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CHAPTER 1 

THE NEED FOR COOPERATIVE RELATIONS AMONG ORGANIZATIONS 

Intr-0duction 

In complex societies, programs developed and sponsored 

by formal orqanizations are a maJor means through which 

rational efforts to alleviate social problems are achieved . 

Formal organization represents the opposite of fate or t he 

unintended outcome of innumerable intentions. Formal organi

zation in these terms refers to the coordination of inten

tions and actions that makes the actual outcome of an activi 

ty correspond more closely to its intended outcome (Warner, 

1968). Attempts to plan for rural development activities re

quire an understandinq of the formal organizations involved 

and their deqree of willinqness to enter into cooperative re 

lations with one another. 

An understandinq of the willingness of a set of organi

zations to enter into coope rative relations with one another 

becomes especially important as the number of development 

related orqanization~ increase. A conspicuous aspect of rural 

development effort s is the proliferation of interested 

orqanizations--related and unrelated--operatinq at various 

territorial levels, neighborhood, city, county, state and na

tion. As a result of the proliferation of groups, effective 

development action becomes dependent upon not only the per-



2 

formance of i ndivid ual orqan izations but on the interplay 

amonq all relevant orqani zations . Cucrently , development ac

tivities are being carried out by numerous organizations and 

each is expected somehow t o contribute to the overall devel 

opment effort . And as rural developme nt is vie wed by more 

people as requirinq a "w holis t ic " approach to deal with the 

inequities betwee n rural and urban areas , it becomes ev~n 

more obvious t hat rural development is larger than t he scope 

of any sinqle orqani z a tio n. 

An examination of the array of federal , state , and l ocal 

development orqanizations and their programs suggests the 

maqnitude of the problems facinq rural areas and the range of 

means presently available for solving these problems . Contra

ry to the opinion of some , the U. S. Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) is not the only federal agency that offers rural de 

velopment proqrams. The Guide_to_Federal_Prog£~fil§_fo£_Rural 

DeveloEment identifies the broad ra nge of programs that are 

available to rural areas . USDA proqrams for rural areas in 

clude rural housinq loans , n onfarm enterprise loans, rural 

electrification loans and extension programs for improved 

family livinq. 

Other federal proqrams related to rural development and 

the aqencies responsible for t heir delivery include neiqhbor

hood centers ( Housing and Urban Development ), rural mass 

transportation (Office of Economic Opportunity ), employme nt 

I 

' 



3 

services qrants (Labor), facility loans for depressed areas 

(Economic Development Administration ) , economic opportunity 
• 

loans (Small Business Administration) , Hill-Burton funds 

(Health, Education and Welfare) , and domestic travel promo

tion (Park Service). Federal programs for rural development 

are currently beinq offered by more than fifty different 

. aqencies. 

A reviev of the proqrams offered by agencies in differ-

ent states reveals the same, although on some what of a small

er scale, breadth of servic~s as occurs at the federal level . 

Govern~ents reveals that at least 60 different programs for 

improvinq th~ quality of life in rural areas are being of

fered by 17 different agencies (Office of Planning and Pro

qramminq, 1970.) Examples of a few of these pcoqrams are 

those for the aqed (Commission on Aging), rural fire protec

tion equipment (State Consecvation Commission), law 

enforcement planninq (Iowa Crime Commission) , industrial de

velopment assistance (Iowa Development Commission) , manpower 

planninq assistance (Iowa State Office of Economic Opportuni

ty) and employment assistance to smaller communities (Iowa 

Employment Security Commission). Other services include areas 

related to health, transportation , local government , educa

tion and social services. There are 213 state administered 

proqrams that are available to local governme nts through 44 



4 

. aqenc1.es. 

Public proqrams at the federal and state levels repr~

sent a maior component in rural development planning, but the 

private sector also provides important inputs. A partial list 

of qroups that have contributed to local development efforts 

includes: public utility companies, industrial development 

corporations, chambers of commerce, tourist associations, 

home builders associations, rural electric cooperatives and 

private social service agencies. 

The problem in rural development activities appears to 

be more of coordinatinq the efforts of a set of special

interest orqanizations than the lack of adequate programs or 

fundinq possibilities. Coordination is necessary when admin

istrators attempt to mount a broad basad attack on problems 

and try to overcome the fraqmentation of services. 

Fraqmentation of services often occurs when programs are 

tailored to fit the needs of special interest groups rather 

than the total public. An example is the special legislation 

and fundinq provided to increase the levels of aqricultural 

production thereby raising the income of individual farmers. 

Increased mechanization and the greater use of fertilizers 

and chemicals result in increased production, but also asso

ciated with this "advancement" is a decrease in the number of 

farmers and farm laborers who are a vital part of the economy 

of small towns and villages. Rather than helping (in the 

' 
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short run) only the agricultural sector, a more balanced ap

proach would include an equal amount of reseach and financial 

assistance directed to helping small towns. And rather than 

the funding and planning being handled by several agencies , 

one aqency miqht have been assigned the responsibility for 

both activities. 

Currently, different federal agencies offer many of the 

same kinds of programs, altbouqh often to d~fferent client 

systems. Furthermore, some state agency programs tend to du

plicate federal programs. Throuqh time, a series of special 

interest agencies and organizations has emerged and each of 

these qroups must somehow iustify their operation to funding 

qroups at the state or federal level. In the past, attempts 

to encourage qroups vith similar objectives to work together 

have often been met with resistence. The fear that cutbacks 

will occur when it is learned that two or more agencies are 

working together on a common problem seems to be a real con

cern among administrators. Although assigning a single agency 

the responsibility for rural development miqht yield the best 

results, it is not likely that such an event will occur. A 

second alternative, therefore, is to try to understand the 

problems associated with interorganizational cooperation and 

develop methods for resolving these problems. 

One of the steps recently taken at the federal level to 

brinq qreater coordination in rural development activities 
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was the formatio n of the Rural Affairs Council . In November 

1969, President Nixon a nn ounced the formation of this cabinet 

level council (see appendix I ). The council cons i sts of the 

secretaries of Aqriculture; Interior; Comm~rce ; Housing and 

Urban Development ; Health , Education and Welfare; Labo~ ; and 

the Directors of Office of Economic Opportunity , 3ureau of 

the Budqet, and the Ch airman of the Council of Economic 

Advisors. Fol l owinq the president ' s action , the Secret~ry of 

Aqriculture established a departmental rural developm~nt com

mittee staffed by administrators a nd deputies of the Soil 

Conservation Service , Farmers Home Administration, Coopera 

tive Extension S2rvice , Forest Service , an d the Rural Elec

trification Administratio n (see appendix II ). The emphasis in 

the Secretary's directives was on the need for coordination 

amonq existing jepartmental agencies . An underlyinq assump

tion in these directives seemed to be that increased coordi

nation would ledd to increased effectiveness in the planning 

and implementation of rural development programs . 

The formation of the USDA Rural Development CommitteP at 

the federal level qave increased emphasis to the need for co

ordination among the USDA agencies currently providing 

development-related services . federal and state officials 

were assigned to assist local leade r s in establ i shing appro

priate liaison with other agencies , both public and private , 

that contribute to the development of local communities . But 

( 
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the maior responsibility for development, according to these 

directives, was to be placed at the local level. 

In response to directives from the USDA, each of the 

states formed a USDA Rural Development Committee. The types 

of orqanizations that were invited to become members of the 

state committees, however, varied widely from state to state 

(USDA, 1971). In some states, membership was limited entirely 

to USDA aqencies while in others the USDA agencies constitu

ted l~ss than a fourth of the members. In 78 percent of the 

committees, USDA aqencies were in the ma7ority. About a 

fourth of the committees had at least one member who repre

sented a non-USDA federal agency and (or) a citizen group. 

Eiqhty percent of the committees had at least one state 

aqency as a participating member. 

Of the fifty states with rural development committees, 

27 percent had established county-level rural development 

committees in all their counties and 7ust over half (59 per

cent) had created county-level units in some counties. 

In December 1969, a State Rural Development Committee 

was formed in Iowa. Guidelines for area and county committees 

were developed by the State USDA Rural Development Committee 

in April of 1970 (see appendix III). Each of the six general 

quidelines developed by the State Committee addressed itself 

to the need for interaqency cooperation. The first recommen

dation called for the local county committee to serve as a 
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means for 1oint consideration of rural development needs and 

to suqqest ways to increase the effectiveness of each 

aqency•s proqram. The second recommendation asked the local 

county committee to support and facilitate developmental ac

tivities of private and other public organizations. Included 

amonq the possible methods of providing support were develop 

ment of a broadly representative County Rural Development 

Committee and assistance to local organizations in the study , 

analysis and implementation of development projects. 

A third quideline sugqested the need to assist individu

als and communities to obtain services offered by existing 

aqencies. Specifically, the committee is to identify existing 

proqrams, to circulate this material to rural clientele, and 

to refer clients to appropriate agencies. The fourth guide 

line described the need to examine the adequacy of existing 

proqrams and to suggest improvements where needs are not 

being met. The fifth guideline called for involvement of non

USDA agencies. The final guideline called for the local Com

mittee to collect information about USDA programs and their 

accomplishments. 

Each of these guidelines requires some form of intera

qency cooperation. Some form of cooperation is needed for 

communication and 1oint decision-making among public and pri

vate groups. Cooperation also is needed to identify existi ng 

proqrams, to provide new approaches, and to involve public 
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aqencies that are not part of the USDA. 

0 what is the best way to set up a cooperative develop

ment system in which federal, state, and private groups will 

be willing to participate?" Related to this general question 

are a series of more specific questions associated with plan

ninq for cooperative relations among development related or

qanizations. What problems are likely to arise in conducting 

cooperative activities among several groups? What alternative 

• strateqies can be used to create a council of development or-

qanizations? What assurances will administrators need before 

ioining cooperative efforts? 
' 

This report is desiqned to provide answers to some of 

the questions that are often associated with planning for co

operative relations among organizations. It deals with public 

and private qroups that focus on improving the life chances 

for rural people. Much of the report will focus on the prob

lems and necessary conditions of organizing groups into 

larqer collectivities e.g., councils or committees. It will 

evaluate administrators' views about collective action among 

development qroups, and it will consider alternative strate

qies that miqht be used to coordinate the activities of com

munity qroups. 

Four specific obiectives of the study are: 

1. To ascertain from among a selected set of organiza

tions which public and private organizations participate in 
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county development proqrams. 

2. To identify the extent of interagency cooperation 

for these orqanizations. 

3. To identify the factors associated with interagency 

cooperation. 

4. To explore alternatives that may be used to increase 

cooperative activity amonq development qroups. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PROBLEMS OF COOPERATIVE PLANNING AMONG ORGANIZATIONS: 
A SPECIAL CASE OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction ----------
Many of the problems associated with planning for coop

erative relations amonq development organizations arise from 

questions about the scope of rural development activities and 

from the orqanizational model used by public agencies. Plan-
• 

ninq is difficult when the nature of the problem is unclear 

and when there is little or no consensus among administrators 
I 

about the scope of the approach that should be used to solve 

the problem. Planninq is made even more difficult when pri

vate qroups must be mobilized and public administrators are 

unable to use conventional administrative procedures to 

insure local involvement and acceptance. 

Secretary of Aqriculture, Earl Butz (see Butz, 1972) de

scribed the range of problems confronting rural America in a 

recent address. Amonq the problems he mentioned were: insuf

ficient iobs, inadequate housinq, poor roads, inadequate 

water and sanitation systems, and insufficient schools and 

cultural opportunities. Programs for dealing with these prob

lems are presently divided among many different federal and 

state aqencies. Private groups also have programs for dealing 
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with these problems. If each public agency were permitted to 

pursue its own narrow obiectives independent of the objec

tives of other orqanizations , rural areas might solve one 

problem, but at the same time they miqht intensify other 

problems. If a private qroup workinq independently of other 

orqanizations was e n co ura qed and given financial support , the 

result likely would be one-sided rather than comprehensive. 

An example of the results of uncoordinated pla nning 

described in a paper by Kaldor ( 1972). In describing th e 

. is 

trend toward narrower service offerings in rural communities , 

he reports that with the heavy out - mi qration from agricultur

al areas, there has been a reduction in t he relative size of 

the farm market for some of the qoods and services offered oy 

rural towns. He also suqqested that residents in rural towns 

experiencinq such a decline leave the area in search of bet

ter employment opportunities. This trend further reduces the 

demand for services in the town . Arnonq the more visible of 

the consequences of the decrease in required services are 

vacant and abandoned business buildings , unused school rooms, 

obsolete public capital , and smalle r church congreqations , as 

well as the less visible feelings of frustration and hope

lessness aroonq residents . 

Recently the scope of the rural development problem has 

been expanded even beyond defininq it as a rural problem . 

Heady (1972) takes the position that rural development is not 

• 

r 
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a problem that can be solved totally by individual communi

ties, nor is it a problem that can be solved totally by or

qanizations that provide programs for rural people ; instead 

he suqqests that the crux of the rural development problem is 

the unequal distribution of benefits and costs of national 

economic development. He indicates that the costs and bene

fits of national development are not distributed in an 

equitable manner amonq the various geographic , demographic , 

sectoral , and economic qroups. Some of the inequities between 

rural and urban America that Heady mentioned include: (a) 

declining economic opportunities ; (b ) declining capital 

values and reduced income; (c) reduction in employment and 

the number of firms; (d) deteriorating public and consumer 

services; (e) hiqh costs of public services ; (f) erosion of 

institutions in communities: and (g) unfavorable living con

ditions. While a few of these conditions reflect subjective 

evaluations of conditions in rural America , most can be sub

s t antia t ed with data collected on a national level . 

If rural development is viewed as a comprehensive 

pr ocess for dealinq with inequities between rural and urban 

areas, the challenges in development involve the identifica

tion of the scope of inequities and the provision of adequate 

means to redress these inequities. Neither task is easy. The 

first is difficult because administrators are not often 

trained to recognize the presence of inequities. The second 
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is difficult because the meanings associated with rural de

velopment vary greatly, and, furthermore, they do not seem to 

be drawinq closer toqether. If anythinq, rural development 

seems increasinqly to be defined in terms of the specific 

interests of those who propose the definitions. 

Most definitions of rural development emphasize 

improvinq the quality of life in rural areas. These defini

tions are very qeneral and almost any activity could fall 

within their scope. Amonq the more qeneral definitions of de

velopment are the followinq: 

Rural Development refers to special efforts to 
provide expanded farm and nonfarm employment, in
come opportunities, and more attractive living con
ditions in nonmetropolitan areas of the nation 
(Campbell, 1969). 

Rural Development means making attractive op
portunities in rural towns and in the countryside 
so people have a better choice in where they live 
(Butz, 1972) • 

Community Resource Development is a process 
throuqh which people analyze the situation and 
identify problems, evaluate the alternatives, and 
establish and achieve goals that enhance their 
quality of living (Task Force, Community Resource 
Development, 1972). 

Whether rural development is an end, or a process to 

achieve a particular end, there tends to be agreement on vhat 

needs improvinq and on which inequities need to be removed. 

The same, however, cannot be said for the activities which 

are considered a leqitimate part of development. Many of the 

current definitions of rural development are really descrip-

' 
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tions of improvement that certain unspecified activity is de 

s iqned t o accomplish . For example , Secretary Camp bell ' s 

(1969) Memorandum No . 1667, described the objectives of de-

vel o pment as including but not limited to: more jobs, higher 

income, quality education, moder n community services , a nd ef

ficient units of local qovernment. The President ' s Task Force 

on Rural Development (1970) indicated t hat th~ purpose of 

rural development is to create iob opportunities , communit y 

serv{ces, a better quality of living, and an improved social 

and physical environment in the small cities , towns , vil

laqes , and farm communities in rural America . In t hi s same 

report the qoals of development also were described as : 

brinqinq iobs. opportunity , and a better life to low income, 

undere mployed people in rural America , not only for their own 

qood, but for the welfare of all Americans. Although adminis 

trator s who are planning rural development activities have 

reac hed some consensus about what needs to be improved , very 

few here suqqested even very qeneral ideas about ho w these 

impro vements miqht be achieved . 

Kirby (1972), Administrator of the USDA Exte nsion Serv

ice, described some of the elements necessary for planning 

rural development proiects . He proposed that rural develop

ment i s aimed toward a more balanced national growth and is 

concern ed with al l of nonmetropolitan America. He indicates 

that rural development requires an integrated approach , de-
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centralized planninq and local initiative, and a balanced 

or partnership of qovernment and private effort. 

These elements suqgest several criteria against which 

. 
ID1 X 

present development efforts can be evaluated. If present de

velopment efforts are not successful, can their lack of suc

cess be attributed to the absence of one or more of these el

ements? The position taken in this report is that tbese ele

ments are necessary for successful development proqrams. Our 

discussion will focus, therefore, on the importance of pro

qram inteqration, local initiative, and a balanced mix be

tween public and private sectors. 

Althouqh tbere is not mucn question about how rural de

velopment relates to balanced national growth or that it is 

aimed at nonmetropolitan areas, the other elements do need 

further exploration. Inteqrated and decentralized planning 

and incorporation of the private sector are difficult tasks, 

as many previous development efforts have demonstrated. 

Why is an inteqrated approach necessary? A review of the 

definitions of rural development suggests that this process 

and the ends to be achieved are beyond the scope of any 

sinqle public or private organization. Since it is political

ly impossible to locate the wide range of programs needed for 

rural development in any sinqle organization, the typical 

pattern has been to assiqn different activities to 

• 
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specialized agencies. Public and private organizations both 

have te nded to specialize. They identify a specific goal , 

hire personnel who are competent in a smal l ranqe of pro 

grams, and return each year for appropriate funding a nd are 

supported by specia l interest groups. Since no organization 

can perform a balanced development function by itself, some 

process for encouraqinq individual organizations to cooperate 

in their activities and programs, therefore , becomes a neces

sary condition for rural development. 

Specialization of organizations often leads to fragmen

ted programs, those aimed at only part of the community. As

sociated with the increase in specialization of organizations 

is an increase in t h e interdepen dence among units . Alth ough 

interdependence among agencies ha s been o verl ooked , it is as 

per va sive as the interdependence that occurs among business 

organizations. Some community agencies and groups provide 

financial r esources ; others provide technical assistance , 

political influence , and legitimation. Individually, they can 

provide part of the resources necessary for development. 

Collectively, they can provide a much wider ran ge of serv

ice s , financial advantages, and commu nity acceptance. 

One of the ma;or assumptions governing the development 

process is that concerted decision-making and cooperative 

program implementation by several units will lead to higher 

levels of improvement than will the independent action of the 
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same orqanizations. This assumption is very obvious in the 

recent decisions made by the USD A. 

An important caution needs to be discussed here. In

creases in the number of and/or amount of cooperation ~mo ng 

units involved in develop ment is not being defined as devel

opment. Both chanqes are viewed as means for achieving commu

nity development or improvement in quality of living. Cooper

ative planninq among deve l opment qroups is designed to bring 

the actual results and intended outcomes closer to- gether. 

One of the most common but untested assumptions behind the 

emphasis on cooperatio n amonq units is that it will le~d to 

increased effectiveness. 

Local_Initiatiye 

Why is local initiative necessary? In rural areas , per

haps more than in urban areas, the local agencies of govern

ment play an important role in development activities . These 

aqencies draw on the resources, power , and other assets of 

society at larqe rather than being limited to the resource

qeneratinq capacity of the local community . Rural de velop

ment, as a consequence, pro bably will not be successful with

out the contributions of these orga nization s . But , all too 

often, comprehensive plans prepared by specialists in public 

aqencies are re1ected by the very perso ns for wh om they were 

prepared. 

• 
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Several interest groups are becoming visible and 

expressinq concern about changes beinq planned for t heir 

areas. Private orqanizations interested in envi ronm e ntal 

quality are amonq the strongest of these interest groups . 

Other private qroups are also beginning to demand a role in 

various qovernment proqram s includin g a role in planning 

rural development programs. Some of the more articulate of 

the interest groups involved in rural development are farmers 

and their concern with farm prices; c hambers of commerce 

and/Or more special ized industrial development corporations ; 

and civic leaders in small towns with declining populations. 

Each of these qroups often has different interests, each may 

pursue development for different reasons, a nd each may use 

different means for achievinq their ends. 

One of the apparent s hortcomi ngs of many of the present 

rural development efforts is the lack of opportunity for 

local residents to influence deve lopment plans in their area. 

At the same time that qovernment leader s are advocating local 

initiative, they also are orqanizing committees consisting of 

qovernment officials to init iate programs and to provide the 

"catalyst" for development. In spite of this commitment to 

local leadership, there still seems to be no all-out effort 

to improve the means for citizen participation and involve

ment in planninq for development. There are residents who 

serve in USDA agencies, but what i s their role in the rural 
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development program? What steps have been taken to expand 

aqency development committees to include private groups and 

what have these committees done to make participation more 

attractive for private groups? 

