and online retailer:>. Nlmh!e (lr!l2 round¢! $!li!bd :'rom nGflm¢tm to nwtTll !ta!;\03 

dents to leave. retailer:s who use demQg!1lphk and bet1w~n the ;mviOUI (19851 definition L..,Q IfH3, 5<) 

.be autJ\c:1l' WIlItant Ine !If the 1993 dtfinitinn f'l.Rtlrlill businesses saw significant gains economic data t.o identify emerging 
&\lIt/! In greaii't nllnlMtrD ~ during thll 19&b and 

I 
in sales during the tirst wave of the ruml rurnl growth centers will also ben­ ,IoW1l!f :lOn\Mtro pil\.l in !.he i990.. f« (!I.(>", inf~­
rebound. Wal·Mll.rt. for e:tample, btK:ume efit. meuon, rontaei Kenneth M. Joh:lKn lit (;H21 StJ3. 
the nation's lvgest retailer byexp$nding Rund growth may al:w create new 	 34r611lm1 Call'ln L Stale atl2021219·04S2, F!ltillool 

lit 1900·92 I«nd., I" "Tht RulIlJ Rtboond: ARwn'rapidly in nonmetropolitan areas ~hrc:.<gh­ kinds of political conflict. In :states 

I can l>tmog~pitJer. May 1994, ptop 24. For II m4ft G(
out the 19708 and 1980s, In the 1990s, rap­ such as 1'ex(I.$, ldaho, and Montanil" fUltura! d«rta~, m: ~Birth T.kn q Holiday; Mart.h 
idly growing rural ar~as are Gealing ~;th environmentalists and old-timers are 	 1993. pa~ 64. 
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From Farming to Fun I
Rural retirement and recreation counties are h(lt:/arrning and mining counties are not. 

(nllmber ,t ~pofl:bm 1lOU1'Itin, IHlretm .... In 1IQfUfflIC»I. ,ltd ,Nr<l,nt .~clllC Dl)Wtb In totai populab Ind _~ 

01 ciwlp. by .... 199o.t4) 
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I 
William A. Galsten

I Rural America in the 1990's 
I 	

I • 

i Trends and Choices 
I 

Shifts in the ""tional and international ""momits have reduced theI 	 d_nd for primary U.s. product, and eroded the comporo/for 
adoomage of rund A~ Nn» f<dmo/~ require iess labor and 
have reduced agriculture" and manufi>ctunng" shares of rurlll jobs. 
These trends restrid policy options. TIft future of rund AmericaI depends on the choices made among """ilable options and the collective 
m:tion lpoIilkol. civic, and marktJ! used to implement those cIwias. 

I 
I T HE difficulties I'W'lII America experienced in the 

1980's are In large measure the product of vast 
shifts in the national and international econo­

mies. Thnle _ds ore prominent _ prod.., 
tivlty and • dea<ased demand for labor. deaeased 
demand for (U.s. nonme1J'o.produced) primary prod­

I 

I -. and. flnalty. deaeased govei'nment in_tment. 


These dumges derennirie available poli<y options and 

necessitate the ooordlnated efforts of all levels of gov­

ernment as well as the private sector in determining 
and Implementing poli<y options. These _ are 
briefly discussed below•. followed by • prescriptive 

I solution. I 

Fits~ """"",do.. ad_ in output han been ..,. 
cmnpti_ with .......hrinldng amounlS of laber. 

I 
I This is a familiar pbenoinenon in u.s. agriallture. 

where productfvlty ~ hao resulted In • decline in 
lann operator tabor. However. somewhat less fam!llar 
is that this laborsaving tnmd also ...... In manufactur­
ing. ' 

I Second. prlmary products. the strength 01 rural econo­
mies. are now a less significant share of the economy 
because other countrie5 increased their agricultural and 
marerial' output in the 1!IiO'. "'id 1980's, nodudng 

I 
I their demand for U.s. goods. Domestic demand for 

primary products hao also dedioed because U.s. pr0­
duction has shifted townrd servke-sector activities. 

Finally. U.s. investment hao fallen behind that 01 our 
major competitors, and future investment promises to 

I be hard to come by. Additional pubfu: funds will be 

I 
Willl.am G.bton tt I.'I.Itn!lntly H'J:"Ytng as Drputy AaUIatII Ib ~ 
Pre$ident for Domoti<: Polley. He 1I OQ le:.w from lh:f, l.JniverIity 01 
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 Co 1991. It upree:nb hit prenanal Yirws only and is not intended .. 

I statmmlt of &dmini&tratkm polky. 

I 

difficult to obtain. and pressures On (and .truggles 
onr) ....ting _ wllIlil<ely IntenJily. Conse­
quendy, !hare is Ukety In be an inaeasing demand for 
more effidcnt, less bu"",uaatic forms of pubH;:-oector 
activity-< proa!SS !)avid Osbeene hao called "reinvent­
ing government" 

As • ...uIt of these irends. and the need In """'pete 
more effectively in the international economy. public 
programs that can be juotified as in...tments In long­
term productivity and growth will have • deddod 
edge. Rural strategies will have to be defended as 
contributions to overall national well-being. not just in 
place-spediic terms. National and _1n.....1s ""'y 
not always converge. For exampleJ- human capitalIn,,,,,,_ (a ~c strategy) makeo eminent 
sense as a nationaJ strategy, but it will not succeed in 
staunching tha outflow of trained young people bum 
I'W'lII """,,"unities un\ess ,.... of return In human 
capital are simultaneously increased in these communi­
ties (a pla.".,;pecific strategy), 

These broad _ Imply that rural America has en­
tered a new era. The challenge in the 1990's is to 
shape new strategies responsive to both enduring rural 
realities and changing national and global drc'un\.. 
stances. 

Rural Compar&tive Advantage 

To succeed, rural development strategies must be built 
on a realistic assessment of the rural comparative ad~ 
vantage. The development of rural America has W,.. 
torically depended primarily on plac:e-spedfic resource 
advantages: land~ timber. and minerals. The central 
rural disad-vantage-distance-was overcome in part 
by natural ....tu... (for example. long. navigable riv­
ers). and in part by publicly guided development 01 
communication and t1'an$portation systems. Resoun:e 
advantages have not disappeared. but their significance 

IS 
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I has declined, given the changes in the structure of 
,production and demand.l 

I 
I • 
I 

I 

In the 1960's and 1970's, ~he primary basis of rural 

comparative advantage shifted from resources to lac-. 

tors such as cheap land~ low-wst labor, relatively re­

laxed regulations, and weak or nonexistent unions .. 


I 
Combined with a new burst of public investment in 
transportation (the interstate highway system), these 
adwntages spurtt'd a significant expansion of manu­

I 
facturing in rural America: from 1960 to 1980, the 
rural share of manufacturing employment rose from 21 
to T7 per~t. 

I . 
But these advantages, too! have beCn eroded by ec0­

nomic change. The importance of land costs in plant

I . location decisions has diminished, and in a global 

I 
marketplace with fuUy mobile capital, cheaper labor 
can be found and employed outside Us. borders. 
Further. labor willlike1y ~ntinue to shrink as a com­
ponent of manufacturing costs, and, therefore, as a 
determinant of production Siting., 
During the 1980's. rural A:merica entered its third 

I 
I 
I major phase. The kinds of natural characteristics * 

garded as "amenity vaJ~H by retirees. vacationers, 
and certain businesses emerged as the chiel new 
source of ruraJ comparative advantage. Rural places 
with substantial Joc.ational assets have commanded the 
lion's share of nonmetro P,opulatkm and employment 
gains. 

Th~ », however, a dowriside. The characteristics­

I 
 small populations and low densities-that give some 


I 

rural areas amenity value frequently limit cipportuni~ 


ties for b~sed development. Three factors are 

key. First, sman size and low den$ity make it dim~ 


cult-in some cases rmposSible-to achieve significant 


I 

local diversification.. leaving communities (and even 

entire regions) highly vulnerable to downturns in their 

prime economic base. I 


I 

Second, small population ~nd low densities are corre­

lated with larger average distloC'CS between individu­

als and C(:onomic adivities~ raising communication and 

transportation costs. Third, population and density 
may increase with successful amenity~based develop­
ment, thus erodlng the area's original,advantage.I ,, 

I 
Not surprisingly, nonmetro counties that are adjacCllt 
to rnctro 1'U"eas did better than remote counties during 

I 
the past decade. As Emery Castle nores. ~the economic 
welfaf'(! of the more sparsely populated areas is linked 
with, and dependent upon; economic activity in the 
more densely populated areas.", It is not a coinddenee 
that the :most prosperous rural areas have dose eco­
nomic links with other parts of the world and the large 
urban centers. H Thus, a tieritral chanenge for rural I ,, 

, 
I . 

I 
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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 break. 

Collective Action Failures 
• 

The foregoing may be misinterpreted as an argument 
that the dedine witnessed throughout so much of rural 
Amenca in the past docade is the inevitable conse­
quence of immutable national and international trends. 
That is not my intention. I argue a more complicated 
case: while these broad Irends de set the agenda and 
restrict options, the oulcomes for rural areas reflect the 
choices made among available options, as well as the 
forms of collective action used 10 implement these 
chokes. 

• 
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I 	In modem societies, there an::. broadly speaking. three 
principal ways in which individuals can organiz.c 
themse1ves Ctlilettively to ge,t things done, The oldest 

I of these is politics, the sphere of authority in which 

I 
fhe JegithnaCYI office, petsu<l;siveness, or power of 
some people indUC6 others to accept their judgment 
and command as the basis of action, A second sphere, 
the market has ~e9- sin~ the 18th century, The 
market is governed by the principle or exchange: , 
transactions that leave aU parties better off (as they

I themselves define their own:well-being) than they 
were belore, The third sphere is civil society. Civil 
society encompasses all VOluntary associations based 

I on shared principles, loy.lm!., or sentiment". families, 
churchesl neighborhood groUps. nonprofit or charitable 
organizations, and so forth. I 

I like the market, civil .odJ can exist only if the 

sphere of polirn:. refrains from occupying the tolality 

of available JOdal space. ~rkets and civil societies 
I are thus linked to what may, be called the liberal prinR 
ciplek that government shouJ,d {for reasons of efficacy 
as well as morality) be limited in crucial respects. 