Directives from top administrators in public agencies 

indicate that the development process is the responsibility 

of local orqanizations, groups and leaders. The official ap

proach is to help people to help themselves (Campbell, 1969) • 

Specifically, the instructions to USDA administrators were: 

(a) to support and guide local leadership in determining the 

direction for development of its community, (b) to provide 

appropriate help to local groups in carrying out their devel

opment plans, and (c) to assist local leaders to establish 

appropriate liaison with other agencies and organizations, 

both public and private, who can contribute to the develop

ment of their communities. 

Secretary Hardin (1969) indicated that rural development 

begins at home. He said, "Development is tb.e responsibility 

of state, and local organizations, groups, and leaders. They 

vill provide the channel through which the people may improve 

their local needs, assessing their local potentialities, 

matching their community potential with private and public 

proqrams at all levels of government." 

Secretary Butz (1972) has reaffirmed this commitment to 

decentralized planninq in the area of rural development. He 
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indicated that, "The main support for cural development will 

come from private citizens, local governments, community 

qroups, and business and industries in rural Amecica." The 

President's Task Force on Rural Development (1970) argued 

that the strength of rural development is that it mobilizes 

local ene rqie s and is operated by local people who know their 

own problems, capabilities, and priorities bet ter than anyone 

else. 

• 

Why i s a partnership between public and private organi

zations necessary? Several units are central to the develop

ment process. Warne r (1971) proposed that institutional 

aqencies--units involved in governmental, . economic, educa-

tional, and political activities--are at the center of the 

development effort. He also suggested that, linked to these 

public organizations, are private groups that offer an impor

tant source of ideas, manpower, and finance. He described the 

need for a balance between public and private associations in 

the followinq manner: 

If public organization is the only medium for so
cial development, there is no way to prevent 
political domination and attendant depcession of 
life changes for large numbers of people. If pri
vate organization is the only choice available, 
there is no way to obtain voluntary support for 
many kinds of development that are collective or 
public goods, and especially support with the nec
essary scale of resources. 
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Both public and private organizations have unique re

sources that they can bring to bear on development efforts. 

Public agencies may bring financial resources via loans and 

grants that are beyond the scope of local private associa 

tions. They also bring personnel trained in skills which are 

central to any development efforts. The private groups, on 

the other hand, may bring volunteers -- the individuals who 

make the changes, who repair the homes and roads and who pro 

vide community services. Of equal importance, private groups 

are composed of local residents who must make commitments and 

provide the support for any program. 

The need for understanding how local organizations 

relate to each other in developing, administering and imple

menting programs is acute, especially at a time when the num

ber of programs and of agencies that provide such programs at 

the local level has grown so rapidly. In many service fields, 

the number and specialization of programs has become so great 

that second-order organizations (councils) have been created 

to control and coordinate the activity of first-order organi

zations, which provide essential services. 

Finally, the need for understanding cooperation between 

public and private sectors also is important because both of 

these sectors are demanding increased coordination among 

themselves and with each other. 

' 

• 
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A~ncy_Administrative_Model 

Cooperative planninq among public agencies and between 

public aqencies and private associations requires a different 

orqanizational model than the one typically used to coordi

nate relations amonq government agencies. Cooperative coun

cils or committees that involve agencies from other admini

strative lines or that involve private groups that have the 

option of entering or leaving at any time follow a mutual in

fluence rather than a centralized authority pattern. 

The approach used to coordinate programs within as well 

as amonq public agencies follows a conventional authority 

pattern. This pattern is characterized by: 1) centralized 

authority, 2) formally pre s cribed rules and procedures, 3) 

set of clearly defined duties for each position and collec

tion of positions or subunit, and 4) financial incentives to 

motivate participation. 

Authority is delegated downward through a series of 

hierarchical levels. Each position in the hierarchy derives 

its authority from its relationship to the position immedi

ately above it. In this system of superior-subordinate rela

tionships, each superior holds his subordinates responsible 

for complyinq with his instructions. And subordinates in turn 

look to their superiors for directions as to policy programs, 

tasks to be completed, personnel to be assigned and measures 

of success. Coordination is achieved through the operation of 
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a sinqle line of command that permeates all levels and passes 

on a set of directives from above to each successive subordi

nate level. 

Standardized policies, tasks and procedures are used to 

brinq qreater coordination amonq the diverse activities and 

actors. Relations between individuals are formalized through 

elaborate svstems of rules and regulations, standards of per

formance, and performances are monitored through a systematic 

record keeping procedure. Coordinating the activities of in

dividuals who are spread over time and space and have differ

ent interests is facilitated when all of them follow the same 

set of policies and procedures so that their performances fit 

together to improve the total outcome. 

Specific tasks and duties are assiqned to individuals on 

the basis of their ability to perform certain operations. 

Tasks are divided amonq participants to maximize the use of 

individual skills especially in situations in which the tasks 

involve a complex set of operations. 

Administrators have several kinds of rewards that can be 

used to motivate performance in assigned tasks. Included 

amonq these rewards are financial incentives e.g., salary and 

bonuses, promotions and non-economic incentives e.g., status 

and power. These rewards are distributed to participants ac

cordinq to their position and performance. 
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Alternative Administrative Model Needed ------------------------------------
When rural development is viewed as requiring a broad 

comprehensive approach and involving a wide range of organi

zations , the conventional appropriateness of the authority 

pattern of administration is reduced. An example of a situa

tion where a broad comprehe n s ive approach ~s being tried is 

the USDA Rural Development Committee . In some states expan

sion of the committee has meant the introduction of non-USDA 

aqencies into the decision-making process. Attempts are 

presently underway to exp and other committees at the state 

and county levels to include other agencies and private 

qroups whose participation is optional and o ver which the 

USDA qroups have no formal authority. Each non-USDA unit has 

latitude in terms of its lev el of participation and the types 

of contributions that it feels it ca n make. 

Interorqanizational council s or committees that consist 

of qroups who e nter as a matter of choice tend to assume an 

influence pattern. There is no single source of authority. 

Instead, the qroup operates o n the basis of influence and 

throuqh common aq reement . Rather than a system of superior

subordinates , members of councils act as a qroup of peers in 

which all are equal in status and power. The source of con

trol is internal to the qroup and types of control depend on 

aqreements tnat the members of the group work out among them

selves. With the exception of a limited number of informal 
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sanctions, interorqanizational councils lack the range of in

centives available in agency situations. 

What is the appropriate model of control to follow when 

the conventional authority pattern is inappropriate? This 

report attempts to provide some answers to such questions. 

• 
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CHAPTER 3 

SAMPLE AND RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

SamJ?le_Counties 

Data reported in this study were obtained in intervie vs 

wit h the top administrator in 169 public an private 

development-related organizations . The org nizations in the 

study were drawn from lb counties in Io wa. The co11nties (see 

Fiqure 1) were selected o represent some of the dif fer-ent 

types or social and economic proolems encountere in the 

state . 

Counties were purposively selec e to represent the dis

tribution of the state's population livinq 1n urban and rural 

areas . Seventy-six percent of th~ counties in the state are 

rural , and 62 percent ot the sample counties re rural (see 

Table 1) . 

An attempt was made to include count1es win different 

sized populations and counties that had increase , as well as 

decreased , in size over the last 10 years . The two largest 

population categories in the sample were 10 , 000 to 19 , 999 and 

20 , 000 to 29 , 999 . rhirty-one percent ot thP s mple counties 

fall in each of these qroups . In the state s a whole , the 

two l argest population cateqories are of the same magnitude 

as t hose in the sample but have slightly different percent

aqes ( 48 and 18 percen re spec i vel y). 



Figure 1. Count i es Included in Rural Development Study 
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Table 1. Comparison of Selected Statistics in Sample Counties 
with Total State 

Population Size 

0 - 9,999 
10,000 - 19,999 
20,600 - 29,999 
30,000 - 39 , 999 
40,000 - 49,999 
50,000 - 59,999 
60,000 - 69,999 
70,000 - 79,999 
80,000 - + 

Jopulation Change 

10% increase or more 
0 - 10% increase 
0 - 10% decrease 
10% decrease or more 

Rur al - Urban Residence 

Urban Counties 
Rural Counties 

Poverty Level 

0 - 20% 
21 - 30% 
31 - 40% 
41 - +% 

Sample Counties 

Number 

2 
5 
5 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
1 

Percent 

12 . 5 
31 . 2 
31 . 2 

0 . 0 
12.5 

0 . 0 
6. 3 
0.0 
6. 3 

Sample Counties 

Number 

2 
2 
9 
3 

Percent 

12.5 
12.5 
56.2 
18.8 

Sample Counties 

Number 

6 
10 

Percent 

38.0 
62 . 0 

Sampl e Counties 

Number 

1 
7 
8 
0 

Percent 

6.3 
43 . 7 
50.0 
o.o 

State 

Number 

15 
48 
18 

2 
6 
1 
1 
1 
7 

State 

Number 

6 
15 
51 
27 

State 

Number 

24 
75 

State 

Number 

7 
64 
26 

2 

STATE LIBRARY COMMISSION OF IOWA 
Historical Building 

DES MOINES, tOWA 50319 

Percent 

15 . 2 
48 . 5 
18. 2 

2 . 0 
6.0 
1.0 
1 . 0 
1.0 
7 . 1 

Percent 

6. 0 
15.2 
51.2 
27 . 3 

Percent 

24 . 2 
75 . 8 

Percent 

7.1 
64 .6 
26 . 3 
2.0 
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It was assumed that counties experiencing a population 

decline miqht assiqn different priorities and use different 

development approaches than counties where the problems and 

needs miqht not be as acute or visible. Therefore, approxi

mately the same proportion of counties with a declining popu

lation as occurred in the total state were selected. For the 

state as a whole, the Oto 10 percent population decrease 

cateqory had the largest number of counties (51 percent). 

Thus, the larqest proportion of the sample counties was se

lected from this same cateqory, yielding 9 count~es or 56 

percent of the sample. 

We attempted to select counties from a range of poverty 

levels that approximate the pattern for the entire state. The 

counties included in the study are over-representative of 

counties with larger percentages of residents living below 

the poverty level. Twenty-six percent of the counties in the 

s tate are in the 31 to 40 percent-below-poverty guideline 

cateqory, but 50 percent of the sample counties are in this 

same range. 

One final consideration influenced the selection of 

sample counties. We were interested in comparing counties ex

periencinq substantial growth with those losinq population. 

Three of the rnaior qrowth centers in the state were identi

fied (Mason City, Ottumwa, and Dubuque). These areas, plus 

the counti e s immediately adiacent to these areas, were stud-
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ied. Th e results of these comparisons qo beyond the scope of 

this study and wi ll be discussed in later reports. 

In each of the counties, 16 organizations were purpos

ively selected for study. Orqanizations were included if they 

met two criteria: ( 1) they were currentl} participating . in, 

or offered a potential for participating in, development ac

tivities , and (2) they had countywide responsibility in their 

proqramming. Orqanizations participating in, or having poten

tial for participation, in development were determined 

throuqh interviews with comm unity resource development 

specialists, local rural development committees, and other 

individuals knowledqeable about the development process and 

activity. Organizations offering countywide programs were de

termined by a review of the territory over whi c h each is re

sponsible. Organizations with programs limited to a single 

community in the county were not included except for the one 

exception noted below. 

The orqanizations studied were categorized into three 

qroups. These groups and the number of organizations i~ each 

are as follows: USDA agencies included the Agricultural Sta

bilization and Conservation Service (16), Soil Conservation 

Ser vice (16), Coope rative Extension Service (16), and Farmers 

Home Administi:ation (14). The s tate and county agencies in

cluded welfare (16), forest service (5) , conservation hoard 
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(13), planninq and zoning (6), employment (8), community 

action aqencies (6), and county supervisors (15). The private 

associations included: Rural electric c oope ra ti ves (9) , Farm 

Bureau (16), bankers' associations (9), ministerial associa

tions (6), and industrjal development corporations ( 13). The 

industrial development corporations in the county-seat towns 

were included in the study even though they did not meet the 

criteria of beinq countywide organizations. Since industrial 

development qroups play an important role in county develop

ment, we were interested in the extent to ~hich they were 

participating in the larger development system. Data from the 

county board of supervisors appears in the chapter on 

priorities but not in any other chapters because of their or

qanizational size and complexity. 

Once the orqanizations had been selected for the study, 

county organizations with state offices were contacted. state 

level administrators in each of these organizations were 

contacted and, in all cases, agreed to cooperate by sending a 

letter to their local county offices informing the county ad

ministrators of the study and requesting his or her support. 

The researchers then mailed letters to the local county ad

ministrator of each orqanization telling him about the study 

and its obiectives and askinq for his cooperation. The admin

istrator in each organization was informed that a question

naire would be mailed him, and he was asked to fill it out 
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before an interview would be held. Interviews were held with 

the top administrator of each of the orqanizations. 

Some of the orqanizations in the study operate on a 

multi-county rather than on a county basis. Employment and 

community action aqencies are examples of this arrangement. 

When an orqanization was set up on an multi-county basis, we 

interviewed the administrator in the sample county if there 

~as an office located in the countye If there was no office 
• 

in the county, but one was located in an adjoining county and 

this office had i uri s diction for the sample county, we inter

viewed the administrator about the sample county. When an 

area office was located in a sample county, we asked the ad

ministrator to respond only for that county, even though he 

had 1urisdiction in other counties as well. 
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CHAPTER 4 

NECESSARY CONDITIONS FOR INTERAGENCY 
COOPERATION IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Cooperation among organizations is dependent upon a num

ber of conditions. First, administrators must arrive at a 

common definition of a problem area and the appropriate 

methods for solving the problem. Second, external as well as 

internal commitments to rural development will have to be 

made by appropriate organizations. Development groups may be 

willinq to commit resources to their own "development" pro

qrams, but at the same time they may be unwilling to commit 

resources to an interaqency proiect. Third, information about 

costs, authority, responsibility and benefits of interagency 

proiects will be needed to give to prospective development 

qroups. Administrators are likely to ask for these types of 

information before they decide to participate. Fourth, acer

tain deqree of consensus must exist among administrators 

about which groups should participate in local development 

activities. Cooperation amonq qroups may be limited if par

ticipants cannot agree among themselves about which groups 

have the ••right'' to participate in development activities. 

• 
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Cooperation among development grou ps depends upon their 

reachinq some aqreement as to what constitutes rural develop

ment . In short , cooperat ion amonq de velopment organizatio ns 

wi l l be difficult to achie ve wh e n administrators do not aqree 

on the rneaninq of development . 

To discover the ranqe of meanings associated with the 

term "rural development " and to identify groups in whic h 
• 

common definitions are used , we asked each admi ni strator, 

"Ho w would you define r-ural development?" For- purposes of re

portin q the data, these definitions wer e c l assified into a 

series of qener-al cateqories. Table 2 sho ws the percentage of 

administrators, by type of organization, vh o gave defini tions 

of rural development that fell into each category . Some ad

ministrators mentioned more t han one idea, so the total num

ber of responses was greater than the number of respondents. 

A wide range of definitions was given by administrators . 

Most of the definitions were quite a bstract and referred to 

qeneral improvements in the eco nomy , the commu nity , agricul

ture , and industry. A small er nu mber of administrators de

fined rural development in more specific terms such as 

recreation, housing, conser vation , services to the disadvan

taqed , and empl oyment. 
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Table 2. Administrators Definitions of Rural Development Categorized in 
General and Specific Terms 

Definitions of 
Development 

General Categories 

Economic Development 

Connnunity Resource 
Development 

Human Resource 
Development 

Agricultural Development 

Industrial Development 

Specific Categories 

Recreation and Tourism 

Housing 

Conservation and Land Use 

Services to Disadvantaged 

Employment Opportunities 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 60) 

67 

18 

15 

10 

5 

10 

0 

10 

0 

2 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

State
County 

(N = 53) 

42 

15 

6 

8 

10 

15 

8 

9 

6 

2 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 50) 

50 

12 

6 

18 

18 

2 

2 

2 

0 

4 
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The most frequently mentioned category contained state

ments relatinq to our category -- economic development. Some 

of th~ definitions placed in this cateqory were : economic 

proqress in rural areas ; improve financial status of r ural 

areas ; and raise the standard of living. Community resource 

development, the second most frequently mentioned category , 

i ncluded ideas such as: improve aspects of the rural commu

ni t y; make the community a better place in which to live , to 

play , to work, and to retire . Human resource development in

cluded statements such as improved opportunities for youth 

a nd increased involvement of residents in community programs . 

The aqricultural development category included statements 

about improvements for farmers such as: furthering actions 

and proqrams to benefit those engaged in agriculture and 

improvinq farm conditions and opportunities. Each of the spe

cific cateqories included narrower definitions of development 

than did the qeneral cateqories and was usually limited to a 

sinqle area of focus. 

Amonq the USDA agencies, the most frequently mentioned 

definitions related to improvements in economic conditions 

(67 percent). This same cateqory was also used by 42 percent 

of the administrators of state-county aqencies and 50 percent 

of the private administrators. The next most frequently used 

cateqory included references to community resource develop

ment . Among the USDA administrators, 18 percent made some 
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reference to community resource development in their defini

tions, and 15 percent of the state-county administrators de

fined development in these same terms. Community resource de 

velopment was mentioned third most frequently among the pri

vate qroups. 

USDA aqency administrators defined development in terms 

of human resource development, agricultural development, 

recreation and tourism and conservation. State-county admin

istrators also defined development in terms of recreation, 

tourism and industrial development, but they tended to put 

less emphasis on resource development and more on industrial

ization and housinq. Among the private groups, items relating 

to aqricultural and industrial development were mentioned 

second and third after the more general category of economic 

development. 

Overall, there tended to be some agreement among the ad

ministrators about the nature of rural development. The defi

nitions most frequently used referred to general ends to be 

achieved. Very few administrators mentioned processes whereby 

these desired ends could be reached. The highest consensus 

amonq the administrators tended to occur in the general areas 

of aqricultural, community, and economic development. There 

were areas in which each cateqory of organizations stood 

apart from the other two. Human resource development for 

USDA, housinq and services for disadvantaged for state-county 

• 
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qroups, and aqricultural and industrial development for the 

private qroups are examples of these differences. The range 

of definitions offered by these administrators pointed up 

some ba sic differences vith respect to their approach to 

rural development. 

Since qroups that share a common definition will be more 

likely to cooperate in development than those nolding differ

ent views , some areas in which cooperation could be success-

• 
ful are suqqested in the data. Development programs designed 

to improve the economic and livinq conditions of those living 

in rural areas could be expected to achieve higher levels of 

cooperation amonq the variou s groups studied. Cooperative 

dustrial development, on the other hand, might be less well

received amonq USDA administrators than among the other 

qroups since industrial development was mentioned by only a 

small member of administrators. 

Cooperation among development groups depends upon the 

ability of such groups to complement each other's programming 

efforts. Therefore, any attempts to recruit groups to partic

ipate in interorqanizational pro;ects must necessarily begin 

with the identification of other groups in the county that 

provide services related to the proposed joint activity. 
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We asked administrators, "Would you say your organiza

tion 1.s presently involved in development activities in this 

county? If yes, which ones?" The development activities re

ported by the administrators were categorized into general 

and specific types of activities for purposes of data presen

tation. Unlike the responses to the previous question about 

definitions, responses to this question tended to be more 

concrete or specific. Table 3 shows that, among the USDA ad

ministrators, the most frequently mentioned development ac

tivity related to some aspect of agricultural development (37 

percent). The second most frequently mentioned type of activ

ity related to the conservation of natural resources category 

(35 percent). The third and fourth most frequently mentioned 

. development activities related to housing (22 percent), san1.-

tation (15 percent), and to rural development committee ac

tivity (15 percent). 

There tended to be very little similarity between activ

ities in which USDA agencies participated and those in which 

state-county aqencies were involved. The greatest overlap oc

curred in the areas of housing and planning. The most fre

quently mentioned development activity for state-county 

aqencies related to recreation and tourism (33 percent). The 

second and third most frequently mentioned activities re

ferred to employment opportunities {19 percent) and to health 

and welfare (17 percent). 
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Table 3. Percentage ~f Administrators Who Indicated Their Unit was Inv~lved 
in Selected Development Categories 

Development Activities 

General Categories 

Connnunity Resources 

Agriculture 

Industrial 

Specific Categories 

Recreation and Tourism 

Housing 

Conservation and Land Use 

Employment Oppor tunities 

Rural Development Connnittee 

Planning and Zoning 

Health and Welfare 

Electricity 

Education 

Sanitation 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N ,.. 46) 

4 

37 

4 

11 

22 

35 

2 

15 

9 

4 

0 

9 

15 

State
Cvnnty 

(N = 42) 

2 

0 

5 

33 

14 

10 

19 

2 

12 

17 

0 

0 

2 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 26) 

4 

19 

39 

12 

4 

8 

15 

0 

4 

4 

12 

8 

0 

, 
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The largest degree of overlap between state-county 

agencies and private associations related to employment op

portunities and recreation. Unlike the other two groups of 

organizations, the main development activity reported for the 

private associations was industrial development (39 percent). 

There was also some overlap between USDA and private groups 

in activities classified as agricultural development. 

If development orqanizations are to cooperate with one 

another, they need to identify common areas of interest and 

concern. The data seems to suggest, however, that each gener

al cateqory of organization is involved in activities closely 

related to their own immediate qoals or obiectives. USDA 

agencies tended to be involved in activities classified as 

aqricultural development and to conservation and land use. 

State-county aqencies were involved in providing recreation, 

employment, and health services. These areas, however, re

ceived little attention from the USDA agencies. The private 

qroups were involved in attempts to attract new industry and 

to improve employment opportunities. Neither of these activi

ties received much attention from the USDA aqencies or from 

state-county groups. 

T~M&_of_InterorganizatiQnal_DevelQ~ment_f~Qgr~ills 

The probability of attracting new qroups into a coopera

tive development proqram will be higher among groups that 

have had some previous experience in such activities than it 
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will be amonq groups vith less experience in cooperative ef

forts. Which groups have had the most experience, and in 

which types of activities have these groups been able to 

cooperate? 

we asked administrators, "Has your unit been involved in 

any inter-agency program or proiect related to development in 

your county? If yes, which one(s)?" For those administrators 

who indicated involvement, we asked about the nature of their 

proiects and we arranged their responses into the categories 

sho wn in Table 4. 

The heaviest concentration of interagency activity among 

USDA agencies related to participation in the county rural 

development committees~ Two-fifths of the USDA administrators 

reported committee activity as one of their interaqency ef

forts. The second most often mentioned interaqency projects 

related to health and welfare and sanitation. USDA agencies 

also reported some involvement in conservation, recreation, 

and general agriculture proiects with other units. Many of 

these more specific activities may have been conducted within 

the context of the rural development committees mentioned 

above. The USDA units as a qroup reported four times as many 

interaqency proiect contacts as did the private associations 

and twice as many contacts as did the state-county groups . 

The state-county units tended to report a lower level of 

involvement in interaqency development proiects than did the 

• 
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Table 4. Percentage of Administrators Who Indicated Their Unit was Involved 
in Selected Interagency Activities or Programs 

Interagency Development 
Activities 

General Categories 

Connnunity Resources 

Agriculture 

Industrial 

Specific Categories 

Recreation and Tourism 

Housing 

Conservation and Land Use 

Employment Opportunities 

Rural Development Connnittee 

Planning and Zoning 

Health and Welfare 

Educational 

Sanitation 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 58) 

2 

12 

4 

12 

0 

14 

2 

41 

4 

16 

2 

16 

State 
County 

(N = 43) 

2 

0 

0 

14 

2 

9 

5 

7 

12 

33 

0 

2 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 23) 

4 

4 

0 

9 

0 

0 

4 

13 

9 

9 

0 

4 
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USD A, but a hi gher l evel t ha n d i d t he pri vate groups . The 

mos t frequently mentioned cooper a t i ve activities among the 

s t a t e - co unty qroups related to hea l t h a nd velfare , r ecrea t io n 

a nd tou r ism , and planning a nd zo ning . Ge nerall y, ho we ve r, 

t here was l ittle similar i ty between the USDA and state-county 

aqe nc i es with respect to the type of development projects in 

whi c h t hey cooperated with other groups . 

The private groups reported an even smaller number of 

interaqency proiects than did the USD A and state-county 

qroups . The larqest amount of interagency in vo l vem~nt among 

t he associations was participation in a county rural develop

ment committee . The second most frequently mentioned areas 

were health and welfare , recreation , a n d pl anning and zoning . 

Some examples of interaqency proiects in which organiza-

tions had participated included : meals on wheels , resource 

and conservation development proiects , civil defense commit

tees , rural development committees , health councils , emergen

cy food and medical programs , soil surveys , labor surveys , 

a nd reg i onal planninq commissions . 

In summary , the definitions of rura l development , activ

ities associated with development efforts , a nd types of in

teraqency development programs varied widely . There was a 

smal l degree of consensus among the administrators as to the 

means and goals of development . and there were areas in wh ich 

disaqreements about procedures and goals were found . 
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The involvement of se veral groups and the resources 

which they make available may be an advantage to rural devel 

opment efforts , but additio nal problems may also arise. Jo hn 

S. Bottom (1972) has characteriz ed the present rural de v~l op 

rnent system in the followinq man ne r: 

I'm continually impressed with the observati on 
that most departments anJ most agency efforts in 
rural development focus o n qettinq programs SOLQ to 
the community--promotinq thei r own grant, loan or 
technical assistance programs. Many begin to view 
these proqrams as the sum total of com ~unity devel
opment . 

The tendency seems to exist for administrators to define 

rural development in terms of their o wn organization' s spe

cial activities or proqrams . 

The lack of a concise definition of rural de ve l opment 

permits administrators a qreat deal of latitude in aefining 

their role in development. Furthe r more, it permit s the admin

istrator some flexibility in proq ramminq since there is no 

well- defined Set of development activities. Administrator s 

who are instructed to participa t e in development activities 

can qo at least two ways. They can be innovative, create new 

proqrams, increase staff , and enlarge their budge ts all in 

the name of rurdl development , or they ca n con tinue to pro

vide their own programs and arque that these represent devel

opment proqrams. 

Excessive precision in th ~ definit ion of de ve lop me nt, on 

the other hand, miqht hinder experi me nt s and innovative pro-

' 
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qrams by orqanizations , hut at th e samP timP, it makes an 

aqencv ' s contrioution or lacK of contribu ti on to ~~ vPl~pmen~ 

more vi s ible t o in Prested q r o ups such as a,lm1nistr toes or 

the public . 

When development 1s de tin ed in differ~nt w ys by 1trer-

ent peop le , development proqrams may be able to ccommo ~te 

bs~nc of 

a SP t of clear ob;ecti ves 1 is possible to torm a 1ev lop-

mer.t counci l maie up of representatives trom industrial de-
• 

velopment co r pora ti ons an represPntativ~s of loc l grour 

who are workinq t o develop and pro ect natural resource~. 

The 1n~an 1 ible nat11re of 3evelopnen go ls permi 

1bility in an or11nization ' s s ructure , ..JO ls , and proqcall'. 

Adrn1n1stra ors hav~ a qre dr l tl. ude 1n 

proqrams to chanqe~ in heir social environm'=n . 

There also arP- certain dis 1van +a~es dSS c1 

abstract or i:1t n ible n +-ure of developme-nt qo 1- . (~ rn°r 

and Havens , 1 68) . Hesident.s 111 n re l!ligh take th'=s 

~ sta t emen t s about improvements seriously no ex pee visible 

cha nqes in the shor run . Adminis ra ors m y rini sono 11t 1.

cultv 1n s how1n ~ that he expectee chan PS have occurre~ 1n 

their area . Increased flexibility in proqre1mminq lso has a 

coun erpart--a mo1quity a 1mes pro uc~s nx1e y an3 frus ca-

ti o n amonq pPrsonnel . Adminis ra ors my t in 

orecision associated with the rural developmen 

hd t a lack or 

proces may 
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have heavy costs . One of these costs is the danger of mis 

readinq what their superiors or local residents expect of 

th~ir orqa n ization . 

Finally , the lack of precisely defined goals or on1ec 

tives makes it di fficult t o e valuate aqency proqrams . One of 

the difficulties in determin i ng the deqr~e of success of de

velopment proqrams is the inability of superi0rs and 

dents alike to ~valuate or assess the performance of d9velop 

ment units or committees . Until perfor~ance can be assessed , 

it will not be possible to say with any degree of confidence 

whether a particular proqram •s activities or approach has 

been successful . 

Intraorga n izational_Commitment_to_gural_Develo£ment 

Before orqanizations can be expect~d to participate in 

cooperative development ef~orts , some commitment to develop

ment Ber_se must be present (Klonqlan and Paulson , 1 971). 

Invitinq an organization to participate in development activ 

ities may not be successful if the qroup does not feel that 

it should be involved in this type of acti vity . If an organi 

zation has made some type of commitment to development r8lat

ed proqrams within its own system , the probability of its 

participation in interorqanizational proiects could be ex

pected to be hiqher. 



49 

we as ked adm i n i strato r s , " Is your unit involved 1.n any 

rur al de ve l opment activit i es?" If they indicate'i that i:hey 

we !:' e not invol ved , we asked , " In ter:ms of the goals and ac

t i vities o f your: o r qaniza t ion as it now exists jo you b~liev~ 

yo uc uni t shoulJ , i n a n y way either now or in the future 

become i nvolved 1.n development activities in this county?" 

Table 5 sho ws that among the organizations studied, 

four - f i fths of the administrators reported involvemPnt in 

some r ural deve l opment activity . An additiondl 12 percent or 

the adm i nis t rators indicated that , although they presently 

were not in vo l ved in development , they should be . Out of the 

169 units studied , 96 pe r cent r:aported either current in

vol vement o r: 6 b~sed on statements by the adm1.nistrators, a 

" po t e n tia l for involvement " in rural development . 

USDA agencies had the largest percentage (95 perc~nt) of 

units presently involved in development . Th~ lowest percent

aqe of uni t s involved occurred among the private organiza

tions . Ho we ver , th i s figure was still at the 68 percent 

leve l. al t hough t he cu r rent levels of intraorganizational 

commitment varied among the qroups , there tended to be little 

di ffe r e nce when curren t plus potential levels were combined. 

The data i n Ta b le 5 sho w that a large propoction of the 

o r qan izatio ns wer e a l ready involved 1.n rural development. But 

of even greater importance in terms of planning for develop

ment , groups in the pr ivate sector with lowest current levels 
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of involvement felt that they should be involved . Two impli

cations can be constructed from this data. In the past , pri

vate units have not been e ncouraqed or invited to participate 

in de velopment activities. Or in a more positive light, the 

private sector contains S8veral qroups that woulJ participate 

in rural developme nt activities if the opportunity were pre

sented . 

Interorganization~l_Commitment_to_Rura1_~evelQ~ment 

Even though groups may contribute to development chrough 

their own unique proqrams, they may not be willinq to pa rtic

ipate with other units in a ioint effort wh ere they would be 

expected to snare the costs , or where their own programs 

miqht be affected. 

We asked each administrator , " Has your unit been in

volved in any interagency program or proiect related to de 

velopment in your county? " If they indicated their unit was 

not involved, wa asked, "In the future, do you feel that your 

unit would in any way be willinq to either participate in , or 

contribute resources to , an interagency development program?" 

Table 6 shows the percentage of each category of organiza

tions actually or potentially involved in interaqency pro

iec ts. 

Levels of interorqanizational commitment to rural devel

opment were not as high as wer e the l evels of 

intraorganizational commitment (7 2 and 84 percent, respec-
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Table 5 . Level of Intra-agency Commitment to Rural Development by 
Organizational Type 

Intra-agency Commitment 
to Rural Development 

Our unit is presently involved 
in rural development. 

Our unit is not presently 
involved in rural develop-
ment but should be involved. 

Actual plus potential involve-
ment in rural development. 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

95.2 

3. 2 

98 . 4 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

State
County 
(N = 54) 

87.0 

9. 3 

96 . 3 

Private Total 
Associations Organizations 

(N = 53) (N = 169) 

67 . 9 84.0 

24.5 11.8 

92.4 95.8 

Table 6. Level of Interagency Commitment to Rural Development by 
Organizational Type 

Interagency Commitment 
to Rural Development 

Our unit has been involved in 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

an interagency program or project 93.5 

Our unit has not been involved 
but should be. 6.5 

Actual plus potential involve-
ment in interagency programs or 
projects 100. 0 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

State Private Total 
County Associations Organizations 
(N = 54) (N = 53) (N = 169) 

75 . 9 43 . 4 72.2 

20 . 4 47.2 23 . 7 

96.3 90 . 6 95.8 
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tively). But past involvement plus potential levels of 

intraorganizational and i nterorga ni zational involvement for 

all uni ts occurred at the same l evel (96 percent) • The two 

total fiqures were brouqht close together by including those 

uni ts not presently involved in an interagency program but 

would be willing to contribute to such an effort . 

As expected , USDA agencies reported the highest levels 

of interaqency commitment . Over the past several years th2re 

have been numerous committee systems includinq the USD A Tech 

nical Action Panels and the USDA Ru r al Dev elopment Commit 

tees. The public agencies as a whole participated mo r e fre-

quently . 
in ioint programs than did the private groups . With 

resp ect to the private groups , the data s ho w that , ~lthough 

less than half of them were involved in 7oi n t programs or 

proiects , the ma7ority of those not presently involved would 

be willinq to participate in an interagency program . The 

probability of brinqinq the private secto r into the develop

ment process in con1unction wi th the public sector seems to 

be quite hiqh for the qroups included in this study . 

Some attempts to attract qroups into interaqency cooper

ation are apt to be met in itially with resistance. Adminis

tratJrs past experiences in similar activiti es may not have 

been rewardinq or the uncertainties associated with such a 

decision may be too larqe . 

' 
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Previous research (Mott , 1968) suggests that when an ad

ministrator is invited to ioin an interaqency program , hP. is 

11.kElY to ask : Who will have authority? Whdt will be our 

unit ' s responsibility? What are the qoals and obiectives of 

the pro7ect and are they consistent with our own? Ho w will 

recoqnition be qiven to participants? And what will be our 

costs? With these questions in mind we asked administrators, 

" If a new interaqency proqram were created , what information 

do you believe your unit would need to know to jecide wh~ther 

it would or would not part-1cipate in such a program?" 

The qreatest concern (shown in Table 7) expressed by the 

total qroup of admir.istrators centered around the qoals of 

the interaqency proqram . They wo~ld need assurance that the 

proqram qoals would be compatible with heir own uriit ' s 

qoals . rhis was sliqntly more importdnt for the USDA aqencies 

(93 percent) than for the other cateqori-2s . rhe second 

larqest cateqory expressed concern related to the costs of 

the proqram (84 percent) . Financial costs , staff time , mate

rials , er use of equipment , as well as the increased possi

bility that other qroups miqht now influence their decision

makinq , may all be relevant cost iactors . The ~rivate organi

zations tended to be more concerned with program costs than 

were either of the public aqancy cateqories . 

The third most frequently mentioned concern dealt with 

the issue of responsibility for program operation (67 per-

• 
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Table 7. Assurances That Must be Given to Administrators Before They Will 
Participate in a Hypothetical New Interagency Program 

Assurances Needed By 
Administrators 

Organizational Type (Percenta~g=e~)'--------

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 56) 

State
County 

(N = 53) 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 52) 

Total 
Organizations 

(N = 161) 
·-·-----------------------------------------
That program goals are 
similar to those of our 
organization. 

Of the detailed costs of 
the program. 

That our organization 
would have clear respon
sibility for programs. 

That public recognition 
will be distributed among 
the organizations. 

That our organization would 
have some administrative 
authority for the program. 

92.9 

73.2 

73.2 

42.9 

41.1 

83.0 

80.8 

66 . 0 

60.4 

43.4 

80.8 85.7 

98.1 83 . 8 

61.5 67.1 

55 . 8 52.8 

50.0 44 . 7 

I 
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cent). When several agencies agree to work together, some 

type of division of labor is usually arranged. This is often 

done by reachinq agreements amonq the parties involved about 

clients, services performed, or geographical areas to be 

served. If aqreements about which groups will provide serv

ices can be reached, the whole client (whether it is a 

person, a community, or a county) rather than fraqmented 

parts of the client, is more apt to be served. Concern abour 

specific responsibility was sliqhtly hiqher amonq the USDA 

aqancies than among the other categories. 

The fourth most frequently mentioned concern was how 

recoqnition would be distributed among the participants. The 

state-county aqencies expressed the greatest concern in this 

area (60 percent) and the USDA agencies the least (43 per

cent). Although it may not be a maior issue for some organi

zations, others may need assurances that public recognition 

will be qiven to each of the units involved in a cooperative 

program. 

The least crucial of the issues studied is whether an 

orqanization will have some administrative authority for the 

proqram. Less than half of the administrators rated this as 

an area of concern. Each of the three groups held about the 

same views on this matter. 

Several implications can be drawn from the data present

ed previously that may be important for effective coopera-
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tion . Fi rst , i t is important to define the goa l s and oo Jec 

tives of an inter aqency effor~ . Seco nd , once goa l s are speci 

fied , it is importa n t that other groups become a wa r e of t hese 

qoals and t he mea ns by which they will be achie ved . Adminis

trators wil l want to k no w whether some modification of their 

orqanization• s unit will be necessary. Thirj , in addition to 

ident i fy i nq the va r io us costs of in volv ement , it is importan t 

that the benefits of interorqanizational activity be clari

fied . The committae may se r ve as a sounding board for ideas ; 

it may increase administrators • a wareness of the ob1ect iv8s 

of other orqan i za t ions ; it may reduce threats fr~m in t erest 

qroups in the cou n t y; it may improve exchange or information 

between units , or i t may increase organizational effectiv9 -

ness . 

Fourth , a strateqy for applying the resources of each 

orqanization to t he best advantaqe fer the group to be served 

(e . q ., in div i dua l, commu n ity , or co un ty ) will have to be de

veloped. And f i ftn , whe nev2r success is achieved , cred i t will 

need to be shared by all o~ganizations invo lved . 

OrgEnizat i o nal_Domain 

Another condition, whi ch often inf l ue nces cooperation 

amonq organization s , is the amount of consensus or agreement 

amonq administrators about the right of differe nt groups in 

the county t o participate in specific issues ( Klonglan and 

Paulson , 197 1). We refer to this agreement as domain co n sen-

• 
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s us when a larqe number of ad mi ni s trators aqree that a par 

ticular or-q an i za tion II should " be involve d in de ve lo pmen t ac

tivities . Wh e n administrators are involved in an 

interorqanizational development proiect , we would e xpec t that 

bas i c problems in cooperation will occur until all of the 

members aqree that each qroup in the proiect shou l d be in

volved . Furthermore , attempts to e xpanj on- qoinq development 

qroups may also e xperience jitficulty in securing cooperation 

amonq admi~ i strators until questions about whi ch gro ups 

should be involved have been r esolved . 

We provided each administra t or with a lis t of 17 county

wide orqanizat ions that i n the past had been involved 1.n some 

aspect or rural development . We asked each adm inist rator , 

"Which o~ these orqanizations do you think shou l d be involvPd 

in development?" 'l' he five response ca t egories ranqed from 

11 de f i n i t e 1 y sh o u 1 d b e .1.n v o l v e d , " to " de fin i t e 1 y s ho u 1 d n o t b e 

involved." For our analysis , only th e " defi nitel y shoul d be 

involved" response was usea since it seemed to discr iminate 

best amonq the respondents . The distribution of r esponses is 

sho wn in Table 8 . 

Alt houqh there wa s a relatively h1.qh deqree of consensus 

overall abo ut whi ch units should be inv o lv ed in deve lop ment , 

the~e WA ~~ also some noti cea bl e differe nces amonq each of th e 

cateaor _es of o rqanizations . The Coopera tiv e Extension Se rv

ice and ~he County Board of Supervisors recei ved the l argest 

'\. 
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Table 8 . Or ganizations Which "Defi.1.1i tely Should" Be Involved i n County 
Development by Organizat i onal Type 

0 r gan i zat i ona 1 Type ( Percentage) 

Organizat ions 

USDA 

Ag r i cul tura 1 Stabilization 
and Conservat ion Service 

Soi l Conse rvation Service 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

77 .4 

83 .9 

Cooperative Extension Service 93 .5 

Farmers Home Admin i stration 

State and County Agenc ies 

Board of Supervisors 

District Forester 

County Conservation Board 

County Welfare 

Commun i ty Action Program 

Employment Service 

County Planning Commi ss ion 

Private As sociat ions 

Cour,ty Mini s ter i al Society 

County Med i cal Society 

County Bankers' Association 

Rura l Electri c Cooperat i ves 

County Farm Bureau 

Indus tria l Developmen t 
Corporat i on 

79. O 

75 . 4 

65.0 

53.4 

38.7 

32 . 3 

3 7. 1 

71 . 9 

27.8 

18 .0 

50 . 8 

37 . 7 

1 6 . 1 

56 . 5 

State
County 
(N = 53a) 

4 7. 2 

49 . l 

56 . 6 

39 .6 

73 .6 

45.0 

49 .0 

4 7. 2 

42 .0 

54.7 

65 . 3 

40 . 8 

38.5 

37 . 7 

26 .9 

26 . 4 

57 . 7 

Private 
Assoc i ations 

(N = 53a) 

32 . 1 

45 . 3 

54 . 7 

45 . 3 

57.7 

26 .8 

4 3. l 

28.3 

30.0 

42.3 

68 . 8 

20 .0 

25 .0 

53 . 8 

39 . 6 

35 . 8 

6 7. 9 

Total 
( N = 1 69a ) 

53 .6 

60 . 7 

69 . 6 

56 .0 

69 . 3 

48 . 2 

48 . 8 

38 . 1 

34 .6 

44. 3 

68 . 8 

29 . 4 

26 . 7 

4 7. 6 

34 .9 

25.6 

60 . 5 

a The number of res pondent s varies downward s l ightlybecause of mi ssing 
data. 