I MaTket lor ..... , on balance, did riot promote ruraldevel­
opment during the 198CYs, and the unchecked. market's 

I 
indifference to issues of spatial distn'bution was n0­

where more clearly demons~. Nor, in spite of 
heroic e{wrts,. was rural civil society able to address 
effectively the problem;S wit.., which it was confronted. 

I 
I Churches~ conununities, and support groups minis­

tered to distre5s and occasionally warded of( wont* 
case outcomes, but without reversing underiying nega~ 
live trends. The public secto/ did no better. in spite of 
unprecedented spending on programs regarded as 
~ruraJ/ the Federal Government did almost nothing to 

I 	
improve the long~tenn prospects of rural families and 
communiti~. ' 

James Bannen has argutid that U.s. rural policy is • 

I classic example of Government faiiu"" The reason, he 
contends, is that over the past century the political 
economy of naral America was institutionalized around 

I key industries rather than communities. For much of 
the period, this political configoration was not "'" . 
damaging. But in the aisis pf the Creat Depression, 
Congress created legislation that, for the most part.I provided selective support to specific groups, usually 
agricultural. This evoked a 'tnobilization of agricultural 
interest groups to defend aod expand publiC benefits .. Anne Krueger's model predicts) at precisely the I 	('time that the agricultural sector was rapidly Shrinking 
as a percentage of roral population and economic 

I 
outpul. The result has beenithe domination of national 
rural policy by an increasingly narrow and unrepreserr 
tative segment of rural America. ,J 

Ii 
i 

I 	 , 
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The Inadequacy of rural political institutions has been 
exacerbated by population mobility. As mral residents 
leave their communities in search 01 opportunity els~ 
where, the rural p~pulation declines as a percentage of 
the total population, redudng its representation ;n 
State and national legislative bodies. This trend was 
acce1erated by the coo-person, one-vore Supreme Court 
dedsions of the 1%0'5, which lett the U.s, Senate as 
the last bastion of TUt'a1 representation. 

Another consequence of population mobility is iess 
obvious, but just as important: the weakening of inter­
nallor<es pushing for change. As Albert Hirschman 
has argued, Hexit" and "v()ice~ constitute the two major 
fonns of response to organiz.ational decline, Individu­
als dissatisfied with the pcriormance of firms or,com­
munities can choose either to leave or to stay and 
speak out for reform. 1be problem is that the avail~ 
ability of the exit option tends to inhibit the develop­
menl of effective voice. Exit serves as a safety valve 
that removes the most energetic and upwardly mobile 
memben of the community, leaving behind a stratifted 
mix Of those who are relatively satisfied with the status 
quo and those too old, weak. or downlrOdden to mus~ 
ter an effective protest against it. (A number of studies 
ouggest that the porijons of Europe with the highest 
r.... of outmlgration during the 19th century were less 
prone than others to social protest and violence.) 

One djfficulty~ particularly acute 1n the US. context. is 
that voice-<ollective action through poJitiCi-ls labol'" 
intensive over an extended period and typically Te+ 

quires cooftilinated action with others.. whi1e exit .is a 
once-and~for-.all act that can be performed by isolated 
persons or families. Effective voice faces special im­
pediments in a country whose public culture celebraies 
mobility and individualism. StiD. an initial display of 
political effectiveness can serve as a magnet. indudng 
some who would otherwise leave to believe in the 
possibility 01100>1 improvement. This suggests that 
"public ent:tepreneurship~ must play a key role In the 
revitalization of rural 'America. 

Candusions 

The future of rural America is determined by a set ot 
structural facts and by public choices made within thai 
structure, AnaJysis goes astray if either of these factors 
is ignored. We 'must not overlook the powerful na­
tional and international winds now buffeting so many .. 
rural communities, but neither should. we slight the 
ways: in which, even in the face of these inhospitable 
conditions, skilled hands at the publiC helm can artful· 
ly tack and move forward, . 

In thi!i complex interplay between structure and agen~ 
cy~ it. is I~porta~t to maintain the distinction between 
macro-level trends and micro--Ievel choices. What is 
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I true in the aggregate may not be valid for individual 
communities. For example, within an overall pattern 
of sectoral stagnation, opportunities for local growth

I may nonetheless persist, A sounder understanding of 

I 
broad developments will create a context in which , 
polley analysts and local decisionmakers can more 
realistically ewiuat~ the odds of success tor each of the 

I 
options before them. Rural communities need not 
always "go with th~ flow," but they should at leaSt 
understand the nature of that flow, . , 

I 
Consequeru:es1for Research and Public PoHcy 

The pressures of intematio.nal competition ~uireI 
, , 

I 
productivity increases in agriculture. natural resourCes, 
and manufacturing; reducing employIllOIlt in these 
traditional economic -..s. To main..in and expand 
the rural job base. Joca1 communities and national 
pelky must tum iru:reasingly toward 'he su .....ntially 
nontraded sectors of the economy. such as services for

I the retiring elderly, tourism,. and the siting of Govern· 

I 
ment activities. nus new emphasis Is consistent with 
the shift oJ TUral comparative advantage to a third 
phase. one that emphasizes amenity values rather than 
natural resources ~ the costs of production. 

The fiseaI crisis 01 the publiC sphere. which "'S nowI spread to every level of the Federal system, meons the, 
'large new rural programs are unlikely and that c:ontin~ 
uing pressure on existing programs is inevitable. This

I is a situation that cries out for innovation in the basic 
structure of public action. Government programs must 
increasingly employ cost-effective, nonbu ....ucr.tic 
medtanisms, and they must discriminately use public 

I 
I resources to catalyze action in the private sector and in 

rural rommunilies. : As one analys' has pu' it, gowm­
ment in the 199O"s can steer the boat" but it cannot 
raw. 

, 

The continuing. perhaps even enhanced, importance of 
rural linkages to metro areas means that efforts must 

I 

I 

, 


be intensified to find effective functional substitutes. 

Hopes lor greater spatial dispersion of the service sec­

tor have proven overly optimistic. Rural policy in the 

1990's must focus: on sectors. such as 'advanced tele­

communications. th~t can give rural communities more 

complete, timely acCess to Information and lower exist~


I ing hamen to fulle~ rural participation in the most 

vigorously growing parts of the economy_ 


The emerging impo~ of size for community I 
I 

health, even commUnity survival. suggests that institu~ 

I 

I 

I 

I 


tional change is essentiaL Small rural communities 
must seek to break down political boundaries and 
form neW cooJY.!rative political units for education, 
service delivery, and public entrepreneurship-units 
that more closely correspond to the real scope of con~ 
temporary rural economic and sociaJ life, Recent 
trends suggest that only through such consoUdation 
can many of the smallest communities hope ~ survive. 

The progressive gwbaJization of advanced eoonom1es 
has led many analysts to conclude that the skills and 
cumulative learning of the workforce are the new keys 
to competitiveness, the real $Ources of the Rwealth 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 onstTeam. the basic conjecture is 
widely accepted. It does no' follow, he,",,_, 'hat 
what enhances national wealth win necessariJy benefit 
particular suimational regions. There are many rea;.­
sons for local communities Clnd the Federal Govern­
ment to embark on a new partnership to.upgrade 
education and training. But rural communities ~hould 
be under no illusion that such initiatives by themselves 
wiD create local job opporrunities and stem the outflow 
01 ynung people. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I Why bas a coherent, successful Policy address­

ing modem rural problems never been aeated in the 
United States? What 3.l'e the current obstacles to rural 
policy? What possible strategies and coalitions might I 

, 

hold promiSe for ',developing a U.S. rural pn!icy? 
These questions Will be addressed in a polilic:!l.

I economy focus ~ interest· group development. 
behavior, and role in U,S, rural policy, The purpose 
of this paper is to develop a strategic sense of the

I terrain of rwal deVelopment policy. Such strategic 
understanding is one of the most important missing 
ingredients in US. 'rwal policy. ThiS paper argue"

I contrary to Reagan :era 'policies l that a national rural 
policy of some sort is needed today,· 

I
I I
Und....tandlng the Pas' 

in the middle .If the 19th century, the UnitedI 
I 

States made.national policy choiCefor ruraiAllieru:a. 
We chose to invest major public resources in the 
development and welfare of the farm sector. This I 

, 

I 
effort was calculated to prevent market forces from 
pushing ~lndependent" American fatmers back into 
a rural peasant SOCiety. TI'le 19th century United 

I 
States was a rapidly 'growing indu$U'ial and. increas-­
insJy, urban na!lan. In the course oflhlsgrowth, the 
terms of trade between agriculture and the 
nonagricultural sector inevitably turned against agri· 
culture, and the ~elfare of tbose in agriculture 

I I 

----, . 

I 
1:un gz-rady Indebted to WWl3m P. Ilm'\Vl'W fnr dilct,l3ll:ing tbia 
NIlj«t with me:. fot :>ugwesting ldeu from hi$ eonsumm:ne 

I 
knowled!,'t' of U.S. interesl groups, :md [mally. fOJ" a ailical 
tevu;w uf an cdy draft oCtile puper. I mil allOU to 11M! liUb-\1;;tntt:t! 
Ul!iJt uf' l.ynn fbrvey 3'ruJ [r.....id Scbw<!d:.ign.!t for critk::.il 
teVlews nf::l droll of lhi.":p:lj"\et. 
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lllgged funher and further behind the rest of society 
(Anderson, 1987). Nineteenth-<::entury urban indus· 
trial incomes and productivity were rising, and with 
them c:une a middle·dass fear that the American 
farmer would be forced into a low level of welfare, 
indeed, into a European-style peasaru-dass cxJst· 
ence. Middle-dass professionals believed that such 
• situation would undermine the RepubliC'S demo· 
cratic institutions, which, in tum, would threaten the 
growing middle class (ilonnen, 1987, pp. 26&-271). 