• 
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number or " definite ly should " choices f r om the total se t of 

respondents . The County Planning Commission and/or zonin g 

Commission was third ; the Soil Conservation Service was 

fourth ; and industrial development corporations were men 

tio ned fifth . 

Amonq the qroups ~hich received the lowest num b er of 

" definitely s hould" choices were t h e county Farm Burea:i , the 

Medical Society and the Ministerial Association . Some of the 

less frequent l y mentioned groups were not present in each 

county and this may have lowered the number of times they 

were mentioned . Because administrators from these units were 

not ans wering the questio n about wh o should be in vol ved , and 

(or) since these units did not exist in a l l counties , they 

miqht not have been relevant to some of ~he administ r ators . 

It should be noted, however, that even tho ug h cou nty planning 

commissions occurred in on ly 6 of the counties stud i ed , they 

still were view8d as an important organizat i on in de velopment 

efforts . 

One of the patterns that seemed t o emerge wh en the re

sponses of t he three qroups of orqan iza t ion s were compared 

wa s that administrators in each of the categories te nded to 

mention their own a n d similar types of orga nizati ons more 

frequently than did administrator s of units in other ca t ego

ries . USDA administrator s placed themsel ves i n the de velop 

ment arena nearly t wice as frequently as they were placed in 
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this arena by the other two qroups. In a similar manner , the 

state-county ddministrators tended to mention their units 

with about the same frequency as the USDA administrators men

tioned them, but more frequently than did administrators of 

private qroups. Administrators of private qroups mentioned 

their own units more frequently than did administrators of 

either of the other two qroups. 

The number of times private groups were mentioned by all 

three cateqories o~ orqanizations was lower than for the 

state-county units and for the USDA units. With only a couple 

of exceptions , the USDA administrators qave fewer choices to 

private qroups than to all other qroups . With only a sinqle 

exception ( industrial development corporations) the st~te

county administrators replied that their own qroups should be 

involved in development more frequently than they indicated 

the private qroups should be involved. 

The most frequently mentioned orqanizations among the 

state-county qroup were the boarn of supervisors and the 

planninq commis5ion. Amonq private qroups , the local indus

trial development corporations and the county banke~s associ

ations received the larqest number of mentions. 

For development qroups in the process of forming or ex

pandinq, the orqanizations mentioned most frequently in Table 

7 would seem to be appropriate candidates for i nclusion . 

Groups with political influence and financial resources were 

• 

• 
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mentioned most frequently by administrators. Both resources 

could be helpful in most development pro7ects. 

Another observation suqqested by these responses . 
lS 

that, althouqh the USDA aqencies view thair programs as being 

central to rural development, other administrators in these 

counties did not 3hare this view with equal strength . With 

the exception of the Cooperative Extension Ser vice, less than 

half of the administrators of private associations felt that 

USDA aqEncies definitely should be involved with development 

in their county . 
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CHAPTER 5 

PRIORITIES FOR DEVELOPMENT AND 
COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

To evaluate the current position of , and the future 

outlook for planninq cooperative develop~ent activities , an 

assessment of the priorities for development perceived by the 

leadership of development organizations is important . Sy 

identifyinq administ.cators • priorities for development , \le 

should be anle to understand current development efforts 

underway in an area . Identifyinq areas that administrators 

believe should receive priority in a county may provide indi 

cations of activicies that should be taken into accoun~ in 

future development planninq . A comparison of the activities 

beinq qiven priority with tne activities that should receive 

priority may help plann~rs detect whether the priorities in 

counties are in line with the perceived needs of counties. 

In this chapter , administrators • judgements about which 

activities uare beinq qiven" and "should be qiven" Priority 

are examined. No attempt Wds made to check the validity of 

the perceived priorities against on-going activities or needs 

in the county. 

Administrators were provided a list of 17 activities and 

asked, "Which of these do you feel has the highest priority 

in your county? " Then eacn was asked to select the activities 

' 
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r eceiv inq the second , third , fourth , and fifth priority . 

Rankings 1 to 5 were combi ned in Tables 9 and 10 to reflect 

the freq uency of times each activity was ranked as opposed to 

un r anked . 

P~rce£t1ons_of_Areas_Currently_Receiving_Prigfity 

The data in ·rable 9 sho w that "schools and education " 

~as mentioned more frequently as receiving priority than were 

all other items . The largest percentage of respondents 

rankinq this activity occurred among the state-county admin

istrators follo wed by private and USDA administrators . 

The second and third priority areas were agricultural 

activities with farmers and aqricultural related busin~ss and 

industry . The USDA administrators mentioned agricultural ac

ti v ities with farmers more frequently than did the other two 

qroups . Aqricultural related cusiness and industry was men

t i oned with nearly equal frequency by USDA and private admin

istrato r s , but the state-county groups listed this area less 

frequently . Water and sewer facilities and health facilities 

or ser v ices were menticned fourth and fifth , respectively , 

and receiv8d about the same number of mentions among public 

and private administrators . 

Among the areas mentioned least frequently were emphasis 

on local initiati ve , training and retraining of workers , and 

familiarizing citizens with resources for development . There 

was little variation among the different administrators about 
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Table 9. Percent of Organizational Pdministrators Who Ranked Activities 
as Currently Receiving Priority in their County 

Activities Currently 
Receiving Priority 

Schools and Education 

Agricultural Activities 
with Farmers 

Agricultural Related 
Business and Industry 

Water and Sewer Facilities 

Health Facilities or 
Services 

Employment Opportunities 

Housing 

Land Use and Treatment 

Recreation or Tourist 
Enterprises 

Development and Protection 
of Natural Resources 

Other Business or Industry 

Youth Opportunities 

Transportation Facilities 

Food, Nutrition, and Home 
Management 

Familiarize Citizens with 
Resources for Development 

Training or Retraining of 
Workers 

Emphas is on Loca 1 Initiative 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

59.7 

77.4 

53.2 

35.5 

33.9 

1 6. 1 

35.5 

40.3 

25.8 

32.3 

19. 4 

9.7 

4.8 

14. 5 

8. 1 

4.8 

6.5 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

State
County 

(N = 54a) 

80.8 

40.4 

32.7 

30. 8 

36.5 

40.4 

28.8 

19.2 

30.8 

26.9 

34.6 

25.0 

1 3. 5 

5.8 

9.6 

7.7 

5.8 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 53) 

66.0 

50.9 

54.7 

35.8 

30.2 

4 1 • 5 

26.4 

28.3 

32. 1 

1 8. 9 

22.6 

20.8 

13.2 

7.5 

7.5 

1 1 • 3 

3.8 

Total 
Organizations 
( N = 1 69 a) 

68.3 

57.5 

47.3 

34. 1 

33.5 

31 . 7 

30. 5 

29.9 

29. 3 

26.3 

25. 1 

18.0 

10. 2 

9.6 

8.4 

7.8 

5.4 

aNumber of organizations varies downward slightly because of missing data. 
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t he rankinq o f these three areas . The issues on which t he 

qreatest differences bet ween t he administrators of t he vari-

ous o r qanizations seemed to cccur were: aqricultural activi-

ties with farmers , land use and treatment, and employment op

portun i t i es . 

PerceBtions_of_Areas_Currently_N~gding_Priority 

Table 10 shows that " schools and education" was mentioned 

more frequently than all other issues as one that should re

ceive priority. Over one-half (53 percent ) of the administra

tors fElt that schools and education should be a priority ac

tivity . All three categories of administrators rated this ac

tivity with nearly the same frequency . Agricultural activi

ties with farmers , which had been ranked second as an activi

ty rece i vinq priority , was replaced by employment opportuni

ties as the second mcst often mentioned area that should re

cei ve priority . Emplcyment opportunities had been ranked 

sixth as an area currently receiving priority , but was rated 

second as an area needinq priority . A comparison of the as

siqnment of priority by the three categories of administra

tors showed that the state-county and private association ad

ministrators gave nearly one-half of their total priority 

rankings to employment opportunities , but about one-third of 

t he USDA administratcrs rated employment as an area that cur

rently should receive priority . 
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Table 10. Percent of Organizational Administrators Who Ranked Activities 
as Currently Needing Priority in their County 

Activities Currently 
Needing Priority 

Schools and Education 

Employment Opportunities 

Agricultural Related 
Business or Industry 

Agricultural Activities 
with Farmers 

Development and Protection 
of Natural Resources 

Land Use and Treatment 

Health Facilities or Services 

Youth Opportunities 

Water and Sewer Facilities 

Housing 

Recreation or Tourist 
Enterprises 

Training or Retraining 
of Workers 

Familiarize Citizens with 
Resources for Development 

Emphasis on Local Initiative 

0 the r fu s i n es s o r I n du s t ry 

Food, Nutrition, and Home 
Management 

Transportation Facilities 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

50.0 

35.5 

4 l • 9 

59. 7 

45.2 

43.5 

35.5 

25.8 

29.0 

24.2 

19. 4 

1 7. 7 

19.4 

l 2. 9 

6.5 

9.7 

l • 6 

State
County 

(N = 54) 

57.4 

50.0 

24. l 

l 3. 0 

29.6 

24. l 

38.9 

46.3 

2 7. 8 

31 . 5 

25.9 

29.6 

l 8. 5 

l l . l 

16.7 

16. 7 

9.3 

Private Total 
Associations Organizations 

(N = 53) (N = 169) 

52.8 

47.2 

60.4 

41 . 5 

26.4 

34.o 

24.5 

28.3 

30.2 

24.5 

32.l 

l l . 3 

1 5. 1 

13.2 

l 3. 2 

5.7 

l l . 3 

53.3 

43.8 

42.0 

39. l 

3 3. l 

33. l 

29.0 

26.6 

25.4 

19.5 

l 7. 8 

12.4 

l l . 8 

l O. 7 

7. l 

• 

• 
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Aqricultural-related business and industry was mentioned 

third as an area needing priority . It received 42 percent of 

the total priority ratings. The spread among th e three groups 

of administrators on this issue was larqer than occu rred in 

the first two choices. Over 60 percent of the private admin

istrators mentioned aqricultural related bu s iness and indus

try but only 24 perc ent of the state- county a~ministrators 

mentioned it as a priority. There also were ma7or diffe r ences 

amo nq the administrators with respect to what priority should 

be qiven to agricultural activities with farmers. Thirteen 

percent of the administrators of sta t e-county organizations 

mentioned this activity , but 60 percent of the USDA adminis

trators rated it as a priority area ~ 

Transportation facilities , food , nutrition, and home 

manaqement , and other business were mentioned least frequent

ly by all respondents. There tended to be only small varia

tion amonq administrators from the different groups on these 

items . 

Areas in which the large~t differences among ratings oc

curred were: aqricultural related business , aqricultural ac

tivities with farmers , development and protection of natural 

resources , a nd land use and treatment. In all but one of 

these areas , USDA administ~ators mentioned these activities 

more frequent l y than did administrators from other qroups. 

Youth opportunities, and traininq and retraining of work ers 
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were also areas in which differences among the groups oc

curred. The remaining areas did not show great differences 

among the respondents. 

In conclusion, those issues that were mentioned more 

frequently would seem to be activities around which it might 

be easier to orqanize cooperative development programs. Ac

tivities focused on improvinq schools or cutting educational 

costs, attractinq new industry, providing health facilities, 

and upqradinq water and sewer facilities seem to be issues on 

which successful 7oint development action might be 

undertaken. 

Differences_in_Activities_Assigned_First_Priority 

To further explore the differences and similarities in 

priorities amonq these administrators, we used only the ac

tivity that an administrator ranked as the first or as a num

ber one priority. Earlier tables combined first thr~ugh fifth 

rankinqs and may have covered up some of the variation among 

the respondents, which the use of only the first priority ac

tivity miqht uncover. Table 11 shows the percentage of times 

an activity was ~anked number one divided by the total number 

of times it was rdnked one through five. 

Agricultural activities with farmers, received the 

larqest percentage of first priority mentions as an activity 

receivinq first priority. Administrators from each group of 

orqanizations ranked this activity number one more often than 

' 
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Table 11. Percent of Organizational Administrators Who Ranked Activities 
as Current l y Receiving First Priority in their County 

Activities Currently 
Receiving a Number 
One Priority 

Schools and Education 

Agricultural Act ivi ties 
with Farmers 

Agricultural Related 
Business and Industry 

Water and Sewer Facilities 

Health Facilities or 
Services 

Employment Opportunities 

Housing 

Land Use and Treatment 

Recreation and Tourist 
Enterprises 

Development and Protection of 
Natural Resources 

Other Business or Industry 

Youth Opportun i t i es 

Transportation Faci 1 ities 

Fnod, Nutrition, and Home 
Management 

Familiarize Citizens with 
Resources for Development 

Training or Retraining of 
Workers 

Emphasis on Loca 1 In i ti at i ve 

USDA 
Agencie~ 
(N = 62) 

40.5 

54.2 

6 . 1 

9 . 1 

4. 8 

0.0 

1 8. 2 

20 . 0 

6.3 

10 . 0 

25 .0 

0 . 0 

0.0 

0 .0 

20 . 0 

0.0 

0.0 

Organizational Type (Percentagef 

State
County 

(N = 54) 

33.3 

66.7 

23 . 5 

1 2 . 5 

5.3 

1 4. 3 

1 3 . 3 

10.0 

1 2. 5 

28.6 

1 1 • 1 

0.0 

14 . 3 

0.0 

20.0 

0 . 0 

0.0 

Private 
Assoc i ations 

(N = 53) 

1 7 . 2 

2 1 . 1 

0.0 

36.4 

7. 1 

0 . 0 

0.0 

0.0 

33.3 

0 . 0 

0 . 0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 
Organizations 

(N = 169) 

36.o 

59.4 

13.9 

14.o 

3.6 

20.8 

1 3. 7 

12.0 

6 . 1 

1 3. 6 

21 . 4 

3.3 

5.9 

0.0 

21 . 4 

0.0 

0.0 

aPercentages are based on the proportion of times an activity was ranked first 
divided by the total number of ranks. 
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a lower rank. Schools and education was mentioned less fre

quently as an activity that receives a first priority . The 

rank of schools and education in earlier tables se8ms to 

result in part from the number of tw o-through- five rankings 

received. Eac h qroup of administrators mentioned schools and 

education as a fi r st priority item with about the same fre 

quency . Emp loy ment opportunities , business and industry, and 

fam iliarize citizens with resources were mentioned as receiv 

inq hiqhest priority by about a fifth of the total resoond 

ents. 

Ta ble 12 shows the percentage of administrators who felt 

that a particular activity currently should be ranked number 

one. For the total qroup of administrators , agricuJ.tural ac

tivities with farmers was mentioned most frequently . This was 

followed , in order of frequency , by emp l oyment opportunities , 

other business and industry, schools and education , land use 

and treatme nt , and develooment and protection of natural re

sources. A review of Table 12 indicates that agricultural ac

tivities with farmers , emp l oyment opportunities , and business 

and industry appear to be areas in which emphasis coul d be 

qiven in future plann i nq . 

Some of the la rgest differences among administrators 

were found in Table 12. Employment opportuniti es was ranked 

first by 44 percent of th~ state-county agencies , by 40 per

cent of the private qroups , and by 18 p8rcent of the USDA 

• 
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Table 12 . Percent of Organizational Administrators Who Ranked Activities 
as Currently Needing a First Priority in their County 

Organizational Type (Percentage)a 

Activities Currently 
Needing First Priority 

Schools and Education 

Employment Opportunities 

Agricultural Related Business 
or Industry 

Agricultural Activities 
w i th Fa rme rs 

Development and Protection of 
Natural Resources 

Land Use and Treatment 

Health Facilities or Services 

Youth Opportun i ties 

Water and Sewe r Faci 1 ities 

Housing 

Recreation or Tourist 
Enterprises 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

29.0 

1 8. 2 

0.0 

51 . 4 

25.0 

22 . 2 

4.5 

0.0 

1 1 • 1 

33,3 

Training or Retraining of Workers 

Familiarize Citizens with 

16. 7 

9. 1 

Resources for Development 

Emph as is on Loca 1 I n i ti at i ve 

Other Business or Industry 

Food, Nutrition, and Home 
Management 

Transportation Facilities 

1 2 • 5 

25.0 

16. 7 

0.0 

State
County 

(N = 54) 

38.7 

44.4 

30.8 

28 .6 

37 . 5 

30. 8 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

11 • 8 

21 . 4 

6.3 

30.0 

0.0 

33.3 

0 . 0 

0.0 

Private Total 
Associations Organizations 

(N = 53) (N = 169) 

1 7. 9 

~0 .0 

1 8. 8 

45.5 

7. 1 

27.8 

23.0 

6. 7 

25 . 0 

5,9 

0.0 

1 2. 5 

14.3 

28.6 

0.0 

0.0 

28. 9 

35. 1 

1 4 • 1 

4 7. 1 

24. 1 

25.9 

7. 1 

3,6 

1 2. 2 

1 7. 8 

14.0 

6. 1 

16. 7 

9.5 

30.0 

5.6 

0. 0 

aPercentages are based on the proportion of times an activity was ranked first 
divided by the total number of ranks. 
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aqencies . Aqricultural related business and indust~y, health 

facilities , wat er and sewer facilities , and housing were also 

areas in which some of the largest differences occurred . 

Administrators of private associations gave more first 

rankinqs to aqricultural activities with farmers , employment 

opportunities, business and industry, and lani use and treat 

ment than to other areas. Depending on the particular county 

in which de velopment efforts are undertaken , most of the 

areas pre viously mentioned are likely to be activit i es around 

which private qroups can be mobilized . 

To compare the priorities given, with the priorities 

which should be qiven , we assigned a weighted score to each 

activity . Five points were qiven to a first priority , four 

points to a second and so on. The difference between "given " 

and "should be given " was obtained by subtracting the smal l er 

number from the larger. If priorities " qiven " ani " should be 

qiven " are balanced, the percentage difference will be zero. 

A positive score indicates those activities that received 

more " should" than " qi ven" chaises . A negative score indi

cates those activities that received more " giv en" than 

" should " choices. These scores are presented in l'a:>le 13 . 

Activities where qreater priority was being given than 

should be qiven were: familiarize citizens with development 

resources (-66), development and protection of natural re

sources (- 43), transportation facilities (- 42), and agricul-

• 
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Table 13 . Organizational Administrators ' Weighted Scores of Activities 
Currently Receiving and Currently Needing Priority 

Weighted Scoresa 

Activities Assigned 
Priority Rankings 

Currently Receiving 
Priori ty 

Schools and Education 

Agricultural Activities 
with Farmers 

Agricultural Related 
Busines s and Industry 

Water and Sewer Facilities 

Health Facilities and 
Services 

Employment Opportunities 

Housing 

Land Use and Treatment 

Recreation and Touri st 
Ent e r p r i s es 

Development an d Protection 
of Natural Resources 

Other Business or Industry 

Youth Opportunities 

Transportation Facilities 

Food, Nutrition and Home 
Management 

Familiarize Citizens with 
Resources for Development 

Training or Retraining of 
Workers 

Emphasis on Local Initi at ive 

414 

409 

243 

163 

146 

135 

135 

l 32 

129 

l 20 

120 

76 

43 

42 

35 

31 

21 

Currently Needing 
Priority 

306 

254 

223 

1 31 

245 

132 

186 

152 

1 1 3 

68 

l 86 

133 

25 

82 

1 2 

72 

54 

Percentage 
Difference 

- 26. 1 

- 3 7. 9 

- 8. 2 

- 19. 6 

+67. 8 

- 2. 2 

+ 37. 8 

+ 1 5. 2 

-12. 4 ·' 

- 4 3. 3 

+ 55 .0 

+ 75 .0 

- 41 . 9 

+ 95 .2 

- 65. 7 

+ 132.3 

+157.1 

aThe weighted score was calculated by assign i ng five points to a first priority, 
four points to a second priority, three points to a third priority, and two 
points to a fourth priority, and one point to a fifth priority. 
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tural activities with farmers (-38). Activities which re

ceived larqer 11 c11rrently needinq priority " than " currently 

receivinq priority " scores were emphasis on local initiative 

{+157 ), traininq and retraining of workers ( + 132), and food , 

nutrition , and home manaqement (~ 95 ). None of these , however, 

were mentioned very frequently in the one to five ranking 

system . Amonq activities that were mentioned more f~eguently 

and where larger differences occurred were health , housinq , 

and other business and industry . 