Tbe Agra,",ft Tm"'flbrnuzttoft 
Thus, we invesled in the improved productivity 

and welfare of farmers. To do this, we cteau:d new 
. institutions. A notional system 01 state land grant 

. colleges was founded by the MoniIl Act of 1862 to 
educate farmers (the rurnl "Working dass") and 
mechanics (the urban working class). In the same 
year, the U.S. Department ofAgriculture <USDA) was 
establisbed, and the anginal Homestead Act passed. 
The Northwest OrdInance of 1787 and the Home­
stead Acts estab1ished a settlement pattern and 
distributed property rights in a manner to assure 
rapld settlement of the land With fee-Simple title..o:; in 
the handsofmany "independent" farmers (Osbourn, 
1988). Nationwide .griculturnl rese:>rch (1887) and 
extension (1914) institutions, were evemually added 
to the land grant system. land redamation and 
drainage were em:oumged by iaws and new institu~ 
tionai arrangements, We jnvested in the basic infra­

, structure of agriculture, developing In.''ltitutions and 
progr.un.s for rural free delivery of mai!o ruml co.::tds, 

,common market standards for farm products, and, 
lalef, rural electrification, SOil, conservation, and 
}ong~term, intennedi<lte and shan-term fann credil­
all through national policy (Sonnen, I9R7, p. 286) 
Public policy was used to cre;lte :1 successful rural 
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, CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS fOR UNDERSTANDING RURAL DEVELOPMENT, I 

I elite, bullt around farming and other related agncul­

I 
turai industries. 

The fundament.! force behind agrarian coo­
nomic development' is compelling, It accompames 

I 

successful industrial development in all industrial 
nations. failure to improve the productivity of farm­
ing prevents the transfer oflabar and capital from theI agrariansectorand eventually constrains, ifnot baits, 
industriali:l:ation. lis the nonf.ann seClor grows, the 
demand for I:obot accelerates (outruming popul:o­

I 
lion growth),labot and capital costs rise, the nation 
loses its competitive edge in trade and its economic 
growth slows-if there Is no movement oflabor and 
capital from farming to urban, industrial employ­
m<n!. Thus, not only is an agrarian transformation 

_ absolutely inevitable in a successfully developed I ,nation, but also are the consequent problems of the 
transformed rural community left behind. 

What are these problems? Continued improve* I 	 ment in the prnduetiVity offarming, with low price 
and income elasticities and corripctitive markets 
for farm commodities, inevitably means t:hat fewer 

I 
I and fewer farmers are needed to provide a growing 

supply of food. This economic transformation cre~ 
ates the social dilettU'l13s and value conflicts that we 

I 
now face in American agtieulture. National policy 
has increased farm productivity, but political 
rhetoriC, since World War fi, has also promised to 

I 
save all family farms while assuring good incomes 
for an. Those farmors who bave the least financial 
strength or are least effICient and adapl:!ble to the 

I 
new technologies and: new institutions eventually 
leave agtieulture for other employment. In effect, 
we have forced the potential peasanto; to the city or 

I 
at least to other employment. Most of these people 
{but not alO Unproved their level of welfare beyond 
what they experienced in rorming, The next gener.l- , 

I 
tion after migration often had access to improved 
educ..uion and employment. Despite agrarian rheto­
ric to the contrary, most migrants moved to seek 
greater opportunities elsewhere, and not because 
of f.ttm foredosures by- evil bankers or the loss of 
jobs to technology, ' 

I 
I What did not happen, however. wus the devel· 

opmem of rurnl political jnstitl1tions and economic 
struCtures independent of farming and agriculture. 

I 
Fore..qry and mining should perht'ps be induded 
with farming in this gener.lii%.1tion. The po1itical 
economy of rural America was thus organized 
armind ,lgriculture j and to a Jesser degree. forestry 

I 	
. ' 

and miniflg. 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 on 
rural communities or people but were industrial 
policies, Our concern in the 19th century was for 
conquering the continent and expioiting the great 
bounty of resources then unconquered and under~ 
developed. We paid little or no publlc policy at­
tention to rural communities, their institutions and 
people, or to the environment. This is not what the 
agradans wanted. until the Great DepreSSIOn, farm~ 
ers wert' generally reluctant, uncomprehending par~ 
tidpants in most of the poliCies imposed on them by 
the larger society (Scot!, 1970). 

Between 1920 and 1978: 41 million peopie 
migrated from u.s. farms-31 million since 1940 
alone (Historical Statistics. p. 457; Statistical AbstrnCl, . 
p. 649). But that movement was not just ~ transfer of 
population. TIle agrarian transfonnation disorga­
nized rural America, eroding the base of the human 
and institutional resource...; of these rural communi­
ties, inclUding political StrUctures, small-town husi· 
nesses, churches and schools" This transfonnation 
first fodlsed power in farmer organiz.1tioo.." and 
interest groups and then, With the dedine of the 
agrarian sector, left behind rural communiues 
whose basic institutions were underdeveloped and 
weak, No empOwered rut'3.t community political 
'institutions or interest groups developed as the farm 
sector dedined. 

S'uch a radical transformation of the institutional 
structure of rural America might have created ndear­
eyed understanding ofthe resulting rural community 
problems, resulting in some policy response. But it 
did not. This faUure is 'partly caused by the lack of 
weU-organized rural community institution,> in tht! 
state, regiql1, and nation to provide :1 voice for nmll 
society. The failure io;. also panly caused hy :m 
agrarian fundamentalism, which "Whatever Its ori~i~ 
nal validity, is today a myth promoted hy cynic;!1 
farm interest-.; (including many advocates of :.llterna· 
tlve .agriculture). and- hy the media (Mommarquct, 
1989; Davis.1935; GrlWlokl, 1948). Even country mu­
sic (especially singers ~\\Ich as Johnny Cush and 
Willie Nelson) promote:- agrnri..'ln fundarnentali:;;m, 
:IS Farm Aid t:oncerts have demon..;trnte(t These 
song.<> usually project a romanticized mr::tlland ..cape 
'inhabited {?niy hy f~lrmers on their farm.,;;. The re:lhty 
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of rural life is distorted, and tbe transformation of 
rural society has thus remained obscured and misun­

I derslOod by the larger society, 
U.S. agrarian poJicy has also undergone a major' 

transformation during the period since the mid~19th

I century. Until the Great Depression, most legislation 
enacted to suppOrt rural society (that is, agriculrure) 
was general social legislation. This legislation cre­

I ated ptimarilypublic goods that were madeavailable 
to all members of rural society. During the Great 
Depression, however. general social legjslation was 

I pushed intO the background as Congress =ted the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 and other spe­
cialized pieces of fann legislation that provided 

I mainly selective. goods. Selective goods provide 
material bendilS,onIy to specifIC groups in society, 
This legislative change bad a great impact.

I I 
Interest Group Formation arul Public PolIcy 

In the 19m c~tury. farmer organizations were 

I expressive. having only the common emotional or 
value ties of their ~tion to hold them together. 
Such organizations tended to be unstable :md short·

I lived, even thOUgh some were influential for brief 
periods in the late 19th century, when decades of 
depressed prices CT~ted a farm revolt in the form 

I of tbe Popnlist movement, This radical political 
movement lead to the first antitrust legislation and 
to the regulation of U.S. railroads (Hicks,l96ll. 

I When legislation is enacted that prOVides specific 
benefit.oco to limited groups, such as fanners or even. 
only wheat farmers, and when those selective

I goOd, substantially affect the "",Ifare of that group, 
:1 sufficient· incentive is also created for organizing 
permanent. stable, interest groups. Such groups 

I appeared after the Agricultural Adjustment Acts of 
1933 and 1938. Wheat farmers and other fann 
commodity producers were alreody organized, but 

I the~e were self.help organizations devoted mostly 
to communicating with other fanners and to im­
proving farm productivity, These groups had little

I or no relation.'ihip to government or puhUc policy. 
With the introduction of natiornd commodity legis­
lation. these organization. .. quickly developed a new

I purpose and a nlrionaJ presence in Washington, 
D.C They began to panidpate in policy formation 
hecause each commodity group's welfare wns So· 

I diret.:tly and Significantly affected hy commodity 
policy decisions made in Conwe."S and the U.S. 
Dep:mmenl of Agriculture. Altrari;.n pnHcy has not

I 

I 


been the same since. Farm interest groups have 
become active poliCy participants, and the expre.s· 
sian of intense interest in agricultural policy has 
narrowe:q largely to commodity policy since the 
farm legislation oftbe 19305 (Bonnen, 1980). 

Thus from the mid~19th century on, farm policy 
has been equated with rural policy. The political 
players at the national levcl have understood them­
selves to be improving nuaJ nfe when tht!Y im· 
proved farm welfare. This beilef was not unrellson­
able when fann people were 50 to 90 percent of the 
rural population and accounted for a similar share 
of rural economic aaivlty. BUl, today farm residents 
account for tess than a percent of the ruml popula­
uon, and the earlier belief is no longer re:Jsonable. 
Still, this beliefWill continut to deflect concern from 
other dimensions of rural community' welfare os 
long as the power structure of rural society is. 
dominated by narrow agricultural interests, and as 
iong as almost all national support for rur:tl institu­
tions is focused op agrarian interestS, Commodity 
interest groups and their contentjous P<lrtners in 
aWibusiness and the general fann organizations 
have dominated what p:1sses for rurnl policy since 
the Great Depressioll. Because agrori:Jn interests 
dominate the existing institutional. strucrure. rural 
communitiC$ have great difficulty in getting their 
issues on the agenda and expressing effectively any 
other voice for rural poJicy. Governors and various 
rural professional organizations express periodic 
concerns about rural community welfare, but ruro! 
community interests have not effectively org;tniZed. 
The executive branch and Congress have joined in 
close partnership with these agricultural interests to 
manage the' agrarian tx>lides created since the 
1930S (Bonnen and Browne, 1990). This panner­
ship has institutiona.J.ized an agrarian voice for rural 
America that effectively excludes other rural com­
munity interests. 