Administrators tend to describe priorities in t heir 

county in terms of the types of programs offered by their own 

orqanizations . In chapter 4 , we also found definitions of de

velopment and the types of devPlopment activities mentioneQ 

by administrators were often associated with the type of or

qanization with waich they were identified . This pattern 

raises two questions : Is this to be expected? What impact if 

any will it have on planninq for development? 

Dearborn and Simon (1 958) in a study of business execu

tives found that executives more frequently perceived or un

derstood the activities and goals of their own department 

than activities that related to the larger orqanization as a 

whole. Dearbo~n and Simon found that: 

Presented with a complex stimulus , the subiect 
perceives in it what he is " ready " to perceive ; t he 
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more complex or ambiquous the stimulus, the more 
this perception is determined by what is already 
" in " i n the sub"ject and less by what is in the 
sti.mulus . 

Rural development is a complex process involving several 

qroups and approaches. For the qroup of administr~tors in our 

sample , there seems to be some deqree of ambiguity about the 

development process and its end result. Consistent with the 

work of Dearborn and Simon { 1958) , when administrators are 

questioned about development, we would expect them to select 

as areas needinq priority those activities with which they 

are most familia~ because of th~ir training, experience, and 

responsibility . 

Since there is considerable variation in program empha

sis amonq the qeneral categories of orqanizations used previ

ously , we classified each orqanization as belonginq to an ag

ricultural interest or employmen~ interest category and com

pared these categories with all the orqanizations not in the 

cateqory. The organizations placed in the agricultural cate-

gory were: Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Serv-

ice, Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conservation Service, 

Cooperative Extension Service, Rural Electric Cooperatives, 

and the Farm Bureau. The units in the employment interest 

cateqory were: community action agencies, employment serv

ice, welfare , county bankers• associations, and industrial 

development corporations. Some organizations did not fit in 

either of these categories and were not included in the anal-
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vsis. 

In Table 14, we combined the priority ratings of one 

throuqh five and compared the interest and noninterest cate

qories with respect to the percentage of administrators who 

ranked selected activities. We selected activities that in 

our iudqernent, reflected most closely the interests of each 

cateqory of orqanizations . This was done to determine whether 

administrators in each category would mention this activity 

more frequently than administrators in organizations with 

other interests, or where the selected interest is not a cen 

tral focus. 

In each case , administrators of aqricultural interest 

qroups ranked aqricultural related activities more frequently 

than did the administrators of nonagricultural interest 

qroups. In three out of four activities, the administrators 

of aqricultural qroups rated aqricultural activities nearly 

twice as frequently as did administrators from other units. 

The pattern in the employment interest group . 
lS the 

s a me. Usinq business and other industry, training and re

training of workers, and employment opportunities as 

priorities, administrators of employment related organiza

tions consistently rated these activities more frequently as 

priority areas than did administra tors of organizations in 

which employment was likely to be of less concern. 
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Table 14 . Administrator's Ratings of County Priorities by Organizational 
Interests 

Activities Which Currently 
Should Be Given Priority 
in the County 

Agricultural Activities 

Agricultural activities with 
farmers 

Agricultural related business 
and industry 

Development and protection 
of natural resources 

Land use and treatment 

Employment Activities 

Business and industry 

Training and retraining 
of workers 

Employment opportunities 

Type of Organizational Interests (Percentage) 

Agricultural 
(N = 92) 

54 . 3 

50 . 0 

43 . 5 

48.9 

Employment 
(N = 52) 

21.1 

34.6 

73.1 

Nor-.agricul tural 
(N = 90) 

26.7 

36 . 7 

23 . 3 

18.7 

Nonemploy 
(N = 130) 

7 . 7 

14.6 

29 . 2 



78 

Those attemptinq to coordinate the programs of organiza

tions in which administrators have received specialized 

traininq and wh ere the ma7or goals, whil e not in conflict are 

not the same , will likely encounter serious problems . If the 

administrators had a more general education and training, or 

administrators were permitted considerable latitude in pro 

qram development , or they were evaluated in terms of improve

ments in the quality of life among all groups in the communi 

ty, planninq fer coo~erative relations would likely mo ve ahead 

more rapidly . 

, 

I 
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CHAPTER 6 

CHARACTERISTICS OF DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS AND COOPERATIVE PLANNING 

Introductio n 

Any discussion of cooperation amonq deve l opmen t organi 

zation s must of nec ess ity deal witn the characteristics of 

the unit s involved . Structural features of o r ~~n,za tion s are 

associated with their l eve l of cooperat ion with other groups 

(Klonqlan and Paulson , 1971) . Ii administrators und e r s t and 

the characteristics or qroups wit h whic h they hope to wo rk, 

they mi qht be better able to anticipatB problems and explore 

mecha ni sms for initiatinq or expa nding coope rative effor t s . 

In this chapte r we will niscuss a number o~ char~ct~ristics 

associated with the will inqness of orga nizations to b ecom8 

inv olved in int eraqenc y coo peration . 

Length_of_Se rvice 

One of the prob l ems in buildi nq cooperative r ~lati o ns 

amonq orqanizations in vol ves the question of organizational 

domain . At any qiven time , a number of different groups in a 

comm unity o r count y a r e identified as part of the development 

s ys tem. Public and private interests , however , a r e conti n u

ously creatinq ne w aqencies and associa tio ns related to the 

develo?ment effor t . Typically , the established grou ps , those 

t hat have performed de ve l opmen t functions over a long period 

of time , are slow to accep t ne w qroups into th eir area of 
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service . Some of these new qroups may be accepted if their 

services are not viewed as threatening to established pro

qrams: others may meet with resistance . 

To find the length of time different groups ha ve 

existed, we asked administrators , " Could you tell us what 

year your orqanization began to function in this county? " Or 

qanizations varied in the lenqth of time they have been oper 

atinq in their respective counties . The dates of their incep

tion in the county, as shown in Table 15, ranged from the 

early 1900 1 s to as late as 1970. Many of the development or 

qanizations at the county level have been in operation for a 

considerable lenqth of time . The largest percentage of organ

izations oriqinated durinq the 1930 • s . There was also some 

increase in the numbeL of development r€lated organizations 

in the last 10 year period amonq the state- county units and 

amonq the private associations. Included among these are 

county planning and zoning committees and community action 

• aqencies. 

Nearly all the USDA orqanizations began their operations 

before the 19SO•s, and only a small number were started with 

in the last 10 years. USDA aqencies , in terms of tenure and 

proqram emphasis, have been established lonqer than most of 

the other public and private qroups. Many of the state- county 

and private associations recently have begun to relate more 

directly to development efforts in their counties and they 
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Tab l e 13. Organizations' Length of Service in Their Counties 

Years of Service 

1900-1 930 

1931-1940 

194 1-1 950 

1951-1960 

1961-1970 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

22 . 6 

43.5 

27.4 

3.2 

3 . 2 

State
County 
(N = 54) 

3,7 

40.7 

7.4 

24 . 1 

24 . 1 

Private 
,'\ s s o c i a t i o n s 

(N = 50) 

36.0 

30.0 

4.0 

18.0 

12.0 

Total 
(N = 166) 

20.5 

38.6 

1 3. 9 

1 4 . 5 

1 2 • 7 

Table 16. Number of Administrative Levels 1n County Development Organizations 

Number of Administrative 
Levels 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

0. 0 

l 7. 7 

56.5 

25.8 

o. 0 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

State
County 
(N = 54) 

1 5. 7 

25.5 

19.6 

31 . 4 

7.8 

Private 
Associations 

( N = 32) 

34.4 

34.4 

6.3 

1 8. 8 

6.3 

Total 
(N = 145) 

1 3 . 1 

24. 1 

32.4 

26.2 

4 . l 
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miqht be expected to play an increasingly larger role in 

future county development activities. 

Numwr of Administrative Levels -------------------------------
Development orqanizations vary in the extent to which 

they are orqanized hierarchically. Some are very complex and 

have several levels through which orders must flow, either 

upward as advice or downward in the form of directives . Units 

with a larqe number of levels are often less flexible in res

pondinq to chanqes from outside the organization , but seem to 

have a qreater capacity :Gr implementing change within their 

own uni ts. 

We asked each administrator to list the titles of all 

the paid positions, both part-time and full time, held by 

persons workinq in their office. Five levels were identitied 

and used in calculatinq these percentages : top administra-

tor, assistants to top administrator, professional staff, 

secretaria l and clerical staff, and skilled and unskilled 

work2rs. Table 16 shows the percentaqe of orqanizations with 

different numbers of administrative levels. Only 4 percent of 

the units indicated that their ocqanizations had as many as 

five levels. Although no USDA aqencies reported having five 

levels, 82 percent reported three or four levels as compared 

with 58 percent of the state- county units and 31 percent of 

the private associations. Sixty- nine percent of the private 

orqanizations had only one or two levels. But an additional 

• 
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25 percent had four or five levels . Included among these were 

industrial development corporations and rural electric coop

eratives . Overall , the public agencies tend~d to have more 

administrative levels than did the private associations. 

Number of Positions -------------------
Another frequently used indicator of organizational 

structure is the number of diff~rent 70b specialL~es . 
in an 

orqanization . A larqer number of specialtie s usually indi

cates a qreater diversity among the staff in their training 

and experience and in their contacts with outside groups. Po

sitions rafer to the occupational cateqories (such as s ecre

tary , clerk-typist , social worker , extension agent , account

ant , and enqineer} that were r e ported by each administrator. 

We counted the number of diffe rent positions reported by 

each administrator and qrouped them into three categories for 

reportinq our data . The data in TablP 17 show that organiza

tions were about equally divided amonq the three levels . 

There were some differences amonq the three qroups , however. 

Private associations tended to be less specialized and had a 

smaller number of positions than did the other two groups. 

State-county agencies had the largest percentage of their 

units in the hiqh category . The probability of contacts be

tween development qroups and state-county agencies would be 

fairly hiqh because of the diversification of th~se units and 

the ranqe of activities in which they are engaged. At the 
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Table 17. Number of Positions in County Development Organizations. 

Number of Positions 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

12.9 

56.5 

30.2 

State
County 

(N = 50) 

36.0 

18.0 

46.0 

Private 
As sociations 

(N = 32) 

68.8 

6.2 

2 5. l 

Total 
(N = 144) 

33,3 

31 . 9 

34.7 
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same time , the probabi lity of contacts bet ween public organ

ized developme nt qroups a nd private associations could be ex

pected t o be fairly lo w because of smaller staffs and more 

special i zed i nterests amo nq pri vate associations . 

Total Number of Per sonnel ------------------------
Size of orqanization is an important characteristic for 

understandinq in volvement in i nteragency programs because of 

the relationship of orqanizational size to the amount of r~

sources , diversity of personnel , and ranqe of programs of

fered. Larqer orqanizations often have more resources , a 

wider ranqe of personnel and proqrams and might be less in

terested in enterinq into cooperative relations with other 

qroups since they are more s e lf- supportinq ( Klonglan et . al . , 

1972). We asked administrators for the number of paid staff 

who were employed either full-time or part- time during 1971 . 

Table 18 reports the number of paid staff in county organiza

tions. The numbe r of personnel ranoed from one to over a hun

dred. Some of the aqencies employed large numbers of person

nel on a full-time or part-time basis . These included the Ag

ricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service , community 

action qroups , and the Cooperative Ext~nsion Service . 

One-fifth 0f the organizations had a staff of 10 or more 

employees . Fourteen percent of the USDA agencies reported 

more than 10 paid staff members , 27 percent of the state

county cateqory listed more than 10 staff , and 26 percent of 
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the private orqanizations repQrted a staff of 10 or more paid 

employees. Private qroups tended to have a smaller number of 

paid staff , but there weLe also a fe w private groups wi th a 

staff of over 10 employees . Having a smaller staff and limit

ed resources shou l d mean tha t private groups more than public 
. 

qroups will be interested in cooperative development activi-

ties . 

Just over a half of the organizations have volunteers in 

staff positions. As might be expected , the private 3ssocia 

tions had the qreatest number of units using volunteer staff . 

Seven of the USDA units also reported the use of volunteer 

staff, with some agencies reporting the use of upward to 100 

volunteers. This occurred mainly within the Extension Service 

throuqh their use of 4-H club leaders. 

A n n u-a 1 _ Ex .Q end it u r es 

Rural development activities, whether they are conducted 

by sinqle orqanizations or through cooperative efforts among 

several qroups, require financial resources. Planners might 

ask, "Where is the money going to come from?" "W hich organi

zations have financial Lesources, and how willing are they to 

commit these resources to rural development? " "H ow much money 

is available and are there any restrictions on its use?" Each 

of these questions becomes more important wh e n planners rec

oqnize that local resources are insufficient to carry out 

larqe scale development proiects. 

' 

I 
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We asked admin i strators , "A pproximately how much were 

your orqanization •s total expenditures for your last calendar 

or fiscal year? The e xpenditures reported included the costs 

of operatinq the office and mon i es paid out to clients either 

throuqh loans or direct assistance . Four-fifths of the organ

izations had budqets of $ 100 , 000 or greater (see Table 19). 

Ninety percent of the USDA and state- county ~qencies had bud

qets exceedinq $100,000 per year . A smaller number of private 

associations had budqets of this size . Half of the statE

county orqanizations reported expenditures excee1inq $500,000 

per year . Much of this money was made available througa pro

qrams desiqned to provi1e for the aged , the handicapped , the 

unemployed , and t hose with low incomes. 

Addinq the dollar figures toqether for all the orqaniza

tions in any qiven county shows the large amount of financial 

help available throuqh e xistinq deve l opment related groups . 

USDA aqencies ,wh ich draw on resources outside the state , and 

state-county groups, whi ch draw on resources outside the 

count y, can brinq an extremely larqe amoun t of fina ncial re

sources to bear o n local problems whether these occur at the 

individual , community , or county level . 

Types_of_Services 

What types of services exist in a county and where can 

they be found are central questions in pl annin g for develop

ment . When cooperation amonq qroups depends on being familiar 
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Table 18 . Number of Paid Personnel in County Development Organizations 

Number of Paid 
Personnel 

1-3 

4-5 

6-9 

10-19 

20 or more 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

2 7. 4 

38 .7 

19. 4 

3. 2 

1 1 . 3 

State
County 
(N = 49) 

28.6 

1 2. 2 

32.7 

l 2 . 3 

1 4. 3 

Private 
Assoc iations 

(N:: 31) 

67.7 

6.5 

0 

12 .9 

12.9 

Total 
(N = 142) 

36.6 

22.5 

19.7 

8.5 

12.7 

Table 19. Annual Expenditures of County Development Organizations 

Organizational Type (Percent ~ge) 

USDA State- Private 
Annual Agencies County Associations Total 
Expenditures (N = 60) ( N = 46) (N = 41) (N = 147) 

$ 1000- 10,000 5.0 0 14.6 6. 1 

$ 11,000- 99,000 5.0 10 .9 14.6 9.5 

$100,000-499 ,000 56.7 39. 1 45.3 48.3 

$500,000-998,000 33.3 50.0 25.5 36. 1 

• 

' 
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with each other •s ob7ectives and prog r ams , it becomes impor

tant to identify the obiectives and services provided by each 

qroup . Attempts to plan de velopment activities ma y be i m

prov~1 if community resources {e.g., services provided by 

public and private groups) are kno wn by those involved in the 

planning process . If certain types of services are nee1ed to 

broaden the development effort , where can th o planner go to 

obtain these services? 

We asked each administrator to indicate whether or not 

each of the follo wi nq services was provided by his organiza-

tion : financial assistance , referrals to other agencies , 

formal educational services , mass media education services , 

planninq assistance , technical assistance and assistance for 

attractinq new industry. 

Se venty- five percent of the administrators reported 

their orqanizations provided planning assistance {see Table 

20) . The USDA and state-county units had the greatest number 

in this service category . Referra l s to other organizations 

were provided by over three-fifths of the organizations , and 

aqain the USDA aqencies had the qreatest proportion of units 

involved in this service area . 

Sixty-eiqht percent of the orqanizations provided mass 

media education services to their cl i ents or members . Techni

cal assistance and financial assistanca were provided by 

nearly half of the organizations studied . The largest per-
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Table 20. Types of Services Provided by County Deve l opment Or ganizations 

Types of Services 
Offered 

Planning Assistance 

Provide Referrals 

Mass Media Education 

Technical Assistance 

Financial Assistance 

Attract New Industry 

Formal Education 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62) 

85 . 5 

88 . 7 

80.6 

71 . 0 

51 . 6 

30 . 6 

27 . 4 

State
County 

(N = 54a) 

79 . 2 

69 . 8 

59 . 3 

44.2 

48.1 

44.4 

35 . 2 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 53a) 

56 . 9 

56 . 6 

62 . 3 

23 . 1 

39.6 

52 . 8 

15.1 

74 . 7 

72 . 6 

68 . 0 

47 . 6 

46 . 7 

42 . 0 

26 . 0 

aThe number of organizations varies downward slightly because of missing 
data and because of those not offering the services . 

• 
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ceotaqe of orqanizations that provided technical and 

financial a~sistance occurrad among the USDA agencies . 

Three orqanizations out of the total numb~r studied pro

vided all seven services . Community action aq9ncies , employ

ment service aqencies , and welfa~e aqencies reported offering 

the widest ranqe of the services studi ~- Priva~e associa

tions reported the largest percentaqe of uni s ii• olved in 

the area of at ractinq ne~ i ndustry . Some of the other serv

ices pcoviied by the private qroups were mass media educa

tion , referr ls , and planninq ss1s ance . 

Althouqh a larqe number of or-a nizations provide plan-

ning assistance , each unit usu lly does so for a di1fecent 

client svstem . USDA aqenc1es l1ave wor·ed primarily with indi

vidual farmers . Some state-cou1.ty agen c ies have wo:rked pri

marily with low income families , o·her- qenc1es have worked 

with the unemployed , and oh r agencies have worked with pPo

ple livinq in sma l l communit1.es without basic ser.vices . o her 

county aqencies work with local businessmen and community 

leaders who are interested in the expansion of loc l communi

ties . The same pattern of delivery to special groups also 

occurs with the other se~vices . Each of the organiz1tions 

studied tends to provide for Part of the needs of a particu

lar client syPtem rdther than at emptinq to meet the to al 

needs of a community . 
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Source_of_New_Progr~ms 

Groups that initiate their own new programs usually have 

qreater local discretion and tend to exercise greater control 

over their own operation. These groups are able to mov~ into 

ioint interaqency programs with more e~se than organizations 

in which decisions about pro7ects are made at higher admini

strative levels. Just the opposite may be the case, however, 

when hiqher administrative levels direct th~ local unit to 

cooperate with other local groups. Understanding where the 

decision makinq preroqatives lie may suggest the difficulty 

or ease with which groups miqht be attracted to development 

proiects. 

We asked each administrator, "Will you indicate the fre

quency with which new proqrams become initiated by each of 

the followinq sources: national level, state level, district 

or area level, and county level?" 

The frequency of times each level initiated new programs 

ror the local unit is shown in Table 21. Just over three

fifths of the administrators reported that new programs were 

initiated at the national level. Over one-third (39 percent) 

of these administrators indicated that this happened fre

quently. As was expected, the USDA organizations, which are 

tied more closely to a federal system, had the largest pro

portion reporting that new proqrams were initiated by this 

level. Forty-one percent of the state-county units also re-

• 

• 
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Table 21 . Source of New Program Ini tiation in County Development 
Organizat i ons 

Frequency of 
Initiation Level 

NATIONAL (N - 150) 

Never 
Seldom 
Sometimes 
Frequently 

STATE (N = 154) 

Never 
Seldom 
Sometimes 
Frequently 

DISTRICT OR AREA (N = 136) 

Never 
Seldom 
Sometimes 
Frequently 

COUNTY (N = 156) 

Never 
Seldom 
Sometimes 
Frequently 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62a) 

0 . 0 
9 . 7 

38 . 7 
51 . 6 

25 . 4 
8 . 5 

47 . 5 
18 . 6 

40 . 7 
10 . 2 
25 . 4 
23 . 7 

33 . 9 
13 . 6 
30 . 5 
22 . 0 

State- r~ivate 
County Associations 

(N = 54a) (N = 53a) 

23 . 9 47 . 6 
6. 5 11 . 9 

28 . 3 21 . 4 
41 . 3 19 . 0 

22 .4 28 . 3 
10 . 2 10.9 
46 . 9 34 . 8 
20 . 4 26 . 1 

50 . 0 36 . 6 
16 . 7 26 . 8 
25 . 0 22 . 0 

8 . 3 14 . 6 

18 . 4 22 . 9 
14 . 3 10 . 4 
34. 7 22 . 9 
32 . 7 43.8 

22.7 
9.3 

30 . 7 
39 . 3 

25 . 3 
9.7 

43,6 
21.4 

41 . 9 
16 . 9 
24.3 
16.9 

25 . 6 
12 . 8 
29.5 
32.1 

aNumber of organizations varies downward slightly because of missing data. 

' 
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ported frequent proqram dir~ction from the federal level . The 

private associations had tne smallest proportio~ reporting 

nationally initiated pro~rams . 

Three-fourths of the administrators r 0 portcd ne v pro 

qrams were initiated by the state level . One fifth reported 

that the state level " frequently" 1.:1itiated new programs . 

There were no maior differences among th~ USDA , state- county , 

and private orqanizations with r~3pect to the frequency of 

state level initiated proqrams . 

District or area l2vel of ini~iation of new proqrams was 

reported by 79 ctdministrators . Sevente~n percent of th~m in

dicated that district or arect levels frequently i~itiateJ new 

proqrams , and 42 percent indicated that this level never ini -

t i a t e d n e w pro q r a m s • ·r he U s D A a q e n c i e s ha rl t he q r- ea t e st p r o -

portion (24 percent) ceportinq that new proqrams wer-e initia 

ted frequently by district or- area personnPl . 

Three-fourths of th~ administrators indicat2d that the 

county level was the source of new programs . Three-fifths of 

these orqanizations specified that ne w proqrams were fre

quently or sometimes initiat~a by their own unit , but 2b per 

cent indicated that their own local unit ne ver initiated new 

proqrams . The private organizations had the largest propor

tion (44 per-cent) who reported frequent initiation by county 

units . USDA aqencies had the greates t proportion ( 34 percent) 

of units who ind i cated that the county qroup never initiatad 
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ne w proqrams . 

Accountability_of_Unit 

Anoth e r indicator of the local organizati on • s degree of 

control is the distance between t he local unit and the final 

source of authority . In soma organizations, the local uni t is 

qover ned by a local board of direc t ors ; in others , there are 

administrators at ar ea or district levels and (or, 1t the 

state level . Some unit s ma y answer to more t nan one decision 

makinq body because of multiple funding a rrangeme nts . The 

abil ity to participate in cooperative d~velopme nt efforts ana 

the level of commitment to such effort s may depend on permis

sion beinq qra nt ed by se veral levels , one or more of which 

may be located outside the area covered by the olanning et

fort . 

Each administrator wa s asKed , " To what parson or groups 

of persons are you directly respo~sibla , i . e . , to whom do you 

report directly to as a hiqher authority ?" 

The data in Table 22 sho w that nearly two-fifths of the 

administrators reported to a boaLd of directors or council at 

the county level. This pattern was more common among the pri

vate qroups since most were either l ocal or were part of a 

fede r ated state o r national s ystem . The USDA qroups had the 

larqest perci::ntaqe of administrators answering to area admin

istrators a nd who also reported to a local cou ncil . Each of 

the USDA agencies has a local lay committee that sets policy 

• 
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Table 22. Accountability of Loca l County Deve l opment Organi zations 

Level of 
Accountability 

Board of Directors, 
County Counci l 

Area or Di stri ct 
Admini st r ator 

State Administrator 

Local Council plus a 
Higher Administrator 

Organi zational Type (Per centage) 

USDA 
Agenc i es 
(N = 62) 

17 . 7 

41. 9 

4 . 8 

24 . 2 

State 
County 
(N = 54) 

40 . 7 

11 . 1 

16 . 7 

5 . 6 

Pr i vate 
Assoc iat i ons 

(N = 52) 

55 . 8 

1 . 9 

3 . 8 

0 . 0 

Total 
(N = 166) 

36 . 9 

14 . 6 

8 . 3 

10 . 7 

; 

• 

• 
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and decides on the acceptability of proqram applica n ts , in 

addition to admin i st r ators at th2 area and state levels . The 

state- count y units , on t he o~her hand , answe r ed mainly to a 

local board or council and less to state level administra

tors . The private associatio ns had the smallest number of ad

ministrative levels . As a result , decisions , especially those 

relatinq to cooperat i ve efforts oet ween two groups, will most 

likely be made at the local level rather than beinq referred 

to a hiqher administrative level . Although not all joint ef

forts in which a public aqency miqht participate will require 

permission by hiqher levPls , most pro1~cts involvinq funds , 

staff time , or ph ysical facilities are l ikely to require ap

proval by hiqher l evels . 

• 
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CHAPTER 7 

DEVELOP~ENT AD~INISTRAT0RS ' ArTITUDES TOWAJD 
COOPERATION IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

Introduction ------------
Althouqh research on the relationship between attitudes 

anl behavior has shown weak to ~oderate associations betwe 0 n 

the two , the evid2nce is strong enouqt1 to support the posi

tion that attitudes influence oehavior . The spEcific manr.er 

in which attitudes influence behavior is still somewhat un

clear, but individuals attitudes are important f3ctors in 

some aspects or behavior . Administrators who hold negative 

attitudes about development or 8SP~cially about cooµerativ~ 

development efforts can he expected to be less enthusiastic 

about the activities than those who hold more positive atti

tudes. 

In this chapter we intend to show the similaLities and 

differences in perce~tions and attitudes among administrators 

of public and private orqanizations . Perceptions of the pres 

ent level of cooperative efforts , and of the rel~tive empha

sis placed on individual versus collective development action 

will be examined . 
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Perceived_COOQerative_Systern_in_Counties 

Each administrator was asked a series of questions about 

the extent to which cooperative development activities have 

occurred in his county. Each of the questions asked is shown 

in Table 23. 

Two-fifths of the administrators reported that several 

new development qroups had been formed in their ~ounty within 

the last two years . The number who reporte1 this situation 

was hiqher amonq the USDA aqencies than among the other 

qroups . Most of the administrators felt that county develop

ment proqrams were characterized by ioint decision makinq. 

This feelinq was shared with nearly equal strength by admin

istrators of each of the three orqanizational types . Just 

over three-fifths of the administ=ators felt that organiza

tions in their counties often participate in ioint develop

ment action . Administrators of each of the qroups shared the 

same perceptions . One-fourth of the respondents felt that one 

qroup made most of the decisions affecting development in 

their counties . The administrators of private groups tended 

to feel this way more so than did administrators of th~ pub

lic qroups. This miqht reflect the marqinal role that they 

seem to have played in development. 

In view of the previous four statements, we might have 

expect~d administrators to report an expansion in their 

contacts with development qroups, but this was not the case. 



Table 23 . The Perceived Cooper ative System in the Samp l e Counties by Organi zational Type 

I t ern b 
Agreement 

Seve ral new de velopment organizations or groups 
have been formed i n thi s county in t he last two 
years . 

Joint deci s ion making t akes place in most 
coun t y deve lopment programs . 

Organizations in thi s county often participate 
in joint development action . 

One dominant group makes most of the decisions 
affecting county development . 

Our organization's contacts with other groups 
in thi s county have remained about the same 
over the last few years. 

Our organization is usually invited to 
participate in cooperative development efforts. 

Our organization often joins with other groups 
in carrying out its activities . 

Our organization works independently of 
other groups. 

0 rg_an i za !i on_9_l Ty_p~_ (P~r-cer,_t age) 

USDA 
Agenci es 
(N = 62a) 

53 

94 

69 

25 

50 

79 

77 

23 

St ate
County 
(N = 54a) 

31 

77 

71 

23 

62 

68 

65 

49 

Private 
As sociati ons 
(N = 53a) 

31 

92 

65 

35 

71 

58 

41 

51 

aNumbe r of organi za t ions varies downward sl i gh t ly because of mis s ing da ta. 

To t al 
Organizations 
( N = l 69 a) 

39 

88 

69 

28 

60 

69 

62 

40 

bThe two response categori es of "defini tely true' ' and " mostly true " a r e combi ned to form I tern Agr eerr.ent. 
The percentage of those who were uncertain or felt the statement was false or definitely false was not 
presented, but can be determined by subtraction. 

-

t-' 
0 
0 
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Three-fifths of the administrators reported that their own 

orqanization•s contacts had remained the same over the last 

few years. This was more true of the private groups and the 

state-county groups than of the USDA agencies. 

Administrators of different types of organizations var

ied in their perceptions of whether they were usually invited 

to participate in cooperative development etfoc•s. Sixty-nine 

percent of the total administrators indicated that they were 

usually invited to participate, but three-fifths of the pri

vate administrators, compared with four-fifths of the USDA 

administrators, felt that this statement characterized their 

relationship to development efforts in their counties. A 

sliqhtly smaller percent of state-county administrators (62 

percent) reported that their organizations often join with 

other qroups in carrying out their activities. USDA adminis

trators reported the highest involvement with other groups 

(77 percent), and the private administrators reported the 

lowest involvement with other qroups (41 percent). The state

county administrators were in an intermediate position. Con

sistent vith this item is the question that relates to wheth

er the organization worked independently of other groups. 

Here again, half of the administrators of private associa

tions reported this vas the case as compared with less than a 

fourth of the USDA administrators. 
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The data in Table 24 indicates that a large number of 

administrators qave strong verbal support to the need for 

collective or cooperative efforts in development programs. 

About 90 percent of the total group of administrators re

sponded that each statement shown in the table was true. 

These statements contained the following ideas: collective 

effort is necessary to make a measureable change in quality 

of life, collective activity will yield the best results, de

velopment will be successful only when organizations learn to 

cooperate in pursuit of goals larger than their own, 

dents have a riqht to expect cooperation among development 

qroups, and each organization has a responsibility to con

tribute to the larqer development effort. Although the 

tion amonq the qroups was small, what little variation did 

occur showed that the private administrators tended to feel 

less stronqly about the need for cooperative action than did 

administrators of the public agencies. 

Table 25 shows that a third of the administrators felt 

that it was more important to maintain and build their own 

proqrams than to participate in larger development efforts 

since this is what they were being paid for. Administrators 

in each of the qroups responded in about the same way to this 



---------------•,.,---~~----------

Table 24. Perceived Need for Coope rative Development Act i on by Organizational Type 

Organizational Type (Percentage) 

Item 
b 

Agreement 

Only through a collective effort by several 
zations (including our own) at development, 
be possible to make a measureable change in 
quality of life in our county. 

• organ1-
will it 
the 

Collective activity by public and private groups 
wil 1 yield better results in our county develop
ment efforts than will the efforts of several groups 
which act independently of one another. 

Development efforts in our county will not be 
successful until each of the relewant organizations 
learns to cooperate in pursuit of goals larger 

USDA 
Agencies 

(N = 62a) 

90 

97 

than their own specific objectives. 87 

Organizations which participate in development 
activities should cooperate in a unified effort. 100 

Residents in our county have a right to expect 
that the major groups in the county will cooperate 
together in development activities. 100 

Although participation in joint development projects 
may never aid our organization in achieving its 
special objectives, we still have a respon s ibility 
to contribute to this larger effort. 98 

State
County 

(N = 54a) 

94 

94 

Bo 

100 

98 

100 

Private 
Associations 

(N = 53a) 

86 

92 

90 

96 

92 

94 

Total 
(N = 169a) 

90 

95 

86 

97 

97 

98 

~Number of organizations varies downward s lightly because of missing data. 
The two response categories of definitely' true and mostly true are combined to form Item Agreement. 

, 

~ 
0 
w 



Table 25. Administrators' Attitudes Toward a Collective or an Agency Or i entation by Organizational 

Type 

I tem b 
Agreement 

Maintaining and building our programs, not 
participating in larger deve lopment activities, 
is what we are paid for . 

In order to be effective, it is more important 
for our organization to consider i ts own objec
tives than trying to part i cipate in a broader 
program where our personnel do not have 
special preparation . 

Coordination with other groups wi 11 reduce 
our e f fectiveness. 

When partic i pating in a large cooperat i ve 
effort our main concern is the amount of benefi t 
which flows to our own o rgan ization. 

Organizat iona l Type (Pe rcentage) 

USDA 
Agencies 
(N = 62a) 

32 

44 

3 

8 

State
County 

(N = 54a) 

34 

72 

4 

16 

Private 
Assoc ia ti~ns 

(N = 53 ) 

33 

46 

4 

16 

Total 
(N = 169a) 

33 

53 

4 

l 3 

aNumber of o rganizations varies downward sl ightly because of missing data. 

bThe two response categor i es of definitely true and most l y true are combined to form I tem Ag r eement . 

I-' 
0 
~ 
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statement. When the question about their own unit's erfec

tiveness was asked, iust over half of the administrators in

dicated that it is more important to consider t~e objectives 

of their own unit than to participate in programs where their 

personnel did not have special training. There were wide dif

ferences among the state-county, USDA, and private adminis

trators on this item. Seventy-two percent of th~ state-county 

administrators indicated that this statement was true, a 

l ov er number of USDA agencies {44 percent) and private groups 

(46 percent) indicated that this statement was true. 

A very small number {4 percent) of administrators felt 

that coordination with other qroups had reduced their effec

tiveness. A sliqhtly larger number {13 percent) felt that 

their primary concern when working in a cooperative effort 

with other groups should be with the amount of benefit that 

flows to their own organizations. 

In summary, administrators in our sample held a very 

positive attitude about the need for action among development 

qroups. A maiority of the administrators felt that several 

groups were involved in making decisions about de velopment in 

their counties and that groups often worked together on joint 

proiects. A maiority of the respondents indicated that their 

organization was invited to work with other units, and that 

they in fact had worked wi th other groups in their counties. 

Alm ost all administrators expressed strong positive feelings 
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about the need for cooperat i on in development programs. Some 

of the administrato~s felt , however , that t hey wer~ not being 

paid to participate in larqer development pro1ects , an1 a 

sliqh tly larqer number of respondents telt that thei~ o wn 

unit ' s 8~fectiveness would be increaseJ by focus ing on its 

own o b7 ect1ves r ather than qett i nq involved in programs where 

their person nel had no spec i al tra i ning . 

' 
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CHAPTER 8 

• 
COUNTY RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEES 

Introduction -
This chapter focuses on the county Rural Development 

Committee system: its qoals, benefits, methods of operation, 

member evaluations of success, and areas where Lfuprovement is 

needed. We found that of the 169 administrators interviewed, 

nearly half knew about the committee. Eighty-four percent of 

those who were aware of the committee were mem bers of one of 

the committees. Althouqh the visibility of the Committee 

tended to vary from one county to the next, the percentage of 

those who were not involved in the Committee and still knew 

about its existence was very small {16 percent). This chapter 

present s information collected from the 67 administrators who 

were members of one of the County Rural Development Commit

tees. The number of members in county committees ranged from 

3 to 7. 

Cooperation within an interorganizational committee is 

often limited when each organizational unit defines the 

larqer committee's goals in terms of i~s own programs. Among 

other thinqs, this leads to misunderstandings among the mem

ber units about what the committee is supposed to do. Fur

thermore, if ioint proiects are developed, they may be an ex-

• 
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pansion of the ongoing programs of one or more of the member 

aqencies. Finally, if the committee's goals are defined only 

in terms of USDA aqency programs, the likelihood of involving 

other public groups or private associations may be reduced 

when the other groups' goals differ from USDA goals. 

Each member of a RD Committee was asked, "What are the 

qoals or obiectives of the RD Committee in your county?" Many 

of the administrators described their committees• goals in 

abstract terms such as: to further the welfare of rural peo

ple, to improve rural life in town and on the farm, to im

prove the environment in which we live, to promote develop

ment of rural areas, and to improve rural conditions. Al

thouqh each of these statements reflected a general awareness 

of committee qoals, they revealed little more than what is 

suqqested by the name of the committee. 

A number of administrators described the goals of the 

committee in specific terms. Some of the more specific goals 

listed were: To qive technical aid and educational assist

ance to development qroups; to serve as a communications 

vehicle between organizations and to stimulate interest in 

rural development amonq these organizations; to help coordi

nate the efforts of organizations in the county; to explore 

problems in the county and to make appropriate persons aware 

of these problems so they will take action; and to inventory 

resources, determine needs, help in planning, carry out pro-
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;ects to meet our needs, and mobilize resource groups. 

There were also some concrete goals mentioned that tend

ed to reflect the unique goals of the agencies from which 

members were drawn. For example, some goals were described in 

terms of improvinq the condition of county housing, or 

developing the land through approved soil and water conserva

tion techniques, or to provide information OL ~~ricultural 

improvements to farmers • 

• 

Com~i~tee Benefits ----------------
One of the maior problems in planning for cooperative 

proqrams is hov to make concerted decision making attractive 

to administrators. Previous research suggests that benefits 

associated with committee activity are an important factor in 

attractinq participation by member organizations. 

To identify which benefits are associated with RD com

mittee activity, we provided each administrator with a list 

of benefits identified in earlier research and asked, 11 Has 

your organization received any of the following benefits as a 

result of your participation in the county RD Committee?" 

The benefit mentioned most frequently (see Table 26) was 

that the committee provided a means for taking a united stand 

on an issue. The next three most frequently mentioned items 

referred to benefits of information exchange. "Improves ex

chanqe of information", "increases awar-eness of other organi

zations", and "provides a sounding board for ideas" were each 
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Table 26. Percentage of Rural Development Committee Members 
Reporting Selected Benefits from Participation and 
Rating Their Importance 

Percent Reporting 
Benefit 

Committee Benefits 

Enables members to take a 
united stand. 

Improves exchange of information 
between organizations . 

Increases awareness of objectives 
of other organizations. 

A sounding board for ideas . 

Helps involve influential mem
bers of the community . 

Reduces the possibility of one 
organization being played off 
against another. 

Provides better services for 
(clients/members). 

Increases organization's effec
tiveness . 

Reduces competition among member 
• • organ1zat1ons . 

Reduces threats from interest . 
the county . groups 1n 

Reduces from . 
pressures super Io rs . 

(N = 67) 

9 7 . O 

95,5 

94.0 

94 .0 

84 . 8 

80.6 

80 . 3 

75.8 

43 . 8 

1 7. 2 

l 2 . l 

Percent Reporting 
"Very Important" 

46 . 8 

65 . 0 

52.5 

40.0 

43 .6 

21 . 6 

33,3 

34 . 7 

20.0 

Q. 0 

{ 

• 



1 1 1 

mentioned by nearly every respondent. 

Each of these benefits, however, varied in their impor

tance to the administrators. Although most administrators re

ported a benefit of "being able to take a united stand ," less 

than half (47 percent) rated this as "very important " in de

termininq their orqanization•s level of participation in the 

committee. Exchanqe of information amonq memLeL ~ of the com

mittee was rated "very important" by three-fifths of the re

spondents. " Increasinq awareness of the obiectives of other 

orqanizations" was reported as an important benefit by half 

of the administrators. These last two benefits, "improves ex

chanqes of information between organizations" and "increases 

awareness of ob;ectives of other organizations, " were the 

most hiqhly rated benefits. 

The fifth most frequently mentioned benefit dealt with 

the committee's potential for involving influential members 

of the community. A qroup or council of organizations may be 

able to recruit influential members of the community when a 

sinqle qroup is turned down. Most development pro;ects need 

inputs from the private sector, especially from groups or 

dividuals who, because of their financial or political influ

ence, are recoqnized as leaders in the community. Forty-four 

percent of the respondents rated involvement of influential 

leaders as a "very important" reason for their involvement in 

their committees. 
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Two benefits each of which were mentioned with about the 

same frequency, dealt with the provision of better services 

and increased effectiveness. Although there were 20 and 25 

percent of the committee members, respectively, who did not 

report better services or effectiveness as benefits, an even 

larger number reported that these reasons were not very im

portant in determining their level of activity. 

Very few of the respondents reported an increase in 

amount of administrative control at the local level. L9ss 

than a fifth (17 percent) felt the committee reduced inter

ference by interest groups in the county, and 12 percent re

ported that committee activity had reduced pressures from 

their superiors. 

Overall, the respondents identified several benefits of 

committee participation. Most of the benefits mentioned are 

visible and important to participants. Increasing the 

visibility of committee benefits might encourage more partic

ipation amonq members and might be a useful means for 

attractinq additional groups to the existing committee sys

tem. 

Commi:ttee Q_Qeratio ns 

Very little systematic information about the dynamics of 

interagency committees is availaole. To understand now groups 

work together, we asked committee members, "How often do each 

of the following procedures occur in your committee?" 
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Specifically, we were interested in four strategies for con

ductinq interaqency activities. 