711e Media', Role 
In the period since Worid WarU, the media have 

become important participants in the policy process 
affecting the outcomes of U.S. policy, The farm cri."iis 
of the "fly 1980s leading up to the passnge Qr the 
Farm Security Ace of 1985 provided insight into the 
role of the media. The media·intluenced the public 
perception of an economic and social crisi. .. of rur::11 
America in severnl ways~ The medi:l focused .timol't 
exdu..o;;ive1y on farms and on f~'\fm prohlems and 



. 
I 

CoNcEPTUAl FRAMEWORKS FOR UNDERSTANDlNG RURJJ. DEVElOPMENTI 

I created a distoncd image of rural life, in tum 

I 
distoning the problem that policy was expected to 
address. The ultimate media event was one m whidl 
sevel'lll prominent actresses, whohadrecentlystarred 

I 
in movies celebrating the agrnrian myth, testified in 
Congress on farm policY. Jane Fonda told Congress 
that farmer.; ....ere in the worst shape they had been 

I 
since her father starred ."In the Grapes of Wroth: 
Jessica Lange shed copious tears for the demise of 
small farmers in MinnesOta where she grew up, and 

I 
Sissy Spacek added tIlelcredibility of. good East • 
Texas country accent 10 an otherwise urban-ac· 
cenled chorus. CBS News subsequently produoed. 

I 
series fealUting the farm crisis that aired during itS 
regular newscast. The series projected the values of 
agrnrian fundamentalism and fDOUSed entirely on 
agriculture and f~, ignoring the problems oftile 
majority of people aaempting to surviVe in a de­
pnrsaed rural America. . 

I 
I . But, the media an: more dupes than villains in 

this drama. The ideologieal roaring of factually self· 
confu.'IOd but righteous agrarian advocacy groups 
and radieal newfann organizations drew the media', 
attention to the rural aisis. Because the rage ofthcse 
groups took the classic agrarian fundamentalist form 

I 
I of "save the family farm" from heing gobbled up by 

evil bankers and corporate America, the media. in 
producing their 3O-second spotS for television, he· 

I 
carne fIXated on !ann auctions, crying farm wives. 
beautiful sunsets, and tranquil rural landscapes. The 
public was transfIXed, imddesplte the largest Pea.... 

I 
time fedeml budget deficit in history, opinion polis 
surll"d Wilh suppon for saving the famUy fann with 
more public doUars (CBS,PUssnct, 1987). 

I 
I 

Traditional comrnodil): .nd commercial agricul­
tural interests (which had been very quiet up to this 
point) proceeded to wrap themselYell in these sym. 
hoi:; of the agrarian myth t.o conveniently provided 
hy advocacy groups and the media. Traditional farm 
jntere.q.~ cynicaUy exploited thl... distorted puhUc 
sen.<;e of cisl.o; to extmct more of the usual public 
slIh."idies: for commercial agriculture from the 1985 

I falll1 legislation. The farm groups behaved in what 

they saw as a perfectly rtltiorul manner (Browne, 

1988, dl, 4 and 5), 


Although an increasing number of highly iever­
I :lged fanners were in trouble, and the migration out 

of ru~1 America in the se::trch for bener economic 
I oppof'tunities had beRun anew in the 198ns (after 

tempor.lrily reversing in the kite 1970$), the nowW'.J1' 


I 

I 

primarily of r..lf.i1 reSidents who did not hve on farms. 
The rural distress of the 19805 was only partially 
caused by the loss of economic welfare amo~ 
farmers. The globa.lizatlon of international commod­
ity markets and the resulting competition are now 
affectJng the employment potential ofmany finns in 
rural America. For a decade, U.S. monetary policy 
and the slow economic growth of the nation havt: 
also hurt rural community employment Except 
where buoyed by a spillover ofgrowth from adjacent 
metro areas or by recreation and retirement commu~ 
oily growth, rural America is now in decline-With 
little or no national policy response. 

The Curttm Obstacles 10 Rural Policy 

What is the nature of the TUf31 poUcy p~oblem 
and its political context today? What are the obstacles 
todaytodevelopment ofa U.s, rurnl policy (Swareon, 
1989)1'Agricultural institutions and their power strut· 
ture dominate rura1 policy. and the media consis~ 
tently communicate to the American pubUc an 
agrarian myth ofan idealized n~rn1 society populated 
only by farm families, feed'stores, and implement 
dc:alm, Thus; as long as farmers are doing an right, 
everything is fine in rural America. No vision of nJral 
America is needed; we have an agrarian vision, even 
though it bas little relationship to the reality of 
mcx:1em rural life or "even to the facts of today':;: 
agriculture, In such a context, politician..", in the 
Congress and, indeed, in most state legiSlatures 
ignore rural society and want concrete prescriptions 
backed up by evidence of political support before 
addressing issues of rural communities. They want 
both a dear defmition of any nonfann nunl problem 
and a persuasive prescription for what to do about 
it. This me~nlS that Congress does not h;Ivt' any 
coherent vi'ilon ,with respect to rut'JiJ society" After :lll, 
"rund- is -Carm," and Congress has done nndcomin­
ues to do enough (indeed, many congre:-..'\:men 
believe, more than enough) for farmers. For SImilar 
reasons, neither the U.S, Depanment of Agriculnltt: 

.. nor the President generally feel any need to have :l 
policy position or to take "3ction on rural polu.)'. It's 
already take!'" care of.' 

It makes a difference wlwt the public heHcve. ..: 
what il helieves about fncts :t." well 3S ahollt v;lllIes, 
These beliefs hecome 5UPPUrt...; for. or ohstade... to, ' 
spedlkpoJicy go~l1s, Be:;ide.... [hr dominant im:lf!t: of 
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I 
rural :as agricultural, urban people tend to value the 
rural landscape las an anraaive place to visit, in 
which to recreate and relax. This image holds a 
positive potential for political support of rural com­

I mumry issues" However. at present urban people 
probably do not 'conSC;iously associate an anractive 
rurallandseape and its recreation pOlential with rural 
nonfarm people and their prob!ems_I The factor mal hardens public misperceptions 
of rural society into politicaJ concrete is that there 
are no well-organized national interest groups with 

I 
significant influence that focus on rumJ community 
issues, This situation is a by-product of the lack of 
a viable instnutiorw structure for rural sodety and 

I , 

I 
of the current concentration of rural power in fann 
interest groups and institutions. A few vocal ruraJ (in 
contrast to agricultural) advocacy groups exist, but 

I 
Ihey have never developed much real political 
clout. During the Re"l!"nAdministration, most faded 
away, some completely, A select few have obtained 

I 
some resources from foundation sources in recent 
years and are now more active and visible again, 
But, so far, this ha;s had little apparent effect on the 
polley process, I 

A MulllplJdty o./<Obst4de. 
In !he literature, the lack of a politic:!1 base for I . 

I 
modem rural policy is attributed to many sources, 
One suggested source is tile heterogeneity of e<:O* 

I 
nomic and social: conditions and value beJiefs in 
ruml America. Another is the basic weaknesses of " 
local units of government Even tbousJt these units . ,
have grown substantially since World War II, dc:~ 

tn.md for services has grown faster. But, such a Jack 
of poUtical base contributes to the larger society's 

I 
mlsconceptions about the nah,lre :md needs of rural 
soclety, to the confUSion of agrarian with rural, and 
rom~n..{icizing fat'lfl life. In addition. farm interest 

I 
, 

I 
t'rnups rove pree~pted the rurn! political proce,s.·t 
Also. in the post-~orld Wat n period, the grOWing 
interdependence of norunetropoliL"ln lJnd metro­

I 
poJit.:ln mt!rkets and, more recently. global markets 
have hlurred the: identity of what is rural and 
has made more complC!X the construction of any 

I 
vision of rum) pol~cy, Such factors are among the 
~:Jior reasons commonly given in [he literature for 
the 1:'H.:k of Zl coherent politic:ti Ime for U.S. ruml 
f)(Jlk:Y. A... wtUiarn Nagle puts it. nmtl policy is 
";1 polley in search of a con:.;tituencyn 0990. 
p.m). II 


I 


Amerian lind Rural Values 
American, and more especially rural. values do 

not support collective action even at local levels. 
Nowhere is' rugged individualism stronger [han in 
rural America, Individua)ism at its worst leaw to 
violence as a means for resolving confljas, behavior 
which we have rom:mlicized and made heroic in the 
western movie andon 1V where. ofcourse, the good 
guys always win, This interpretation is important, 
because Americans now seem to learn most of their 
history from the entertainment media. (The real 
history of rutaJ America, and panicularly the frontier. 
demonstrates tbat it is the powenul who usuaUy win, 
and that they are not always the guys with the white 
hats,) Rugged indiVIdualism is equated with freedorl1 
.nd liberty (for those with power), both as values 
and as constrtutional rights. Such beliefs suppolt the 
strong American commitment to the economic value 
of free enterprise. This strong value set must be 
partly overcome to achieve coUective aaian. 

Reinforcing and extending Ihese values "'" !he 
19th-<:entury decisions of the Supreme CoUll estab­
lishing !he practice in which property rightS .re 
assigned jn fee simple. When property istranoqfefTed, 
few, if any, rights are reserved. either by the seller Of 

by the community unless ~iUch rights are made 
explicit in the contract of transfer. 11le main excqr 
tians involve local zoning ordinances. some govem~ 
ment regulations, and the use of eminent domain to 

condemn property for public or quasi..public pur­
poses, More recently, regulation and zoning con~ 
strnints have become more onerous as population 
presswes have increased and with the development 
of mOre complex technologies which endanger 
people, the food chain, and the environment. Nev­
ertheless. the absolute allocation of property righL'; 
in the United States remains common practice and 
often creates obstacles to· collective action, For 
example, the expectation..... governing property rights 
for ....l property have heen extended to public and 
private services and to government program ben­
efitS. Many people suppose Ihat anything lhat has 
been allocated by government h:lS been allocated 
in perperulty and is pan of some socia! cont.rnct.
These rights and expectations create large transac­
tion costs tha.t must be overcome or compen.'\ated 
when policies are changed.. 