The first strateqy shown in Table 27 deals with the 

problem of which items are presented to the committee for 

discussion. Committee members were asked, "How often are all 

decisio:1s man~ hy 1_!n::1ri i mous consent?" Eighty-four percent of 

t he members reported that this approach was us..: d "most" or 

" a l l of the time." This could indicate that only noncontro

versial items, which had been discussed before the meeting 

and on which consensus was possible, were discussed. Although 

it could indi cate that committees do not discuss 

controversial iss ues, this strategy miqht also indicate high 

consensus amonq the administrators on the committee. Since we 

did not explore the issue in more detail with our respond

ents, we are not able to report which of these or other ex

planations is most appropriate. 

The second statement could be described as "senatorial 

courtesy" where the ma iority is unwilling to impose its will 

in the minority. The response pattern in the answers suggest

ed that an issue was introduced and dis cussed even though 

some of the members were opposed to the issue. Over half of 

the respondents (52 percent) reported that opposition by one 

or two members of the committee would not halt the discussion 

of . an .1.ssue. This seems to suqgest that the threat of inter-

nal conflict was not an overriding concern in these commit-
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Table 27. Methods of Operation Among Selected County Rural 
Development Committees 

Frequency of Occurance (Pe r cen tage) 

Methods of Operat ion 
A 11 of 

the t i me 

All decisions are made 
by unan i mous consent . 

Committee wi l l not pur
sue quest ions if one or 
more of the members are 
opposed . 

Members do not get 
involved in an i ssue 
area unless their organ
ization I s in te r es ts 
are affected . 

The organizat ion with 
the l argest stake i n 
the outcome of a dec i s
ion i s g i ven l eader
sh i p in studying the 
• issue. 

30 . 2 

1 • 6 

3. 2 

1 1 • 5 

Most o f 
the time 

54. 0 

l 2 . 7 

l 7. 5 

55,7 

Some of None of 
the time the time 

1 2 . 7 3. 2 

33 , 3 52 . 4 

39 , 7 39 . 7 

18.0 l 4. 8 
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tees. 

There was indication that the committees had worked out 

a system for dividing tasks among the members. One-fifth of 

the respondents reported that most or all of the time members 

would not qet involved in an issue unless their own organiza

tion's interests were affected. Adding those who said this 

happened "some of the time " produces 61 p 0 rcent of the mem

bers who indicated this pattern was followed at one time or 

another. Orqanizations whose specific interests overlap the 

qeneral interest of the committee appear to take the initia

tive and develop a particular program, while the ot her groups 

remain passive on the issue. In most cases, there may be no 

advantaqe for an administrator to qet involved in an issue 

that does not affect his own unit's operation . In fact, by 

doing so, administratocs may run the risk of displeasing 

others needlessly. 

The last question asked of the administrators showed a 

rather common committee practice of assigning the most inter

ested parties the responsibility for studying an issue and 

presenting it to the committee. Over 65 percent of the re

spondents indicated that, this approach occurred "most" or 

" all" of the time . Among other things, this approach means 

the interests of each qroup will be protected and it guaran

tees that when recommendations are made, they will be con

sistent with the interested qroup. 
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Although the data in this table were aggregated for all 

16 county committees, a general pattern of dealing with 

issues within the Rural Development Committees seemed to 

emerge. It must be recognized, however, that variations from 

one county to the next may occur and all counties may not fit 

this pattern. There tended to be relatively high consensus or 

aqreement on issues within the committees, and committees 

were fairly open in terms of their ~illingness to discuss 

issues on which all members might not aqree. 

These groups have developed a strategy for protecting 

the interests of the agencies that make up the committee. 

This was achieved by giving responsibility for developing 

committee programs to agencies most knowledgeable about an 

area of concern. 

Mem-ber Evaluation of Committees -----------------------
Respondents were asked to evaluate their committees as a 

whole. Four separate questions were used to obtain member 

evaluations. Administrators were asked, "To what extent do 

the members of the Rural Development committee make an effort 

to avoid creati11q problems or interferring with your duties 

and responsibilities?" Table 28 shows that nearly four-fifths 

of the members reported that other committee members went to 

qreat lengths to avoid creating problems or interferring with 

their aqencies. About 13 percent of the administrators re

ported that other members exercised small or very small ef-



117 

Table 28 . Perceptions of the Extent to Which Committee Members Avoid 
Creating Problems of Interfering with the Operations of 
Other Agencies 

Extent 

Very Great Extent 

Great Extent 

Fair Extent 

Small Extent 

Very Small Extent 

Frequency 

22 

28 

5 

4 

4 

Percentage 

34.9 

44 . 4 

7 . 9 

6 . 3 

6.3 

T bl 29 Percep t1.·ons of the Extent to Which the Committee has been able to a e . 
Achieve a Singleness of Direction 

Extent 

Very Great Extent 

Considerable Extent 

Fair Extent 

Small Extent 

Very Small Extent 

Frequency 

16 

22 

17 

6 

6 

Percentage 

23.9 

32 . 8 

25 . 4 

9.0 

9 . 0 
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forts to avoid creating problems with other units. 

A second question asked was, "In qeneral, how smoothly 

do the members of the RD Committee work together?" sixty-four 

percent reported that committee members worked together "very 

smoothly". None of the respondents indicated that the commit

tee members failed to work toqether smoothly. The only varia

tion among responses occurred in terms of "how smoothly" the 

committee worked. 

Although the members seemed to get along well with one 

another, two-fifths of the members felt that the committees 

were not able to achieve a common focus in their efforts. We 

asked administrators, "In your opinion, to what extent has 

this Rural Development Committee been able to achieve a 

sinqleness of direction in the ef~orts of its groups, 

interests, and individuals?" 

The data in Table 29 show that iust over half of the re

spondents reported that their committees have been able to 

aqree on a single direction or qoal. A fourth of the respond

ents rated their committees as only fair in this regard. This 

could be expected since there was little similarity among 

members• descriptions of committee's goals. It appeared that 

members were not clear as to what the committee was supposed 

to do, and in some instances they were unable to identify the 

maier focus of their committees• activity. 
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Members were asked, "On the basis of your experience and 

information, how would you characterize the effectiveness 

(success) of the Rural Development in this County?" Table 30 

shows that 3 percent of the members characterized their com

mittee as being "outstanding" or "excellent." over half rated 

their committees as 11qood" to "ex cell en t". But two-fifths of 

the members did not qive their committees verv high effec

tiveness scores. 

, In summary, many members seemed unsure what their com

mittees should be doinq. This uncertainty may have made it 

difficult to identify a common purpose. This, in turn, may 

have influenced perceptions of effectiveness. While our data 

do not demonstrate a causal relationship existing between 

those factors, they do suggest that such a possibility might 

exist. 

Chan-g-es_R€~ommended_by_Memb~£S 

Each. administrator was asked, "Which changes {in the 

committee) would be of greatest help to your organization?" 

The most frequently mentioned suggestion was the need to 

expand the committee to include other organizations in the 

county. The second most frequently mentioned suggestion dealt 

with the need to clarify the goals and objectives of the com

mittee. A smaller number of administrators were uncertain 

about what their own agency expected of them in relation to 

the committee, and suqqested that, if guidelines were provid-
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Table 30 . Perceptions of Committee Success 

Degree of Success 

Outstanding 

Exce l lent 

Very Good 

Good 

Fai r 

Rather Poor 

Poor 

Frequency 

3 

6 

13 

18 

13 

4 

10 

Percentage 

4 . 5 

8 . 9 

19 . 4 

26 . 9 

19 . 4 

6 . 0 

14 . 9 
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ed tor the committee , it would ma ke their work as a repr e 

sentative of a specialized agency much easier. 

Another point mentioned by respondents dealt with the 

perception that some administrative superiors felt committee 

activities occur outside the normal range of e xpectations for 

the local administrator. The suggested c hange involved pro

viding time and rewards for administrator5 ~h0 participate in 

committee activities during regular hours and defining par

ticipation in the Rural Development Committee as a regular 

activity. 

Final ly , members were asked , "Which cha ng es would be of 

most benefit to the operation of the committee? " The most 

frequently me nti oned chanqe was that the State Rural Develop

ment Committee should set up guidelines for the county com

mittees. There seemed to be a great deal of ambiguity within 

membership of the committees as to what the y are supposed to 

do. Thi s ambiquity was reflected in the goals described by 

members an d in their requests for additional c larifi cation. 
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CHAPTER 9 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

I nt-r-oduction ------------
In this chapter, we will attempt to summarize our find

ings. Since our maior focus vas on cooperative relations be

tween orqanizations, we have not emphasized the several 

unique contributions to rural development made by each of the 

organizations st~died. Instead, ve have chosen to emphasize 

areas in which cooperative planning efforts between develop

ment qroups seem possible. Also, we have some of the problems 

that planners miqht expect to find as they attempt to develop 

cooperative proqrams aimed at rural development. 

This approach was chosen after reviewing material deal

inq with rural development efforts in America. Because of the 

ranqe and the interrelatedness of the many inequities between 

rural and urban America, we took the position in this report 

that rural development is beyond the scope of any single or

ganization and furthermore, that it is beyond the scope of 

either the public or private sectors acting in isolation of 

one another. 

Three primary elements of the development process pro-

vided the framework for our analysis: (1) integration of 

units involved, (2) decentralized planninq and local initia

tive, and (3) balanced contributions from public and private 

·, 
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sectors. Rural development as an integrated approach was 

viewed as occurring when several organizations are involved 

in the process and each organization contributes to a larger 

collective effort rather than focusing entirely on its ovn 

more specialized proqrams. Rural development, as a decentra

lized approach was viewed as one in which the initiative and 

planninq for development occurs at the lo~~l level, e.g., 

community, county, or region. Rural development as a 

partnership between the public and private sectors occurs 

when both public and private sectors are simultaneously 

makinq inputs into the development program. 

Research_Objectives_and_Methods 

Our specific research obiectives vere: to ascertain 

from amonq a selected set of organizations which public and 

private orqanizations participate in county development pro

grams; to identify for this set of organizations the extent 

of interaqency cooperation; to identify the factors associ

ated with interaqency cooperation; and to explore alterna

tives that may be used to increase cooperative activity among 

development groups. To reach these objectives, ve purposively 

sampled organizations from sixteen Iowa counties. These six

teen counties were chosen to represent different types of so

cial and economic problems encountered throughout the state. 
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There were 169 organizations chosen from the sixteen 

counties. The orqanizations studied were categorized into 

three qroups---USDA aqencies, state and county public 

agencies, and private associations. Information was gathered 

throuqh the use of questionnaires and personal interviews 

with the top administrators from these 169 units. 

Rura-l~Deye1oEment: __ Detini1i2ns 

The definitions of rural development solicited from the 

administrators of our sampled organizations included a wide 

ranqe of ideas. Many of the definitions were abstract state

ments about the need for general improvements, and some re

lated to more specific areas of needed improvements. The 

economic development category headed the list of general def

initions of development. Of the three groups of organiza

tions, the administrators of the USDA agencies indicated that 

economic development represented their conception of rural 

development more often than did the state-county organiza

tions and the private associations. Recreation and tourism 

received the greatest number of mentions as specific improve

ments defined as development. 

Ru£~l_-Dgv~l~ment: __ Ty2es_o!_Activi1ies 

The most frequently mentioned development activities, in 

which the qroups were involved, referred to some aspect of 

aqriculture and to the conservation of natural resources. 

• 
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Overall, the activities in which the USDA agencies, state

county orqanizations, and private associations participated 

differed siqnificantly. USDA administrators stated that their 

aqencies were mostly involved with the general category of 

agricultural activities and more specifically vith conserva

tion and land use activities. The state-county organizations 

were enqaged to a greater extent in recreat i0n and tourism, 

employment opportunities, and health and welfare. The admin

istrators of the private associations reported that a greater 

percentage of their development activities were in the gener

al areas of industrial development and agricultural develop

ment. 

The types of interaqency development programs in vhich 

the orqanizations were involved varied widely. These programs 

mirrored to a qreat extent the specific programs and goals of 

each orqanization. USDA administrators indicated that the 

type of interagency development program that received the 

qreatest attention was the county rural development commit

tee. The state-county organizations were involved in the 

county rural development committees, recreation and tourism, 

planning and zoninq, and health and welfare programs. Types 

of interaqency activities, as did the definitions of rural 

development and development activities, showed that all 

development-related organizations did not engage in similar 

proqrams. The USDA agencies had the largest amount of in-
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volvement in interagency development programs. They had four 

times as many proiect contacts as did the private associa

tions and twice as many proiect contacts as did the state

county public orqanizations. The state-county organizations 

reported hiqher level of interaqency development contacts 

than did the private associations. 

Or~aniz~tional_Co~mitmen!_iQ_Rgral_Dev~!QBment 

Measures of commitment to intra-agency and interagency 

development proqrams showed a large number of the organiza

tions sampled were involved in development. Levels of both 

intra-aqencv and interaqency commitment were about the same 

for the total sample of orqanizations. The USDA agencies had 

the highest levels of current participation and were followed 

by the state-county public organizations and private associa

tions. In both instances of intra-agency and interagency com

mitment to rural development, adding the potential for in

volvement to actual levels of involvement brought the state

county organizations and the private associations in closer 

aliqnment with the level of involvement of the USDA agencies. 

It is evident, that although the private sector and state

county aqencies were not involved to as great an extent as 

were the USDA agencies, they still felt they should be in

volved. 

Commitment and involvement to interagency development 

efforts may be affected by the types of assurance that can be 
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qiven to prospective orqanizations interested in joint devel

opment proqrams. Previous research suggests that cooperation 

amonq orqanizations cannot be considered a "natural' inclina

tion. Orqanizations tend to resist attempts to coordinate 

their programs with other units because of the loss of con

trol sometimes associated with such coordination. 

Some of th8 more frequently required a ~~urances relate 

to the qoals and costs of the effort and to the delegation of 

responsibility. The USDA aqencies and the state-county organ

ization s placed qreatest emphasis on assurances that goals of 

the interagency program would be similar to those of their 

own. The private administrators felt they needed information 

about the costs of the program. 

Knowledqe of which organizations to include in coopera

tive development planning and action is necessary for effec

tive development programs. The data suggested that each ad

ministrator had strong feelings about his own organization's 

participation in development, as well as feelings about which 

other organizations should be involved in development. The 

Cooperative Extension Service , County Board of Supervisors, 

Planning and Zoning, Soil Conservation Service, and Industri

al Development Corporations received the greatest number of 

" definitely should" mentions by the total sample of adminis

trators. The results showed that administrators indicated 

that USDA agencies should be part of the development process 



128 

more frequently than they indicated that other categories 

should be involved. There was some variation, however, in the 

frequency with which different USDA agencies were mentioned. 

The administrators of each of the three categories of organi

zations tended to mention their own and similar types of or

ganizations more often than did the administrators in the 

other two categories. 

Pri-0rities for DevelQ£~gnt 

A necessary condition for organizing rural development 

is the identification of the issue areas in which cooperation 

amonq qroups is possible. we surveyed the administrators from 

several orqanizations in each county to identify their per

ceptions of development priorities. The survey revealed some 

issue areas where there was consensus among administrators 

about activities currently receiving priority and activities 

currently needing priority. Further examination of the 

results shoved where current priorities were in line with 

perceived needs and where difficulties in mobilizing 

concerted action for development could be expected to occur. 

The priority areas that received the largest number of 

mentions were schools and education, agriculture activities 

with farmers, and agricultural-related business and industry. 

USDA aqencies had the largest percentage of total sample 

units listing agricultural activities with farmers. The 

state-county organizations mentioned schools and education 

' 
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most frequently. And private associations chose agricultural

related business and industry most frequently. 

The priority qiven to these and other issues changed 

when the administrators ranked the activities that currently 

need priority. In this situation the top four activities were 

schools and education, employment opportunities, 

aqricultural-related business or industr;. ~nd agricultural 

activities with farmers . The state-county public organiza

tions mentioned schools and education and employment opportu

nities most frequently. Private associations mentioned 

aqricultural-related business or industry most frequently. 

Aqricultural activities with farmers was most often chosen by 

the USDA aqencies . 

The type of orqanization that an administrator was af

filiated with was found to be associated vith his perception 

of activities currently needing priority. 

Char~cteristics_of_Develoement_Organizations 

The structure and function of development organizations 

were assessed to help qive additional insights into organiza

tional factors that might influence the level of cooperation 

amonq development orqanizations . The size and scope of an or

qanization were measured by the number of administrative 

levels, the number of positions, the total number of person

nel, the annual expenditures , types of services , source of 

new proqrams, and accountability to a higher administrative 
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level. 

A maiority of the total sample of organizations began 

their operations before 1941, and less than 13 percent of the 

orqanizations beqan their operations after 1960. The USDA 

aqencies seemed to have had the longest history in their re

spective counties, vith a large percentage of these units in

dicating service to their clients beginninq before 1941 and 

an even qreater percentaqe being in operation before 1951. 

The state-county public ocganizations had approximately half 

of their units beginninq their operations after 1950 and over 

40 percent beginninq their operations before 1941. 

Private associations tended to have fewer administrative 

levels, positions, paid personnel and volunteer staff, and a 

smaller budget than did the USDA agencies or the state-county 

orqanizations. The USDA agencies tended to have larger staffs 

and budgets than did the private associations and in some 

cases larger than the state-county public organizations. An 

examination of the type of services provided by USDA organi

zations showed that planning assistance, referrals, and mass 

media education services were mentioned the largest number of 

times. The private associations tended to have the greatest 

freedom at the local level in initiating new programs and 

also were found to have the greatest freedom in operating 

their organizations. New programs in the USDA agencies and 

the state-county orqanizations were initiated more frequently 
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by the national level than by the local county level. 

The accountability of a local county organization to 

other higher level units in its structure was much greater 

for the USDA agencies than for the state-county public organ

izations and especially for the private associations, most of 

which were accountable to a local board. 

Organizational_Administr~tors~_Attitudes_toward_£oogeratiorr 
in_Ru~al_D~velogment_Activities 

The amount of organizational cooperation in their re

spective counties as perceived by the administrators varied 

only slightly and tended to be quite hiqh. A large number of 

administrators felt that ioint decision making in county de

velopment proqrams, ioint participation in development 

action, invitations to participate in cooperative development 

efforts and ioint activities were prevalent in their coun

ties. The USDA administrators indicated a greater awareness 

of a cooperative system in their counties than did the state

countv public organizations and the private associations. 

Nearly all the administrators perceived a need for coop

erative action in countv development. There was strong agree

ment amonq administrators that collective effort is necessary 

to make a measureable chanqe in quality of life, that 

collective activity will yield the best results, that devel

opment will be successful only when organizations learn to 

cooperate in pursuit of qoals larqer than their own, that 
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residents have a right to expect cooperation among develop

ment qroups, and that each organization has a responsibility 

to contribute to larqer development efforts. What variation 

existed among the administrators showed that those from pri

vate associations felt a little less strongly about the need 

for cooperative action. Generally, administrators of all 

qroups indicated a willingness to become involved in joint 

development efforts in their counties. 

Coyn~~_Rucal_Qevelo£ment_Cofilmittees 

The members of County Rural Development Committees were 

asked to specify the goals, benefits, methods of operation of 

the committee and to evaluate its success, as well as to sug

qest needed changes • The goals as defined by the members 

were mainlv abstract and called for general improvement in 

the quality of life and improvement in life chances. A few 

administrators mentioned specific goals and some defined the 

qoals in terms of their own organization's obiectives. 

The benefits of participation in the rural development 

committee system vere identified and ranked by the adminis

trators. Over 90 percent of the administrators mentioned that 

participation in the committee system enabled members to take 

a united stand, to improve exchange of information between 

orqanizations, to increase awareness of objectives of other 

ocqanizations, and to provide a sounding board for ideas. 
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Committees were characterized as being smooth-running 

and decision making by unanimous consent was the most fre

quently mentioned style of operation. Controversial issues 

have occurred and were presented and discussed within the 

committee structure. Reports about the committee's operation 

also showed that a form of division of labor exists within 

the handlinq of issues. The responsibility f 0r studying a 

particular issue was given to the organization most affected 

by a decision on that issue. 

The evaluation of the Rural Development Committee by its 

members showed that member organizations go to great efforts 

to avoid creating problems for, or interfering with, other 

member aqencies. A maiority of the committee administrators 

also indicated that their committees were run smoothly. Al

thouqh the operation of the committee can be characterized as 

compatible, the committees generally were not able to achieve 

a hiqh deqree of common focus in their efforts. Consequently, 

the effectiveness or success of the committees was given as 

"very qood" to "outstanding" by a third of the sample. 