CoUective action, however, in the form offeder:tl 
~hsidies :lnd puolic investments ~nd progrJms wu:;: 
critically imporunt to the ori~in:ll development of 
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I 
I the nation, for example:, in the construction of 

highways, waterways. and the railroads. 10 the 
development ofU.S. agriculture, some havesaid that 
"we socialized the costs and privatized the benefllS.­

I 
These public investments were complements to 
private seaor investments. Public investments made 
faster growth possible with higher rates of return on 

. 	 priVllle investments than would otherwise have been 
the case, and in some cases, prevented returns so 
negative and so SUStlined that private investment 

I 
I never would have occurred. J..:"ge..eaIe Infr.asuuc· 

lUre investments especially required publiC spend­
ing. U.S. laws and other institutions were so tilted to 

I 
favor expJoiration of resouroc:s that it became very 
difficult to deflea private sector investolS (specula. 
tors) either through collective action or liti8""oo, 

I 
The values of agrarian fundamentalism and the 
romantic image of rural life as an ideal society also 
stood in the way of colleaive action on rural policy, 
for reasons cited above. 

I 

I 

Today, an additional barrier to an effeaive 
rural developrnenl policy Is the lack of adequate 

. vertical linkages among various levels of govem4 

ment. Although rural economic problems are pre­

I 	
, 

I 

dominately 10000tion-spl:cific, requiring any national 
policyto be tailored to local needs, underdeveloped 
rural areas ultimately have an effect on the eco­I nomic welfare of citizens beyond the boundaries of 
any loeal go.emmen!. Rural education, for ex· 
ample, can Impose a ~oned distribution of costs 

I 
when graduates of rural schools migrate to rnber 
states in search of better economic opportunities. 
When an adequate education is exported the rural 

I 
communtty loses human apital to the students' 
new horne stale. But,' if the rut:.l school under~ 
invest... in eduCation, it not only loses some of Its 

I 
hum;,m capital but the recipient stale may be forced 
to bear the cost of an it:'3dequ3teiy educated wotk 
force (Tweetco, 1988, pp, 10>-111), Given the 

I 
many jurisdictions of, natjona). malt:, and locaJ 
government which rural public services affect, the 
benefits of any rural development policy (or, the 

I 
Co."l<; ofcontinued rural underdeve~9pment) will be 
widely shared throughout American society. This 
multiplicity of jurisdictions has both poHtic:l1 ~lnd 
economic consequences. _ 

I 

The lack of a coordinated national. state, and 
local organizing effon for a 'rural developmem 
policy provides fann commodity interest groups 
with an immediate political advantage. Farm inter~ 
csts arc: able to portray rural development as a one­
dimensional issue Ot wilt be soived by maximwng 
farm program spendtng) and can concentrate on 
one level ofgovernment (national) to promote their 
agenda, But, broader rural issues can only be 
addressed bymultiple levels ofgovernment, thereby 
creating high transaction COSts for developing a 
broad rural poUcy, Ai> a result, farm interests are able 
to promote a fWTOVI agenda. and the wider rural 
.goods is negleaed. 

This multiplicity of jurisdictions and consequent 
spillovers requires the various levels of government 
to develop a ooordinatedsystem for sbaring the costs 
of • rural development policy. If there is .truly. 
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 rullional. 
state, and local governments. lrorucaliy a model or 
such a cost-sbaring program Is provided by the 
success of the agricultural programs of tbe land 
g""'t system. . 

,Part of the genius of the land grant system WIlS 
that it was the protOtype of subsequent cost-sharing 
systems. To the extent that lodecal dollars matched 
each state dollar spent on agricultural research and 

, extension, thenational government intema1izedmost 
of the spillover of benefItS created by sta.te·level 

, research. Thus, the Government promoted the de­
velopment of a coherent n:uional research policy­
one that addressed local research needs, and pro­
vided an adequate level of research investment 
nationally, Ina federal system of government, public 
service benefrts often accrue to persons outside the 
immediate jurisdiction in which the service IS pro­
vided, Without a cOSl~shllring sy:nem to internalize 
these benefitS, local juri.~ctions have little incentive 
to provide a socially optimal level of investment in 
such puhlic services. WitOOl.lt such ::t cost-shi;rinJ,! 
system, the establishment of a rural develop!llem 
pOlicy that is both location~specific and national in 
SCOpe: i.. unlike)y to occur. 

The eighl years of the Reagan AdministratiOO'$ 
"new federalism"" was imelleauaUy confused nml 
prob;.l:bly de.~ructive of the society's!:uger inter!:.!>1.!>, 
This ~new federulism" held that there was no let:iti­
mate nalionaJ role in nmll policy, and that JOC.1tion~ 
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specific ecooon1iC deveiopment was a state arid local 
responsibility as was the provision ofa safety net for 
the poor (such as Aid for Dependem Children and 

I 
I 

, 
the Food Stamp program).' Federal roles were de­
volved to the states, But, categorical grants to states 
and local govemments were consolidated into block 
grants, and then block grants were subsequently 
eliminated ThuS, the Reagan new federalism was 
little more than jan effort to dismantle the existing 
coordinated structure of fIScal federalism by e1lmi­, 
nating the role of national government (Conlan) 

I 
I 1988). Such a prOcedure runs completely counter to 

the currentSlate bfknowiedlle on f..cal federalism in 
the public fmance liter:ature. How responsibilities 

I 
should he distribu'ed ""d what the appropriate 
funding devices should he are reasonable questions, 
which are in pan poli~cal and in part empirical 
economic questions about the existence and nature 
of spillovers from one juriadiction to another. 

. I • 

lad qfI_e.Rurall_rest$ 

I 
I 

. 

. Rural development lacks an effective political 
ba.o;e. not only at 'the nationallevd, but also at state 

I 
I 

and local levels. In the polklcal landscape of iural 
America, we do hot fmd many already~organized, 
concentrated interestS, As a consequence, there areI few influential tIuerest groups working for rural 
communities. even at local and state levels. 1be 
cau~e for this la~k can be found in the historical 
development of interest groups. Almost all intereat 
groups are fCJttn<!d when an intense interest flows 
from large-scale private sector activity benefitting 

I 
Of injuring specifiC groups or. more frequently, 
following federal or state programs that create 
major selective: benefits for (or impose significant 

I 
CO$l,," on) some ~alJ identifiable group. The cre+ 
:uion of the program proViding significant selective 
benefits (or cOsts): creates an intense interest. which 
iead~ to organizaUon. But, so few public programs 
bowe been createa for rural America that very few 
well-organized interests have arisen, and even rarer I 

, 

I 
. are those organlud at both the state and federal 

leveis, Also, due ;to the diversity of rural society 
(here is no closely' related bundle of issues to which 

I 
most rural people respond, around which they 
mtght be organikd. Thus, there IS nO natutal 
constituency around which to form a broad~hased . ,
rur;1I JOterest group. 

In addition. local politicians today reflect the 
. current diversity of ruraJ and StiIU/ interestS, FewI I 

I 

I 


I I 

commonalities: of interest exist among such leaders. 
making it hard for them to organize around any 
issues and all-but~impossible to organize around 
broader,more general subjectS, At the loc.a.llevel, 
the politictan typjcaUy faces conflicts among rural 
interests. At the state and nationallevel,'poiiticians 
typically represent, at the same rime, both rural and 
urban interests. Such a situation creates very com­
plex politics and makes i' difficul' to build rhe 
political base to represent rural interest-iii. 

Even those interes!S that have successfully cre­
ated national. $tate and/or local organizations usu­
aUy face such diverse views internally. so that there 
are few issues that bind them together. But, some 
organizationsdo already exist with reievance to rural 
society. There are, for example, the National Asso­
ciation ofTowns and Townships, the Natirnul Asso­
ciation ofCounties, the National Governors' Associa­
tion, and the National Conference of State Legisla­
[or.;, plus many professional associa.tions organized 
around common local and state e1eaed or appointed 
pOSitions, such as sheriffs, mayor.;, police chiefs, 
planning officials, attorneys general, and so forth. 
Since these groups also have diverse views and 
perceive a relatively limited ovedap of interests, they 
also have great dllllculty acting in concert. Thus, the 
transaaion costsofinforming a decision, negotiating 
an agreement, and enforcement in organizing such 
groups are b1gb, and there is little to hold. even 
narrow~issue...()riented coalitions together. And. the 
oJd.style broad coalitions of earlier years have now 
effectively disappeared from the national scene 
(Browne, 1990). 

Ma.jor groups with an intense and nearly exdu~ 
sive interest in rural society include the National 
Rural Electric Cooperatives Association (NRECA) 
and the National Rural Health Association (NRHA). 
The demand for electricity in rural areas is de~ 
pendent on economic development. and thus the 
rural electric cooperatives are dependent on that 
growth for their own economic vitality. NRECA 
focuse.~ its support on infrastrucrure and recruiting 
industry to rural areas. This is an example of :.I 

national progrom (the Rural ElectrifiClltion Adminis­
tr:ltion) established by Congress to prOVide selec­
tive benefits not just fot farmers but for rural 
communities and all their peopte. around which 
there is now an interest-group organization (NAREC) 
that is relatively strong. NRECA leadership'S views 
have varied over the years, and their h!'aders rove 
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found very few allies ~Iongside whom to fight the 

I ruraJ dev-eIopment wars, The other interest group 
with an exdusive rural constituency is the relatively 
new, and stHl develoPing, NI\HA, Much of the.

I impetus for NRHA comes from the long-standing 
disaimlnation against, rural people in payment 
schedules for Medicare'. ' .

I " . 
1 
, 

Strat.... for the Future

I I 
Having suggested the many obstacles that lie in 

the way of effective rural policy, we will DOW ask

I what possible strategies and coalition tactics hold 
some ptOmise. 

s_ conceplulllNotioNI I 

Any recommendation for action and, any ded~ 
sion to aa is prescriptive. PrescriptiVe matements are

I "ou,¢lt- or "should" statements! and any claim about 
whatwe "shouJd" do con~inssome set. ofpetSuasive . 
belief. about valu.. (value knowledgeJ.1n addition,

I all such statements contain some set of persuasive 
beliefs about faaual knnwledge, "relatively valu .. 
free knowledge;" that alSo suppoos the prescribed

I end in view. These two !)'peS of knowledge are 
processed through the decision rules that govern 
poliey making to produce a prescriptive statemenl 

I Ded.<ion rules, in tum, are made by the power that 
cur:endy dominates the relevant decision makitlg 
process. All too frequently, we identify only part of

I this proo:ss as a prerequisite fot polley action 
(John.=>, 1986, pp. 54-63, 94-103). 

HL<tOlicai panems of ' major (not minor) pOlicy 

I innovations demonstrate three distinct ""'ge5.ln the 

I 

fl{Sl of the three stages, a problem is btoodlydefined. 

and aD ideology or value system th.t suppons the


I general goal of creating rur.1 poliey is developed 

This: step is necessary to persuade the public and the 

power elite that a problem exists and that we ought 

to do something about it":-iodeed, that we have a 

moral oblig:tHon to act. Involved here are both kind... 

I 
"fknowledge, value knowledgeand relativelyvalue~ 


free knowledlte. in a strong presctipHve and ideolog~ 


ical form. This ""'lte finds. growIng public profes. 


I 
I sicn of faith in the mornl necessity of a rural policy, 

the need to convert the heathen-th,e unbelievers. 
TIlis stage is evident at t,he start of the nearly two­

decade-long debate preceding the Agricultural Adw 

iu«ment Act of 19~3 (MAJ, as well a. at the 

I 

beginning of the long effort leading to the: Soil 
Conservation Act and other major innovation... in 
policy. In these cases, an adequate ba.'ic o( support 
was lacking from which SO large a policy change 
could have been mounted; the prerequisites were 
not in place. 11lat is the situation today. in rural 
policy. If there is to be a future rural policy separate 
from agriculture, we must go through the three 
stages forestabJismng an effective policy innovation. 
Most major changes in societal commitments :.tre 
preceded by such a recognizable social movement 
But, many ac.ademics, espedaUy those inclined to­
ward Jogkal positivism, do not recognize the need 
for thJs first stage, since it is value dominated. 

After sufficient commitment has been mobilized, 
a second stage is reached in which the believers say, 
"OK. we agree on the necessity for rum,J policy, and' 
we ha~ mobilized enough societal support to ~et 
moving. What are the realistic alternatives for'acrion? 
What are the alternative policy actions that might be 
followed to achieve ou.r agreed-on but stUl hroadly 
defined goal?'" This stage i... primarily an analyti<: and 
educational one. although it, like the first, canalso he 
one of weal conflict. Thesecondst.1ge involves order· 
ing the expected COSIS and bend'lI.' ofalternative paths 
fOl' action. After sufficient time has been spent ex· 
arninirqJ options, ale oplon a-more oommooly ­
some combination of sevCral options win evolve as 
the most desirable, and • choice wUl be made. 

At this paint, tJ:1e third .stage is reached. In thi.... 
stage,specifIC legislation isdeslgoed, lobbied through 
theConwess orstale legi.slature, and carried OUL 11le 
questions then arise, "What details do we put into the 
legislation? What organizations (for example, jnsti~ 
mtions) and what resources do we create to imple~ 
ment our choice?" 

During this entire period, the scope of the debate 
is steadily narrowed."ncr~ing the oddq of cuming 
to some successful'conclusion, even though that 
conclusion is typically a compromise. In some in­
stan<:es, the population to address, convert, and 
educate is very lartte. <JS was the case with the Soit 
Conservation Act, where most farmers and iandlm(l" 
had to he persuaded 10 a sub....t.lOtlal degree. Once 
laws are pas.-::ed, the ;:lver:lge per-mn will tend 10 
accept them, ~Ithough $ome people will no!, just <l!> 

everyone was not fully perSU;H.led that soil conver­
sation wa.o:; a ~od idea until after that legislation wa!' 
enacted. So, the stages often overtop. internet, :md 
are-to SOme extent-pursued simultaneuusly, 
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! " 
Thus, it is apsolutely necessary [0 develop both 

a morally persuasive value betief base and a factually 
persuasive base' for policy action. Al:so. in designing 
strategJes, one must tailor them to existing decision 
rules (and the pOwer that lies behind those) ifyou are 
to get beyond! good intentIons in developing a 
successful major policy innovation. This involves a 
degree of pragrrtatism that many "true believers" find 1 ,
hard to accept: ! 

Posslbli? New ActonI. , 
The conventional wisdom on achieving a goal 

in the poJicy process is to form a winning coalition. 
So far, this has not rn:en possible for rural policy.1 But, let u.s expJ~ the possibilittesof coalitions with 
new actors. Who could be potential new actors? 

1 Under what conditions can coalitions with such 
new actors be fOrm~What kind ofcoaJitions? The 
only kind of coalitions with other acto,. that are 

1 possible today are narrow, often single issue, coa~ 

I 
litions (Browne,II990). The broad classic coalitions 
of yesteryear are no longer poSSible, given the 
diffusion ofpowCrin O?nsress, the executive: branch, 
the political parties, and the other cente,. ofgovern­
ment. The only ~ibmty for -coalitIOn now lies in

I organizing arou~d specific, natTow issues. Thus, it 
is not possible.to fonn a broad-based coal"ion 
behind rural pol/C)' as a whole.

1 Two setS of potential new actors might be 

I 
considered for strategies for new rural policies. Thcy 
are the enviroruriental movement and central dtles. 
Thf: environmental movement ts made up of many 
different 'organizations of increasing influence 
(Morri.<O!l, 1990). These advocacy groups are now 

I consolidating theJfirsl stage (and entering the second 
stage) ofconvincing people of the need for action 10 
protect the envirOnment. [0 the process, the environ-­,
mental moveme~t is .stripping from farmers the I public's belief that, fanners are the steWards of the 
land. Increasingly. environmentali.OIit5, not farmers! 
are viewed as the real stewards of the land. Unless I fann organizatiO~ totD is.<iue coaHtions with the 
environmental movement (rather than stonewaU-

I 

, 


ing), public support for agr::uian policies must even· 
wally he undermined. because public support for 
the cnvironmetlt.3t movement is growing. But, what .

I is...;ue." do rural 'communities and environmental 
interests h;.ive in!' common? Wh3t vnlues support 
th~e interests? what interests are J1;i:'eady organized?

I Answers to such:
, 

questions mu....t he sought TIle 

I 


environmental movement contains a diverse, often 
conflicting, set oforganiZlhons. We will need gre:ner 
knowledge of the advocacy groups in the environ~ 
mental movement, and will have to give real thought 
as to what rura! policy issues might form a posslb!e 
basis for rural organization, . 

, 1f coalitions are to be formed with the environ­
mental movement-if the environmental movement 
is to replace the agrarian power structure with rural 
community institutions-we must begin to organize 
the rural environmental interests into something 
more coherent. Many environmental issues involve 
rural areas, but such issues are primarily driven by 
middle-class, urban and subUrban values. Urbanites 
are not generally concerned .bout the rural people 
who would be affected by the m.ny proposed 
environmental policies. Indeed, there are direct 
conflicts of interest between rural jobs and some 
envlronmental, especillliypreservationlst,goais. Only 
certam rural and environmental issues are compat­
ible with each other, and some issues will have to be 
refonnulated to make coalitions feasible,' Even tem~ 
porary rural coalitions with environmental interests 
will not otherwise be possible. ­

The other set of possjbie new actors may be 
found in the central cities where. as with rural 
areas, there is as yet no identifiable $Ocial move­
ment. The central dUes contain many local~level 
Organizations ,and a few national groups, However, 
except for radal and civil rights issues, intense 
interests haVtl' not yet fonned at the national leveL 
Bot, central dties face ~any of the· same social 
p.thologles and problems that rurnl """'" do. Some 
central dry members of state legisiatures have perl· 

. odically formed temporary coalitions with rural 
legislators around specific issues for shared legisla­
tive goals. 

Strategiodiy. many """'"'will have to be framed 
to appeal to an urban and suburban middle da.."5 in 
order to organiZe effectively. By 1992. a majority of 
the U.S, voters will Uve in suhurban area.~, This 
demographic shill, combinedwith the decline of big 
city politiCZll~machjne influence, will push central 
city politicians toward cooIition formation in state 
legislatures. However, the tendency or many advo­
cacy groups to focus solely on poverty issues is self· 
defeating. The'middJe-dzs J5 not very responsive to 
appeals about poverty. Some issues will have to be 
framed so that middJe clas..'l interest.... are clearly seen 
to be affected. 
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I Prerequisitesft>r Success 

I 
The development: of ruml societal interests is 

dearly in the earliest.tag« With the potential decline 
of the agrarian dominance of rural society. one sees 

I 
g!itnmerings of opportunity. but a solid base for 
organization must be developed first An advocacy 
professing the moral necessity for action is a neces-­

I 
... sary fll'Sl step in raising issues of re1evance to rural 

society, as noted above, Thus, private foundations 
and other non~public sources of funding must ptcr 

I 
mOle advocacy groups to explore morally attractive 
beliefs which will improve the welfare of both runt! 
people andofsociety..a wbole< The Aspenlnstitute 

I 
and the Pard Foundation have begun such work. as 
have a few othe"t The middle cl.... urban or sub­
urban. bas the power. and ifwe do not defme a prob­

I 
lem that is believableforthem. actlonis not """"ible< 
Eventually. a media campaign will be needed to 
pe!SUade inteliectuals and other opimon making 

I 
I 

elites< Issues must constantly be constructed around 
problems embedded in values with broad appeat 
The media must be drawn away from their policy­
disordering. romantic, agrarian views of rutlIl life, 
and must be led to focuson othervaJues andsymbols 
more relevant to the rural society oftoday< Advocacy 

I 
groups must explore the poIeotial for local. state. 
and national issue coalitions for polwQlI action, 

Advocacyalso requites factual knowledge about 

I 
the issues that affect rural AmertCil.' 
SUch facts and their implication for society as a 
whole are needed to attnlct both modis and society 

I 
to rural issues. We must ~prove the rural data base 
whIch, as it stands. is in:ldequate. Without pa."Jt 
USDA data coUea:ion and research on rural SOCiety. 