Chanqes for improving the committee system were suggest

ed by the administrators. Their recommendations related to 

chanqes that would be of greatest help to their organization 

and to the committee. The most common recommendation was the 

need for formal guidelines. Other suggestions for improvement 

included the need to expand the committee to include other 
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orqanizations in the county and th~ ne2d to clarify th~ goals 

and obiectives of the committees . 

' 
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CHAPTER 10 

.. 
IMPLICATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

In this final chapter we vill suggest some of the impli

cations of our findings for planning for cooperation rela

tions among development organizations. The implications dis

cussed in this section are designed to relate to planning for 

development in general , to methods for increasing cooperation 

amonq development qroups , and to the operation of county 

rural development committees. 

General_Versus_~2ecific_Guidelines 

Our findings point up one of the attributes of federal 

or state initiated proqrams on local development efforts. 

When quidelines for local public agencies are given in gener

al terms, the " starting-up time" for local programs can be 

expected to be slower than would occur if specific guidelines 

were given. The OSDA rural development effort initiated in 

Washinqton is characterized by general guidelines . The guide

lines given were very general when compared with the more 

specific directives (which detail acceptable conservation 

practices or qualifications for the granting of loans, or 

amount of payment for taking land out of production) that 

flow through USDA agencies. Additional time, therefore, is 

likely to be consumed by local administrators in their ef

forts to define what is included in rural development, in 
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their efforts to identify compatible groups in the community 

that should be part of the effort, or in their efforts to 

attract additional organizations into cooperative planning 

once they have been identified. Administrators may not be 

villinq to spend this extra time if it means they have to 

take time awav fcom other activities stressed by superiors. 

Part of the slowness with which the rural development effort 

has moved in some areas can be attributed to the general 

quidelines issued and the inability of or unwillingness of 

local public officials to work in program areas characterized 

by high uncertainty. The presence of higher administrative 

support for a more comprehensive approach to rural develop

ment, which qoes beyond the established activities of indi

vidual public aqencies, must also be recognized as an impor

tant fpctor in the success of any development program. 

The absence of precise and commonly accepted guidelines 

for collective development efforts is likely to raise 

obstacles in the development process. When there is great 

latitude in defining obiectives and approaches, the possibil

ity of inconsistent programs is increased. Furthermore, 
' 

intangible qoals may lead to unrealistic expectations among 

administrators and client groups about what will change and 

at what rate this change will occur. Finally, evaluation of 

agency development proqrams is more difficult when adminis-

trators lack precise guidelines against which performance may 
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be iudqed. 

Necessar1_condiiions_for_Coo~erativa_Pl~nlling 

Our findinqs indicated that rural development, either as 

a means or as an end , was often defined by administrators as 

more comprehensive than the scope of dny single organization , 

and it often was vieved as broader than the programs offered 

by either the public or private sectors. One of the conclu

sions reached in our. study may be described as follo ws: A 

necessar y condition foe comprehensive rural development is 

the participation by more tban one organization in the devel

opment effort . We presented data that suqqested organizations 

should be drawn from both the public and private sectors 

since orqanizations in each sector have something unique to 

contribute. The ranqe of development activities cited by ad

ministrators also suqqests the need for a more comprehensive 

approach than can be provided by any single agency. The types 

of activities described by administrators require more re

sources and skills than any single organization could supply . 

The levels of current involvement and potential commit

ment to interaqency development proqrams seem to suggest a 

qeneral willingness to participate in development efforts. A 

larqe number of orqanizations not involved at present indi

cated a willinqness to participate in interagency programs . 

The level of cooperation between public and private secto~s 

could be biqh if our findings accurately represent the com-

• 
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mitments of the private sector. 

The present level of interagency activity among the 

units studied also demonstrates that most local administra

tors recoqnize that they cannot work effectively in the de

velopment arena by themselves. Whether cooperation is due to 

administrative direction or to the demands of the situation 

is unimportant. What is important is that administrators at 

some level perceived the need for cooperative development 

proqrams. 

Areas in ~hich cooperative development planning may be 

established with the least amount of "set-up" time are those 

activities currently beinq performed by single organizations 

and those activities currently being addressed by interagency 

proqrams. If administrators responsible for development plan

ninq identify in a particular geographic area the groups par-
/ 

ticipatinq in common issues and can help these groups see the 

potential for combining resources, ideas, and manpower, it 

may be possible to increase program success. 

Interaqency activities that are presently underway could 

be expanded if planners were aware of the programs that al

ready exist in their county. Furthermore, groups participat

inq in interaqency proqrams could be a source of suggestions 

and technical assistance to any new attempts at planning. On

derstandinq the assurances that will have to be given to 
, 

secure cooperative action is a necessary condition for devel-
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opment. Questions asked by administrators about interagency 

proqrams dramatize the importance of understanding program 

qoals and obiectives . Only when the goals of a n 

interorqanizational proiect are precise ly defined will it be 

pos s ible for a n orqanization , which is invited to participate 

in a ; oint effort, to verify the compatibility of its goals 

with those of the cooperative program. 

If interaqency qoals are not precise, it will be diffi

cult to assess the requirements for staff or resource alloca

tion, or to evaluate the overall responsibility and accounta

bility a specific organization will have in the program . 

Consensus about which organizations should be invo lved 

in development activities wil l affect the degree of coopera

tion amonq qroups. Low levels of consensus will reduce the 

amount cf cooperation in a group. Organizations attempt to 

"establish" themselves--to identify a programming effort , to 

ide ntify a clientele, and to identify a problem arena in 

which they have special expertise . Unless a ll members in a 

committee aqree that each should be involved , planning 

meetinqs may be spent trying to resolve the question about 

wh o s hould participate . A knowledge of which groups to in

volv e also facilitates the expansion of presen t interagency 

systems. Thus, if a planner knew in advance which gr oups in 

the county other administra t ors expected to participate , h e 

could see k out these qroups and involve t hem with out fear of 
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ob7ections beinq raised by the present members. 

Our research showed that USDA agencies tended to be the 

most frequently mentioned development groups. Other groups or 

orqanizations mentioned were political units, such as the 

county board of supervisors, and financial units, such as the 

county bankers• associations. Since these groups are present 

in all or nearly all the counties and since they were men

tioned frequently, expansion of existing interagency develop

ment proqrams miqht seek to involve these groups or others 

like them. Adding these organizations will likely increase a 

development qroup•s financial resources and its acceptance in 

the county, as well as provide an important link with other 

qroups. 
/ 

Planners should qo further than identifying which organ-

izations should be involved in development activities. They 

can ascertain which groups presently are involved. This could 

be done throuqh a fairly simple questionnaire. This would 

reveal which qroups are not involved but would be willing to 
\ 

participate. Such an inventory of organizations in a communi-

ty, a county, or a reqion would reveal which organizations 

are not involved, which organizations feel they should be in

volved, and also what resources these groups would be willing 

to contribute. This type of survey could be an important tool 

in planning for ;oint programs since it would permit planners 

' 
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to create a wide resource base for dealing with complex de

velopmept problems. 

Consensus_on_Develo~ment_Priorities 

Mobilization for development action may be reduced if 

public administrators, elected officials, and other influen

tial leaders cannot agree on what are the most urgent prob

lems. Our findinqs suggest that administrators often describe 

activities that they feel should be given priority in their 

county in terms of the proqrams offered by their own organi

zations. We also found that definitions of development and 

the types of development activities mentioned were associated 

with a particular organization. When priorities and neaded 

proqrams are defined in terms of specific agencies, develop

ment planninq wi ll not likely assume a broad approach that 

cuts across orqanizational boundaries. Consequently, develop

ment may be slowed down when there is no wide-spread agree

ment about what areas should receive attention. 

A survey of which organizations should be involved in 

each county is an important step in development planning. 

such a survey could be expanded to ask information about the 

priorities of community leaders and public officials. Fur

thermore, if it is learned that little or no consensus exists 

about priorities, another step would be to develop an educa

tional proqram to provide leaders with a description of the 

social, eco nomic, a nd environmental conditions in their 
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count y. A survey could be used to point out the problem areas 

and to increase the level of consensus about areas that need 

attention. 

0-c~an-~z~tional_Char~cterisiics 

An organization's c haracteri stics will influence its in

volvement in cooperative development programs. The number of 

years an orqanization has ser ved residents in the county may 

affect its visibility and acceptance in the development 

arena. Relatively new organizations may not be accepted by 

qroups that are well established in the area. The potential 

of many public and private organizations for participating in 

development may not be imm ed iately obvious to organizations 

that are already well established in the development system, 

especially if they do not interact with these newer groups. 

Older groups in the county that have expressed a recent 

interest in rural development also may meet with resistence 

by established groups. 

The amount of resources, the diversity of personnel, the 

ranqe of proqrams, and freedom to participate in local pro

qrams can be expected to influence an organization's partici

pation in ioint development program s . The ability of an or

qanization to participate in cooperative programs and its 

level of participation may be restricted if its financial re

sources are lov. Organizations with a small staff may find it 

more difficult to allocate staff time to cooperative pro-
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;ects, whereas those with a large specialized staff may be 

able to make such an investment. Organizations with a narrow 

ranqe of services may find it difficult to participate in co

operative efforts because of their more specialized 

interests. On the other hand, organizations with diversified 

programs (e. g. , community action or welfare) may find it 

easier to enter into cooperative arrangem~nt~ with other 

qroups because of their wide range of interests. A local or

ganization's freedom to initiate new programs, to alter exis

tinq ones , and to drop old programs also will affect its 

ability to participate in ioint development efforts. When all 

decisions about proqrams are made by administrators at state 

and federal levels, the local unit, whether public or private 

can be expected to respond more slowly to invitations to join 

7oint proqrams. Public or private organizations that are 

accountable to advisory boards at their ovn level can be ex

pected to respond more quickly than those that are supervised 

by administrators several levels above them. 

Attitudes 1teld by administrators will likely affect 

their participation in cooperative development efforts. Coop

erative development may be handicapped if administrators hold 

neqative attitudes toward cooperative action. Whether by 

conscious decision or because of a lack of past participation 

in ioint efforts, non-USDA administrators tend to hold less 

favorable attitudes toward cooperative action. Planners might 
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expect to find the impact and success of cooperative de velop

ment proqrams reduced in areas where positive attitudes ha ve 

not been developed and encouraged. The attitudes of local ad 

ministrators may be shaped to a considerable extent by what 

area and state administrators do and say about rural develop

ment. There is hiqh verbal commitment to cooperative action 

amo nq all the administrators in our study, but their level of 

activity does not approach their level of verbal commitme n t . 

This may result in part because the state-county organiza

tions and private associations have not been invited to par

ticipate in cooperative proqrams or because they do not 

presently feel cooperative effort is a necessary condition 

for organizational effectiveness. 

, 

• 
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November 6, 1969 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

APPENDIX I 

---------;-----------------------------------------------------------------

THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

Shortl y after I became President, I established a new Cabinet-level 
Urban Affairs Council to help me develop an overaLl s trategy for meeting 
t he problems of the cities and to coordinate the wide variety of government 
effor ts in this area. It is a fact of our national life that the concerns 
of rural America also deserve more careful consideration and more effective 
coordination at the highest levels of government. 

We are a nation of cities, to be sure, but we are also a nation of small 
t owns and villages, farms and forests, mines and ranches, mountains 
and r ivers and lakes. The people who live in rural America have urgent 
probl ems which deserve our attention. More importantly, they represent 
a great resource upon which all of us can draw. 

It i s for these reasons that I am announcing today the establishment of a 
new Rural Affairs Council at the Cabinet level. The Council will meet 
next week for the first time. The following officials will join me as 
members of the Council: The Vice President, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of Interior, the Secretary of Connnerce, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, the Director of the Office of Economic 
Oppor tunity, the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, the 
Secretary of Labor, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors. 

It is t o this Council that the Task Force on Rural Development will submit 
its report and recommendations. 

As I announce the formation of the Rural Affairs Council, I would note 
several facts which underscore the importance of its work. It is shocking, 
for example, to discover that at least one-third of the housing in rural 
America is presently substandard. It is disturbing to realize that more 
than 3 million rural Americans have not completed five years of school . 
It is disheartening to see that one-third of our rural communities with 
a population over 1,000 have no public sewage facilities. 

It i s also important to note that the population of our country is likel y to 
grow by 50 percent in the next thirty years. Where these next hundred 
mill i on persons locate is a tremendously important question for our society. 
After an era in which people have moved steadily from the countryside 
to l a r ge and crowded cities, we must now do what we can to encourage a more 
even distribution of our population throughout our country. The Rural 
Affairs Council can help our nation to meet this challenge by helping 
rural America, once again, to become an area of opportunity. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250 

SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM NO. 1667 

Rural Development Program 

APPENDIX II 

The purpose of this memorandum is to establish the Department's policies 
and organizational arrangements with respect to economic, social and 
cultural improvement in the nonmetropolitan areas of the Nation. 

This memorandum supersedes Secretary's Memorandum No. 1610, dated February 
27, 1967, and all related instructions. 

2. BACKGROUND 

The President has established a Task Force on Rural Development to make 
recommendations on what might be done in the private and public sectors 
to stimulate rural development. 

The President on November 6, 1969, announced the establishment of a 
Cabinet-level Council for Rural Affairs to recognize the importance of 
rural America to the national economy and to society. This Council is 
to assist the President in developing national policies that will strengthen 
rural America and thereby encourage increased dispersal of the U.S. pop
ulation to areas outside the major metropolitan centers. 

In addition to the President, the Rural Affairs Council includes the 
Vice President, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Interior, Commerce, 
Housing and Urban Development, Labor, and Health, Education and Welfare, 
the Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors. 

The Department of Agriculture with its extensive field staff will carry 
a major portion of the Federal responsibility in helping individuals 
and communities in rural areas improve their quality of life. 

3. DEFINITION 

The term "rural development" applies to most of the present programs , 

' 
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of the Department, since they contribute directly or indirectly to the 
improvement of rural America. However, in this memorandum, rural develop
ment refers to the Department's special efforts to provide expanded farm 
and nonfarm employment, income opportunities, and more attractive living 
conditions in nonmetropolitan areas of the Nation. 

4. POLICY 

I ask each agency in the Department to give agg~·essive leadership and 
assistance to the rural development program. Our goa~ is to utilize 
our existing authorities to provide more jobs and income opportunities, 
improve rural living conditions, and enrich the cultural life of rural 
America. 

Most details of the development process should be left to local determination. 
The approach of the Department is to assist people to help themselves. For 
those activities in which the Department has expertise and responsibility, 
i t will provide direct services to communities and individuals. For activities 
beyond the Department's purview, the Department can serve as communicator 
and catalyst. However, development is the primary responsibility of the 
local people. 

5. IMPLEMENTATION 

National 

The Assistant Secretary for Rural Development and Conservation represents. , 
the Secretary on rural development matters and administers the program 

within the department. 

A Departmental Rural Development Committee is hereby established. This 
committee will develop Department policies, programs, and priorities, 
and coordinate agency action on matters pertaining to rural development. 
The Assistant Secretary for Rural Development and Conservation will 
serve as Chairman. The coum1ittee includes the Administrators and Deputies 
of the Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service, Farmers Home Administration, 
Federal Extension Service, and Rural Electrification Administration and 
such other members as the Secretary may designate • 

Each member agency will assign a person to provide staff services to the 
committee. Other agencies of the Department will be invited to meet with 
the committee from time to time as requested by the Assistant Secretary 
for Rural Development and Conservation. 

Each agency represented on the committee shall develop (1) procedures 
for providing services and technical assistance to individuals, private 
groups, and State and local governmental agencies; and (2) procedures 
for evaluating and reporting its progress in rural development to its 
Administrator. Other USDA agencies and offices shall develop plans for 
contributing to rural development . Rural development plans of all agencies 
shall be presented to the Chairman of the Rural Development Committee for 
review. 



150 

The Rural Development Committee will suggest training which will help 
Department and Extension personnel more effectively carry out their 
rural development responsibilities. 

The Department, under the direction of the Assistant Secretary for 
Rural Development, will maintain liaison with other Federal agencies 
and national organizations to help make their programs and services 
available to rural people and their connnunities. This liaison function 
will be performed by the appropriate agencies as assigned by the 
Assistant Secretary for Rural Development and Conservation. 

State 

There shall be a USDA Committee for Rural Development in each State. 
Membership shall include representatives from the Forest Service, Soil 
Conservation Service, Farmers Home Administration, Rural Electrification 
Administration, and the State Cooperative Extension Service. Each 
representative will be designated by the corresponding administrator. 
This group shall be convened by the Director of the State Cooperative 
Extension and organized no later than December 31, 1969. Each Committee 
will elect its officers and develop its own operating procedures; it 
may enlarge its membership as it sees fit. Committee members will pro
vide staff services to support the committee activities. 

Each USDA Committee should establish liaison with the executive officers 
of the State governmental and other appropriate organizations. The Committees 
shall work closely with State and local people in support ot comprehensive 
planning and development. 

As needed, the State Connnittee will decide on the kind of USDA rural 
development organization to be established on a local basis. 

The full range of land-grant university expertise, combined with help 
from Federal, State, and local government units, can assist local and 
State leaders to build strong and vigorous programs. Agency personnel, 
through their respective agencies, will provide technical assistance to 
individuals and to local, district, and State development groups . The 
State Cooperative Extension Services will, in addition, extend the 
knowledge and other available resources of land-grant universities to 
assist in the solutions of community problems. Extension will also 
provide educational and planning assistance to development groups, and 
along with other USDA agencies will help these groups use the various 
resources available through other governmental agencies and private 
organizations. 

The State Cormnittee, through its elected chairman, should develop an 
annual plan of operation for carrying out its responsibilities as 
indicated above. Each USDA agency administrator on the Rural Develop
ment Committee will prepare the necessary reports to be used as a basis 
for keeping national policies current and responsive to the needs of 
State and local people. 

' 
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Local 

Development is the responsibility of local organizations, groups, and 
leaders. They provide the means through which the services of govern
mental agencies and professional personnel can be of assistance. The 
extent to which people are helped in improving rural living conditions 
will depend largely on the quality of educational and technical 
assistance and other services provided by local ~r ofessional personnel. 

In assisting the local individuals and groups, local staff will (1) 
support and guide local leadership in determining the direction for 
development of its community, (2) provide appropriate help to local 
groups in carrying out their development plans, and (3) assist local 
leaders to establish appropriate liaison with other agencies and organ
izations, both public and private, who can contribute to the development 
of their communities. 

J. Phil Campbell 
Under Secretary 



I Administrative tJfftces 
Curttss Hall 

To: Area Extension Directors 

Dear Co-workers: 

152 APPENDIX III 

Cooperative Extension Service 
IOWA STATE UNIVEJ.tSITY 

Ame1, Iowa 50010 

Apri 1 21, 1970 

The Iowa State USDA Rural Development Connnittee approved the following 
guidelines for Area and County USDA RD Connnittees: 

1. Provide a means of connnunication and joint consideration of 
rural development needs and suggest ways of increasing the 
effectiveness of each agency's program in meeting these needs o 

a . As a minimum, meet quarterly. 

b. Review agency programs on a county basis which contribute 
to rural development. 

c. Discuss and establish priority programs involving more than 
one agency. 

d. Develop plans for inter-agency coordination and cooperation 
on priority programs which contributes to rural development. 

e. Develop an annual written area or county RD committee plan 
of work. The plan of work will include the goals, who is 
to be involved, what is to be done and when. 

2. Support and facilitate developmental activities of public and 
private organizations. 

a. Consider the organization of a broadly representative County 
Rural Development Committee. 

b. Be alert to emerging development projects and seek means to 
provide assistance within the framework of USDA pr ograms . 

c. Assist organizations in study, analysis and the process of 
implementing development projects. 

3. Assist individuals and connnunities in non-metropolitan areas to 
have improved access to programs of Federal, State and local 
agencies. 
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a. Keep informed of Federal, State and local agency programs. 

b. Extend information to rural clientele about Federal, State 
and local agency programs. 

c. Provide assistance to rural clientele in guiding them to 
appropriate agency offices to receive service from those 
programs. 

4. Help to identify major rural development needs not being met by 
existing programs and suggest needed programs and resources to 
meet these needs. 

5. Expand involvement of non-participants in USDA programs. 

6. Extend information about USDA programs and their progress. 

Six purposes are identified followed by guidelines as appropriate. These 
are suggestive, not exhaustive, in keeping with the concept of flexibility 
and initiative. Such a non-directive approach, however, does not suggest 
non-action. 

The State USDA RD Committee proposes that the middle management personnel 
conduct training on these purposes and guidelines for their own personnel 
within the framework of each agency's in-service training program. In 
preparation for this, we will discuss these guidelines at the next Area 
Directors' meeting. 

MAA:jfk 

cc: Mo Wo Soults 

Sincerely, 

• 

Marvin A. Anderson 
Dean and Director 
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