I 
however limited, we would know even less. But, 
now, we would find USDA·university research and 
policy analysis useful to broaden this knowledge 

I 
base, We also need new concepts of f\lrnJ and urban 
entities. We need a continuum or $et of categories 
that is more reaUstic than the naive definitions now 

I 
in use-for example, "urban" (places 2,500+), all 
else heing "rural"; or "mettopolitan statistical area.~" 
with aU else being ~noometro.~ The..o;e eurr~ con~ 

I 

cept.. hide so much heterogeneity that, for many 

analytical purposes in fUl.Il or urb:an problems, they, 

are next to useless (Butier. 1990; BeJ¥ier. 1985), 


I 
Only broad·brush genernliz.1tions are possible,which 
are often suspect. We also need hetter intetmltion of 
d.1U1 ha.-.es for rural decision making. Data bal'es 
releVOlnt to rura1 deci.o;ion need.. , which are now 

I 

scattered across two-thirds of the cabinet agencies 
in Washington, need to be more accessible, But, 
many presently-existing data sources are built ~round 
the differing sets ofconcepts or definitions, and are 
collected and maintained for different purposes 
through diverse institutional systems, often with 
varying collection methods. Thus, the data are not 
compatible and cannot presently be easily com· 
bined. Many other improvements are needed in the 
rural data base (Deavers. 199Zi 

Only. 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, 
together with the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service.will continue to make major conlIibutions to . 
• rural data base< < 

Advocacy groups must use this improved d:lta 
and anal)'SlS on rural issues Iftheyare to be successful. 
Indeed, many }'OU!18 advocacy groups lack accuracy 
in problem derlllition and in the prescriptions they < 

profess< They needgood analystsaad researcher,< The 
~ ofcooperation between advocacy and science 
is difficult to construa, but i~ is necessary, 
~ problem definilion and the advocacy of 

rural policies, other questions arise. Should We 
organiZe: a broad coalition around aU iSsues, that is 
to say, a rural development coalition? Or organize 
and selecttvely attack individual issues? The latter is 
the best option today', Since scibJe, intense interests 
gener.tlly farm only wilh a program in place, we 
need to identify and develop statewide and nation­
wiae programs focused on specjfIC issues that de~ 
liver selective good-; to a Significant number of rural 
(and other) people. Then, and only then. can intense 
political interest groups be 0tltaniZed :JTOund those 
i."Sues, Programs crea:ting intenore interest are nbso­
lutely necessary for the Jong4erm organi:t.1tion of 
politicaUyinf)u_entiai interestS, Strategic;JJly, we must 
locate those rural issues or problems that nre mO$1 
urgent, most potenti::l:Uy orjlani2.1.hle, and mo.">t e:J.sily 
understood by the puhlic, It may help if stich L"'Sueli 
are already panly organized. 

Once targets are identified, whm strate!.')' ShtHlld 
we follow for n.,rrow. jntereS!-h~sed foci for legit>­
lation? It s~ems to me thm we should sum with 
focuses on the existing organized interest.'\- and insti­
tutions ofrur•.ll society. M:tny nre weak, butsoOlt: are 
growing in .stre~th, ;md ii fev.' already know and 
dominate their' issue. 
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I 
Perhaps the most rapidly growing group with 

high potential Can be found in rural medical and, 

I 
hospital service systems, where major problems 
have appeared over several decades: Discrimination 
10 federal medical program payments has given the, 

I 
NRHA an organizing boost. A$ small rural hospitals 
have dosed. some urban hospitals have developed 
variOllS responses ranging from helJcopter medivac 

I 
services to branch clinics in rural areas, Metropolltan 
hospitalS face aproblem with the growth ofsubstan- . 
rial excess capacity of hospital services (for those 

I 
who can afford ,them) b1 some metropolitan areas, 
These hospitals have deveioped a vested economic 
interest in the sUccess of feeder dillies, air ambu~ 

I 
lances. and other services in suburban and rural 
area.'. Such programs need public financial support, 
and this has been receiVed from some stlte and local 

I 
units of government. We can buUd on this trend to 
develop politic.aJ pressures fur national-level sup­
port. Another apProach might be to OfJlIInize around 
existinttrutal public housilig projects, someofwhich 
go back to Sam Rayburn's' original legisll!tlon for 

I rural retirement ~using. and in which many ruml 

I 
communities now have a substantial' interest. An 
advocacy grouP.'.t.t~ National Rural Housing Coali~ 
lion, is already operating in this area. 

I 
Rural school systems (lnduding community 

colleges) aiso present a potential for organizing. 
They offer a broad base, and ifOfJlIInl;ed from the 
grass rOOlS to the national level, they would have 
substantial power, In addition, some rural transpor~ 

I llllion systems are beintt developed. Some of these 
are pureJy public in nature. while others are mixed 
publidprivate. but they represent a growing n:­

I spon.'" to the deregulation that bas left many iura! 

I 
communities isolated from the national network of 
hus, mil, and air transportation, Transportation is a 
significant need in many remote urban and rural 

I 
areas, but it has. so far, often been an unorganized 
need wtth no clear focus, And, as another opportu~ 
nity, ruTa. tourist and recreation interests have 
variOllS associations that might be developed into a 
mute coherent force. Such organizations are strnte~ 

I Stic in the approximately 50n nlr.ll counties !hac 

I 

depend on recreation and tourism for growth. 

Fmally. the association..:; of manufacturing in ma~y , 

!'t:ltes h;tve sub.·aanttaJ links to .small manufacturers 

in rur:d ;tteas, All Of these varied intere.'>t.'i should he 
explored for their potential a,'i cent::rs :Iround which 

I or}!:lOiL1tion moy;take place. 

I 


CbaracterlstlcS 01an Jnsdtuttonal Systemfor 
Rflra/DeVelop_ 

Similar to agricultural development. rural devel­
opmeru'is predominantly !ocatiofHipedfic. Also, as 
is the case with agricultural development, the diver~ 
sity of rural community culture, resource endow­
ment, human capital, and institutions makes it dim· 
cult to 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 aEtricuj~ 
lUrai development (Bmmon, 1986, 1987). This sec­
tion is developed from these studies. 

1. A Decimlrnllzed SysI<.'11I a/Ins/1mI/o"" When 
much of development is location-specific but the 
opportunities and constraints are diverse, successful 
development becomes the product of a decentral· 
ized S)'1Stem 01 separate institutions with high .dap­
live <lIpsbijity. A system bas necessorily a common 
purpose, and ifseparate institutions are to constitute 
a system with sucb a m3red purpose, theirbehzivior 
must be coordinated. The economic market can 
provide information neces..-;ary to coordinate private 
sector purchasing, productloo, and marketing. The 
political process ts made up of national, state, and 
local political marieelS that coordinate public institu­
tions and regulate private and public sector roles and 
relations, OVer time, these two quite different coor­
dination processes (economic and political) reed 10 
behave as one deractive. tension-ridden commu~ 
mation and coordination system. Over time, the 
publk: and private sector institutions of the system 
become increasingly interactive, so that sometimes 
distinguishing between public and private institu· 
tiOm h«ornes difficult. Such interactions have been 
called publidpriv:lte p.nnerships. In pan. this 
interlinked dependence comes about when society 
instinctiveJy tries to Jimit and con..<;train economlC 
and political power-not always successfully. In the 
long run, SOCiety will not tolerate significant concen­
trations of unaccountable power. 

2. It Syslem wtJb interactiVe! Ltnknges: The per­
fonnance of a successful system is more than [he 
sum of its pans. If a set of institutions is a system, il'i 
individual parts are interlinked or articulated, and 
they (..'(')mmunicate and cooperate to achieve !'>ome 
common goal. These institutions do not, of cour:-:.e:, 
pUnlue totally compatible or .l>olely commun ~Q:d..... 
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being, not mechaniciJ, but human social systems, 

alter all: ' 


SUccessful systems evolve in an iterative and 
interactive manner. They are not conceived or,

I planned as a whole and then put into place. Human 
knowledge is never suffident to do that success-­
fully. Policy and institution-buUding deciSions are

I . made under great uncertainty. with impcrf'ect un­
derstanding. As a conS.equence. many mistakes are 
made, and therefore systems mUSt be Iterative and

I interactive in both inquiry and action in order [0 

mainlaln an adaptive capability. 
Successful institutional systems must ha"" sub­

I stantial adaptive capaclly to deal not only with un­
cerutinty andmistakes but also with til<: tensions and 
conflicts of multiple goals within til<: systom. In til<:

I U.s. political system, contliaing institutions have ul­
timately compromised and cooperated because of 
the interdependence and diffusion of power in the 

I systom. Much of this tension is constructive. Indeed, 
it is through such continuing tension between insti­
lUtions and the communications that accomp:my

I them, that the commonality ofgoals is repeatedly re­
discovered, adapted to cbange,.nd revalidated. The 

.same constructive tension and interactive linkage a.l­
lows til<: system to adapt to mistak .. 1n policy and toI chan~es in the economic and politicaJ environment 

3. DcccnlraitzaNon Of Decision Mahing, AlsoI necessaryforany system of successful M31 devd.,p. 
mem institutions is decentraliZation. Although a

I national system isnecessary. authority isnotconcen­
trated at the national level. Decentraliution lends 
strength to the system, nO! because k i.. inherently

I superiorrocenualizatlon but because it is responsive 
to the diverse nature of the fUrai universe, To 
mana~e development over a continental land mass _ 

I requires some decentraliZoltton of ded.'iion making 
for roth efficiency and effectiveness, 

Also, .Ithougb anicUlation of the system of

I developmental institutions is neces.sary. decenttali­
1..1tion adaptS institutions: knowledge and tcclmot.. 
ogy to the blghly varied hpl environments of I1lr.lI

I society. All sorts of poillical, cullUr.1l, and 5OCi;I1 ""na­
tion, require that the nlOtiw'tional &ruCl\ITe ua:ommu­
,b(e to local polities and resources for a poiiticaUy 

I incim;lve, legitimi>:ed, and coordinated symem. . 
1 

4,. Sharct1 Decision Making: Decision.. affectinlt 
all or large parts of tile systf711l must be developed byI 

, 

I 

consensus, it they are to be acccpted as legitimate 

, and eft'ectivelycarricd out. Unilateral power plays to 

achievc major facets of strategy often create exces­

sive conflict, reduce cooperation, and end in failure. 


5. Repltcatton ofSuccessjulJnnovalton, Success­
ful and tested innovations tend to be copied through­
out the system, Replication orsuccessful institutional 
fonns, programs. and policies is thus commonly 
observed in effectiVe developmental systems. 

6. Soc1etaIProbI"", SoltJlng andKnowladge Gen­
_Non, Anotbercharncteristic ofa succ=ful system 
of developmental institutions is the concomitant 
existence ofsocietal problem soJvingand the pursuit 
of knowledge for its own sake. The pragmatism and. 
political expediency necess:uy to sustain effective 
societal problem solving involves organization, val· 
ues, and expeaations that seem to be incoflsistent 
with til<: pursutt of knowledge. Yet, in agriculture 
and medicine, the United States has achieved high 
productivity by managing sustained interlinkage of 
bah theoretical rese::arch and practical appliCltion in 
a working balance . 

These characteristics di..;cus..<;ed ahove-interac~ 
live llnkages within the systems, decentralization of 
decision making, shared decision making, replica­
tion of innovation, and a balanced pursuit of basic 
and applied science, technology development and 
societal problem solving-are fundamental to tbe 
success of any effective development process, 

In conclusion. we will consider the nature of the 
social ~onmentwirhinwhich developmental insti· 
tuUons must function. The social climate is an impor~ 
tant aspect of the development process. What de­
mands are made on i.n.c;titUtiom by the social environ.. 

" ment in which national rural development must occur! 
Bruce Johnston and William Clark (I982) vividly 

describe this environment. They observe th<lt the 
development policy problem is not an easily defined 
problem. Such problems are complex, mes.~. and 
uncertaIn, and involve conflicting interests and vaJ~ 
ues. Also, an eximing distrioution of power and a set 
of actors and institution..; i... already in place, aootle 
which we can do linie. n1t: problem iR :m ill· 
structured m'ixture, nol a smgle well defmed prob­
lem or set of problem... , Each actor h.1s hb; own 
perspective and pUf=,ues his uwn interests Thus, 
deve~opment polic.:y addres.."'iC$ numerous overlap­
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, ping and often conflicting problems, from which 

I policy must e~ct those few aspects on which some 
constructive action can be taken, 

Apragmatic process of problem deflmtlon, policy 

I formation, and action involves the capacity fOf , 
motu:!.l adjustment of means and ends. A leaming 
process is f~ed, out of which the participating 

I 	 institutions andjacrors develop a soda! consensus. 
Social action to carry out policy is not possible 
without sl:lch a fonsensus" .

I The imperfect knowledge that "u policymakers 
must necessarily endure requires combining the 
interactive "tbiriking through~ of solutions while 

I simultaneously "acting out" posslblesolutions.l.e3m­
ing from mistakes, modifying beliefs, and chaoging 
policy is an ongoing !aSk. By "thinkiog through,' 

I Johnston and O.rk mean analysis (such as .systems 
modeling on ~efitlcost analysis) that tries to 
anticipate aU possible policy options to seek out the

I 	 best. By "acting [OUI; they mean adjusting present 
difficulties whDe the future 'is still unknown This 
deflDes the problem which a successful system of 
developmental mitutions &s meant to address. I 	 , 

I 
Some SpeciJfc ImJ1e",live.

I Some fairly sPecific rules should be followed, if 
rural developreent policy is to succeed. PItS!, "'" 
mUl't learn, to accept limited successes, We must 

I learn to work isSue by issue. We must take small 

I 
steps before large ones. The learning process is an 
iter.ltive. interactive one. which takes time. For these 
r6sons. people willing to commit only to marvel­
ou..~. hrood, national visions, ~ho expect quick 
successes. will not be much help. 'Universities, 

I government. fourldations, andadvocacy groups must 
know thaI rural development will be. long, slow, 
collahoractve process to which they must commit

I themselve.s--or else stay out of the game. 
We will not sUcceed unless we :lim our IOngef­

nm goals towards spedfic targets, Funds mu.« be 
targeted for physical infrastructure as weU as forI 	 , 
human resources that rural communities are so short 
of, borh for primary leadership and for the educated 
manpower to oversee implementation. We cannol I 	 , 
continue to follow the typiC:lJ congresslonal and 
state legislative sthnegy of spre:iding program dof~ 

I 
I lars thinly over ~any electoral districts. The Eco~ . 

nomIC Development Administration experience 
(whkh was a failure) does not need to he repeated, 
Enough money wUl never be availnble to snve all 

I 

I 	
I 
I 

rural communities, no matter how much money is 
invested. For example, It seems doubtful whether 
some areas in rhe Northern High Plains will have 
more than :a handfw of commuruties left in another 
two or three decades. Some other highly rural plairui 
states are also declining in population. Other US. 
rural areas exist in which decline is probably inevi~ 
tabJe. Appropriate targeting of development invest­
mem will have to focus public resources on those 
communities where success is probable at ,some 
minimum aci:eptable level. We needtdstartwith the 
rural communities where the odds of success are .. 
highest and. from there, work down to ClSes that are 
more doubtful, Current political practice does not 
now acknowledge tatgeling as an accePled prin­
eple. But, Uiage is necessary, Rural sodetyteceives 
very little development investment as matters stand. 
Policy cannot provide equal opportunity for. all 
communities. A nested set of area and regional 
development Slr.ltegies must he chosen within which 
these longrun investment choices can be legitimized. 
Such a ,.,..tegic approach would, of course, be both 
controversial and complex. _ 

Also, equity requires some eqmtUzation ofesSen~ 
ti:lJ services. Those investment."i that improve human 
mobility and employability need to meet some 
minimum standards (such as those ofeducation and 
health) in the inl"""'" of the latger society as well as 
of the rural community. Those who choose to-or 
are fated ro-remain in a declining community 
should be assured access to some minimum level of 
essential services both to maintain well-being and to 
avoid the social rosts otherwise imposed on the 
larger SOCiety by poverty. poor health, homeless­
ness, and other soc;;'1 pathologies. Strategically, we 
need to distinguish between policies for develop­
mental investments and policy for minimum mainte­
nance requ iremenrs itlvpIvrng es..~tia) services criti ­
cal to human welfare. . 

Congress and other politicians sometimes be­
lieve that they have solved a problem when they 
have dealt with only the most obviOUS symptom, 
polilidans operate in a milieu in which the long 
run ~ the week after nexr:, the end of the le,b"rislative 
se..;.;sion, orthe nex[ election-atbest. Interest groups 
tend to develop a Similarly nearsighted view of the 
world. If a national policy for rurni economic devel­
opment is ever to exl<rt. we.mu.,"it work on complex, ' 
multiple dimensions of mr.al society (or a gener:nion 
or t~:md proh:lbly much longer th:tn that. 



I 
~ONQ!PTUAL FRAMEWORKS POR UNDERSTANDING RURAl. DEVElOPMENT 

Rural developmen\. like all development, is theI 	 , 

product of the four generaJ sources ofchange in soci­
etal "'paCl)' to achieve its goals, These sources are

I 	 improvementS or modifications in technologies, hu"~ , 
man capabilities, institUtions, and the physical aod 
biological resource baSe of scael)' (Bonnen, 1987),

I •All four are complementary in use-that is to say, all 
are necessary. and no single one is sufficient to de~ 
velop ao cnbanced C3padty.lndesigning adevelop­

I ment strategy for a rural community, a region, a stale 
or the nation, all of these four must be included in 
some balaoced mix in the policies for development.

I Leadership Is absolutely essential, When we 

I 

weakened the institutions of the rural community in 
rransfonnlng the agrarian seaor, we often aeoted a

I void in communlty leadership, The dilfereru:e be­
tween successful community development and its 
failure is fmluently the presence or absence'of 
leadership. The land grant colleges have dem0n­

I 
strated that leadership can be lrained, Sucb lraining 
is vital in today's society. both in rural communities 
and in the central cities, 

OJnc1ust.... , 

I 
I lhe successful effort to avoid an agrarian peas~ 

anuy involved a transformation of rural society that 
is now creating another. different kind of rural 
peaaantty. Most stales of the United States now 
have counties plagued by significant lew-income 
retired, or working poor, with welfare populations

I scattered through rural areas or concentrated in 
isolated rural communities, The education, work 
experience, health, age, family size, and job oppor­

I tunities ofth... people condemn them to a marginal 

I 
existence. Poveny is as common in noamet· 
ropolitan areas today as it is in the central cities. and 
it is riSing. These rural poor are truly the "people 

I 
left behind" by the great inerea... in productivity 
that transformed ratmjn~ but, at the same time. 
weaked the institutions -of ruml community life 

I 
(Poner, 1989; O'Hare, 1988), We must ask, Can a 
democracy afford the inequality in opportunity and 
hum:1n weifare that is being created? What kind of 
ameniiies in the rural landscape wil1 a middle clas.~, 
urh:m America support? .I 	 i 

• 
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I I
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thi- rule (Nagle, 1989) 

I 

2. 	 I amumebued to David Schwei.lc.han::k for rcmtndinfl meWI 
out wort on flSCll fedcr.llism in anolber context IS quite aJ. 
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